
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Call to Order 
 
Welcome.  Items listed on this agenda will be given consideration by the 
City of Grand Junction Planning Commission.  P lease turn off all cell 
phones during the meeting. 
 
In an effort to give everyone who would like to speak an opportunity to 
provide their testimony, we ask that you try to limit your comments to 3-5 
minutes.  If someone else has already stated your comments, you may 
simply state that you agree with the previous statements made.  Please 
do not repeat testimony that has already been provided.  I nappropriate 
behavior, such as booing, cheering, personal attacks, applause, verbal 
outbursts or other inappropriate behavior, will not be permitted. 
 
Copies of the agenda and staff reports are available on the table located 
at the back of the Auditorium. 

 
Announcements, Presentations and/or Prescheduled Visitors 

 
Consent Agenda 

 
 Items on the consent agenda are items perceived to be non-controversial 
in nature and meet all requirements of the Codes and regulations and/or 
the applicant has acknowledged complete agreement with the 
recommended conditions. 
 
 The consent agenda will be acted upon in one motion, unless the 
applicant, a member of the public, a Planning Commissioner or staff 
requests that the item be removed from the consent agenda.  I tems 
removed from the consent agenda will be reviewed as a p art of the 
regular agenda.  C onsent agenda items must be removed from the 
consent agenda for a full hearing to be eligible for appeal or rehearing. 

 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings Attach 1 

Approve the minutes of the July 13 and December 14, 2010 Regular Meetings. 
 
 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 
 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 11, 2011, 6:00 P.M. 
 

To Access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org 

http://www.gjcity.org/
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2. Grand Valley Power Solar Farm – Conditional Use Permit Attach 2 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to construct and operate an electrical 
solar generation facility on 6.97 acres in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district 
located within the Airport's Area of Influence. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2010-282 
PETITIONER: Jarrett Broughton – Grand Valley Power 
LOCATION: 714 29 Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

3. Jacobson’s Pond Subdivision – Extension of Preliminary Plan Attach 3 
A request for a three year extension of the approved Preliminary Subdivision Plan. 
 
FILE #: PP-2006-262 
PETITIONER: Peter Benson, NVH, INV, LLC 
LOCATION: 738 26 Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

4. Osprey Subdivision – Extension of Preliminary Plan (continued from 
November 9, 2010) Attach 4 
A request for a one year extension of the approved Preliminary Subdivision Plan. 
 
FILE #: PP-2007-124 
PETITIONER: Sam D. Starritt, Esq. – Property Services of GJ, Inc. 
LOCATION: 2981, 2991, 2993, 2995 B Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 
 

5. Police and Fire Facilities ROW Vacation – Vacation of Right-of-Way Attach 5 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate alley rights-of-way 
within Block 138 and Block 139 of the City of Grand Junction, along with S. 6th 
Street, located between Ute and Pitkin Avenues.  These rights-of-way are no longer 
needed for access and are requested to be vacated to permit construction of a new 
police station and associated public safety facilities. 
 
FILE #: VAC-2010-332 
PETITIONER: Rick Dorris – City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: Rights-of-way within Block 138 and Block 139 of the City of Grand 

Junction, along with South 6th Street, located between Ute and 
Pitkin Avenues 

STAFF: Brian Rusche 
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6. Housing Authority Annexation – Zone of Annexation Attach 6 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan - Future Land Use designation to Village Center - Mixed Use 
and to zone 1.52 acres, less right-of-way, from County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-
Family 8 du/ac) to a City R-24 (Residential 24 du/ac) zone district. 
 
FILE #: ANX-2010-364 
PETITIONER: Don Hartman – Grand Junction Housing Authority 
LOCATION: 2910 Bunting Avenue 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 
 

7. Yoda’s Auto – Conditional Use Permit Attach 7 
Request approval to operate a used car sales lot and moving vehicle rental facility 
on 0.43 acres in a C-1 zone district. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2010-288 
PETITIONER: Ron Wells 
LOCATION: 1162 Ute Avenue 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 
 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 
Public Hearing Items 

 
On the following items the Grand Junction Planning Commission will 
make the final decision or a recommendation to City Council.  If you have 
an interest in one of these items or wish to appeal an action taken by the 
Planning Commission, please call the Public Works and Planning 
Department (244-1430) after this hearing to inquire about City Council 
scheduling. 
 

NONE 
 

General Discussion/Other Business 
1. Election of Officers 

 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
 
Adjournment 
 



 

 

Attach 1 
Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
July 13, 2010 MINUTES 
6:00 p.m. to 7:26 p.m. 

 
 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
by Vice Chairman Pavelka-Zarkesh.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall 
Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Lynn Pavelka (Vice 
Chair), Pat Carlow, Ebe Eslami and Greg Williams (Alternate).  Absent were Reggie 
Wall (Chair) and Commissioners Mark Abbott, Richard Schoenradt, and Rob Burnett. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Division Manager), Greg Moberg (Planning 
Services Supervisor), Scott Peterson (Senior Planner), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner) 
and Eric Hahn (Development Engineer). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 22 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 
 
There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

Approve minutes of the May 11, 2010 Regular Meeting. 
 

2. River Trail Subdivision – Preliminary Subdivision Plan – PULLED/ 
WITHDRAWN 
Request approval of an extension of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 80 
lots on 17.405 acres in an R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) zone district. 
 
FILE  #: PP-2006-330  
PETITIONER: Michael Queally – River Trail Investment, LLC 
LOCATION: 3141 D Road 
STAFF: Greg Moberg 
 



 

 

3. Lee / Bell Rezone – Rezone 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to rezone 0.14 acres from 
an R-O (Residential Office) to a B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district. 
 
FILE #: RZ-2010-066 
PETITIONER: Sandra Lee and Don Bell 
LOCATION: 315 Ouray Avenue 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

4. Heritage Villas Rezone – Rezone 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to rezone 1.6 acres from an 
R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) to an R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) zone district. 
 
FILE #: RZ-2010-062 
PETITIONER: Donny Eilts 
LOCATION: 606½ 29 Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 

 
5. Heaven’s Little Steps Daycare – Conditional Use Permit 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to open a general daycare center 
(more than 12 children) in a church facility on 6.21 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 
du/ac) zone district. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2010-072 
PETITIONER: First Church of Nazarene 
LOCATION: 2802 Patterson Road 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 

 
Vice Chairman Pavelka briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, 
planning commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for additional 
discussion.  Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, mentioned that item number 2, the River 
Trails Subdivision, had been pulled or withdrawn from the agenda.  Additionally, a letter 
was submitted by a citizen regarding the Heritage Villas Rezone.  However, the author 
of the letter did not appear to be present at the hearing.  After discussion, there were no 
objections or revisions received from the audience or Planning Commissioners on the 
Consent Agenda items. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Carlow)  “Madam Chairman, I move that we approve 
the Consent Agenda with the exception of number 2.” 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 4 - 0. 
 
Public Hearing Items 
 
6. Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations – Vacation of Right-of-Way 



 

 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate portions of 
several existing street and alley rights-of-way in the Texas, Elm, Houston and 
Bunting Avenue areas.  All proposed vacations are located east of Cannell Avenue. 
 
FILE #: VR-2010-068 
PETITIONER: Tim Foster – Mesa State College  
LOCATION: Various Streets and Alleys  
STAFF: Scott Peterson  
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Scott Peterson, Senior Planner, made a PowerPoint presentation regarding Mesa State 
College’s request to vacate portions of Texas, Elm, Houston and Bunting Avenues as 
well as associated alleys, which were located adjacent to Mesa State College properties 
with the exception of a few remaining privately owned parcels.  The Comprehensive 
Plan indicated the Mesa State College area as Business Park or Mixed Use with current 
zoning for the area of R-8.  Mr. Peterson confirmed that applicant intended to vacate the 
rights-of-way in anticipation of current and future building and parking lot expansions for 
the campus.  He further advised that the City would reserve utility and temporary access 
easements. 
 
According to the Mesa State College Master Plan, much of the utilities infrastructure 
would be relocated and applicant had agreed upon the City’s approval and agreement to 
the final location of the utilities, permanent utility easements would be granted to the City 
and the portion of the temporary utility easements reserved and no longer needed by 
the City would be released and/or vacated after relocation of the utilities.  Mr. Peterson 
added that Mesa State would also dedicate public access easements to two existing 
property owners who were affected by current construction at the campus.  He added 
that he had received this afternoon a revised exhibit for the Clark Carroll owned 
properties which consisted of five lots and advised that it included a 20 foot access 
easement to the north of the adjacent property owner’s line wherein he would have a full 
20 foot access to the back garage. 
 
Mr. Peterson concluded that the requested vacations were consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and had met the applicable review criteria of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code as well as conditioned upon the reservation and grant of temporary 
easements for the continued utility infrastructure and public access and recommended 
that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of conditional approval to the 
City Council for the requested vacations. 
 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION 
Derrick Wagner, Mesa State’s Director of Strategic Initiatives, appeared on behalf of 
President Foster, stated that growth and enrollment of Mesa State College went from 
5,675 in fall 2005 to currently nearly 8,000 students on campus this fall.  He added that 
there was also an increased demand for housing on campus.  He advised that the 
Board of Trustees approved moving forward with construction of Bunting Hall for a 328 
bed facility. 



 

 

 
Kent Marsh, Director of Facility Services at Mesa State College, next addressed the 
Commission and added that it is their desire to convert some of the vacant properties 
that were created by moving 12 homes purchased over the past year.  By way of a 
PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Marsh demonstrated the site plan for the phase 3 student 
housing Bunting Dorms and identified the private property, access through the parking 
lot and dedicated access easement which would provide access to and through their 
parking lot. 
 
Mr. Marsh next addressed some of the concerns regarding the problems associated with 
construction which included, among other things, noise and dust.  He said that the 
college had tried and they continue to work together with neighbors to make sure they 
were doing the right thing and that they were trying to grow as responsibly as they could.  
Mr. Marsh said that all of the contractors who work on the college were required to have 
a water truck on site.  Also, they have a contract with a company that applied 
magnesium chloride and also a street sweeping company that goes through the college 
to clean alleys, streets and rights-of-way as needed.  Rubber speed bumps had been 
added and they have looked at how to provide thoughtful traffic circulation. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Eslami asked if one had to go through the alley to get to the parking lot.  
Mr. Marsh said that they would come across college property and an easement 
proposed to be dedicated ran right through the parking lot access aisle. 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked if one of the houses was on that alley.  Kent Marsh 
confirmed that was correct and there were two homes. 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked if that was the only access to the parking lot.  Mr. Marsh 
advised that was the only access to the parking lot and confirmed that the number of 
spots in there did not require more spaces. 
 
Commissioner Williams asked if the alley behind the homes would be a dedicated 
easement.  Kent Marsh said that was correct and they would be ingress, egress and 
utility easements owned by the City. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka inquired if through that parking lot and down that alley it would 
be graveled with magnesium chloride.  Mr. Marsh said that it would be recycled asphalt 
pavement and magnesium chloride on top of it. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka asked what type of surface was there before commencement of 
this construction.  Mr. Marsh guessed that it was chip sealed at some point. 
 
Commissioner Williams asked for Mr. Marsh to identify how the Millers would access 
their property.  Kent Marsh advised that there was a new curb cut created at the south 
end of Houston Avenue as well as a curb cut at the west end of the college property to 
access Cannell.  He advised that Mr. Miller would continue to have the same street 



 

 

frontage that he had now although it would be easement rather than right-of-way.  The 
applicant also proposed to provide an easement to Mr. Miller that would extend 15 feet 
north of his northern boundary. 
 
Commissioner Williams next asked for an explanation of how the applicant would 
prohibit students from parking and using those areas designated as an easement.  Mr. 
Marsh said that they were very efficient at giving tickets.  A number of vehicles have to 
be towed and there were ways for applicant to deal with it and had not planned any 
permanent barriers. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
For: 
No one spoke in favor of this request. 
 
Against: 
Darrell Miller, 1315 Houston Avenue, stated that he was opposed to this project and 
listed a number of discrepancies.  He believed that there would be a reduction of his 
egress that he currently had from four outlets to one with the only outlet being Cannell 
which would result in a devaluation of his property.  He added that putting down 
magnesium chloride once was not sufficient.  Additionally, the applicant proposed to put 
a dirt road next to his house which would create a huge health issue based on the 
thousands of trips on that road per day.  Mr. Miller next addressed the adverse impacts 
and health safety which would come from fugitive dust as well as negation issues 
pertaining to bicycling and pushing a stroller.  He opined that hundreds of students 
would be migrating from this dorm down his alley toward the central part of campus and 
was concerned for their safety.  He asked how this would improve traffic flow.  He stated 
that he did not think this plan worked and was, therefore, opposed to it. 
 
Clark Carroll, 1240 Cannell Avenue, provided the Commission a letter which he read 
into the record.  The points summarized in his letter included such things as vacation of 
various streets; alleys and sidewalks would directly affect his ability to enjoy his 
properties; it would negatively affect the value of his properties; would adversely affect 
health and safety; and would reduce services such as police, fire and trash collections.  
He addressed certain language contained in a plat which referenced dedication of the 
streets, avenues and alleys to the use of the public forever. 
 
Mr. Carroll also discussed parking issues and trespass onto Mesa State College 
property as Bunting had been removed in order to get to the City alley.  He next 
identified the area presented to the college and requested of the City which would 
provide him with access from Cannell across applicant’s property.  He concurred with 
Mr. Miller that students usually try to go the closest parking area that they had and 
believed this would be a major thoroughfare or roadway and may cause difficulty in 
accessing his alley to the back.  He also believed that magnesium chloride was not 
sufficient for the parking lot and suggested a lighter coat of paving. 
 



 

 

Mr. Carroll addressed another concern pertaining to formation of particulate pollution 
that could cause health problems due to the amount of dirt and dust from the parking 
lots and construction.  Other concerns raised by Mr. Carroll included noise, lack of 
drainage in the alley, lack of effective sediment controls to prevent runoff from dirt lots to 
streets to gutter to river systems, parking lot lighting, safety of pedestrians and vehicular 
traffic created by a blind spot, reduction of city services, including fire and police 
services, water related difficulties and sewer capacity.  Mr. Carroll believed that Mesa 
State College had shown forms of elitism, arrogance and dominance in several areas 
and questioned how he could in good faith do business dealings with the applicant.  He 
presented several alternate plans and concluded that he did not support the current 
vacation request as presented as it appeared to reduce the peaceful and quiet 
enjoyment of his property, reduced value, added to poor environmental conditions, 
affected the safety of his family and general public, increased light pollution and noise, 
supported violation of public governmental process, and reduced total public access. 
 
APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 
Kent Marsh pointed out that Mesa State College was much like another developer who 
came before the Commission and had the same issues to deal with.  The applicant was 
buying properties and proposing to remove rights-of-ways and individual properties and 
replacing them with larger tracts of land that could be built on.  The applicant had to 
provide all of the services that currently existed for a resident that abutted their property 
to assure that they were made whole by providing access, utility service, and assured 
that any type of emergency service provider could get to any part of the campus. 
 
With respect to drainage and runoff, due to financial constraints, it was believed that 
magnesium chloride, recycled asphalt pavement was their best option at this point.  
Additionally, all of Mesa State’s contractors were required to pull storm water 
management plans and permits from the State of Colorado and applicant was being as 
responsible as they possibly could in the development of these properties.  Mr. Marsh 
discussed utility access and discussed the combined sewer that used to exist in the 
alley of Mr. Carroll’s home.  He added that as they were exempted out of the sewer 
separation or sewer elimination project, as they develop properties they have paid to 
separate the storm and sand and felt they have done what was necessary to prevent 
flooding issues as much more capacity has been provided.  Ingress, egress, public utility 
easements were being provided. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Carlow asked if there were any alternate plans developed on this project.  
Kent Marsh confirmed that they had looked at all different kinds of ways to provide a 
five-story, 303 bed dorm that was needed.  He believed this was the best use of the 
property and felt like it would allow further development in the future, if necessary. 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked if it incorporated the future ownership of the property of the 
two gentlemen who spoke in opposition to this request.  Mr. Marsh stated that their 
proposal in the future, if they were able to purchase those properties, was to build 
another dormitory to sit parallel to Cannell Avenue.  He added that in the long term they 



 

 

felt that the parking east of the Carroll property would turn into a large recreational field 
similar to what surrounded some of the existing dorms.  Additionally, Mr. Marsh stated 
that they had to ensure that the type of apparatus that would respond to a fire on 
campus would be able to accommodate them pulling up to a dorm, setting up and being 
able to fight a fire. 
 
Commissioner Carlow stated that he had some concerns if this would cause an adverse 
impact on private property owners’ property values or their way of life.  Mr. Marsh 
believed that what they have proposed was okay. 
 
Commissioner Carlow was concerned that this was predicated on the applicant’s future 
use of the land rather than the current situation.  Mr. Marsh confirmed that perhaps this 
could be worked out with the adjacent property owners. 
 
Commissioner Williams asked who held the access easements.  Kent Marsh stated that 
it depended but all of the existing rights-of-way would be vacated and replaced with City 
access easements to the public. 
 
Commissioner Eslami wanted clarification that it would not be a temporary access.  Mr. 
Marsh said that it would be permanent as long as what they had remained and that 
applicant did not own those properties. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Kenneth Harris stated that his concerns were that the project as it had been built over 
the past few years, the storm water had turned into a torrent because the applicant did 
not have an adequate drain plan.  He questioned what would happen to the water when 
the streets were eliminated.  He was also concerned with increased traffic, line of sight 
problems, and believed it would be a good plan to get some of the issues and concerns 
worked out such as dust quality issues and traffic problems. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Eslami asked for some clarification regarding the storm water and 
flooding issues.  Kent Marsh said in most instances the asphalt, concrete sidewalks, 
concrete driveways were being replaced with some combination of landscape and a 
larger building.  They had analyzed the runoff coefficient before development and 
compared it to the runoff coefficient after the development and found they were one and 
the same and did not feel that they were increasing the amount of runoff that left this 
property. 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked if there was any way that either the applicant or the City 
could mitigate that problem.  Eric Hahn, City of Grand Junction’s Development Engineer, 
concurred that Cannell Avenue performed how it was supposed to be during large 
events was accurate.  He stated that the larger problem pertained to North Avenue and 
advised that it would require a considerable amount of infrastructure upgrades in the 
future.  The City had identified it and as it would be a very expensive venture, he could 



 

 

not say when and how that would be able to be put into work.  Mr. Hahn announced that 
North Avenue capacities were not up to what they needed to be. 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked if their grading plan had been signed off on.  Eric Hahn 
confirmed that it was not required to be submitted through the City’s process. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka asked if Mr. Hahn would address the street signaling issue.  Mr. 
Hahn confirmed that the City was looking at that very closely.  He stated that the traffic 
signals would be in conflict if there was another one put in on Cannell if left as standard 
traffic signals.  He advised that at this point the City traffic engineer was analyzing the 
intersection of Cannell to allow it to be a full motion intersection. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka asked if the parking lots around Mesa State College now were 
mostly recycled asphalt.  Mr. Hahn stated that to his knowledge most of them were. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka asked how dusty they were.  Eric Hahn said that recycled 
asphalt was fairly dust-free but it must be maintained.  The challenge in maintaining 
parking lots was that they were rarely empty enough to actively treat them as a whole. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Carlow said that he would probably vote in favor of this but he would 
recommend that communications continue between the applicant and some of the 
property owners to address some of the concerns. 
 
Commissioner Eslami said that he had a couple of problems with the plan in that a 20 
foot alley for 85 parking spots was not adequate and would create a lot of problems.  
Also, he agreed that the gravel alley would be noisy and believed that could be possibly 
mitigated by paving.  He concluded that he could not vote in favor of this plan at this 
time. 
 
Vice Chairman Pavelka said that expansion and change within the City occurred at all 
times.  Issues related to drainage, sediment in the runoff and noise were brought up.  
She believed that the dust was an issue as well as the amount of traffic during the 
majority of the year.  She felt that some method to minimize the dust was very important. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Carlow)  “Madam Chairman, on item VR-2010-068, I 
move we forward a recommendation of conditional approval to the City Council 
on the request to vacate portions of Texas, Elm, Houston and Bunting Avenues 
and associated alleys with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions as 
identified in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 3 – 1 with Commissioner Eslami opposed. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
None. 



 

 

 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 7:26 p.m. 
 



 

 

 
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

DECEMBER 14, 2010 MINUTES 
6:00 p.m. to 6:05 p.m. 

 
 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Wall.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Reggie Wall (Chair), 
Lynn Pavelka (Vice Chair), Pat Carlow, Ebe Eslami, Rob Burnett, Lyn Benoit and Greg 
Williams. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Greg Moberg (Planning Services 
Supervisor), Senta Costello (Senior Planner) and Lori Bowers (Senior Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 2 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 
Announcements, Presentations, and/or Prescheduled Visitors 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

Approve the minutes of the September 14, October 12, and November 9, 2010 
Regular Meetings. 
 

2. Allen Unique Auto Auction House – Conditional Use Permit 
Request approval to operate an auction house on 4.121 acres in an I-2 (General 
Industrial) zone district. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2010-204 
PETITIONER: Catherine Breman – 2285 River Road LLC 
LOCATION: 2285 River Road 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

3. GJ Regional Airport Annexation – Zone of Annexation 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to annex and zone 614.3 
acres from County R-R (Residential-Rural) to a City PAD (Planned Airport 
Development) zone district. 
 



 

 

FILE #: ANX-2010-290 
PETITIONER: Rex Tippetts – Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority 
LOCATION: 2828 Walker Field Drive 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

Chairman Wall briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning 
commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for additional 
discussion.  After discussion, there were no objections or revisions received from the 
audience or Planning Commissioners on any of the Consent Agenda items. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Pavelka) “Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the 
agenda as read.” 
 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
None. 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 6:05 p.m. 
 



 

 

Attach 2 
Grand Valley Power Solar Farm 
 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 11, 2011 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Lori V. Bowers 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Grand Valley Power Solar Farm – CUP-2010-282 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 714 29 Road 

Applicant:  Grand Valley Power Lines Inc., owner; 
representative, Derek Elder 

Existing Land Use: Electrical distribution substation 
Proposed Land Use: Solar farm addition 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Interstate 70 and agriculture 
South Highline Canal / large lot residential 
East Vacant 
West Vacant land / Offender Services 

Existing Zoning: R-R (Residential – 1 du/5 ac) 
Proposed Zoning: No change 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North R-R (Residential – 1 du/5 ac) 
South R-R (Residential – 1 du/5 ac) 
East R-R (Residential – 1 du/5 ac) 

West R-R (Residential – 1 du/5 ac) and PD (Planned 
Development) 

Future Land Use Designation: Rural, 1 du/5 – 10 acres 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A  request for approval of a C onditional Use Permit to 
construct and op erate an el ectrical solar generation facility on 6. 97 acres in an R-R 
(Residential Rural) zone district located within the Airport's Area of Influence, in 
accordance with Table 21.04.010 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code; and allow for 
minor deviations to the Sign Code and landscaping requirements of the R-R zone 
district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the Conditional Use Permit 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background 
 
The 6.971 acre, irregular shaped Grand Valley Power substation property was annexed 
into the City as part of the 555+ acre North Glenn / Matchett Enclave in 1999.  The 
parcel lies between Interstate-70 on the north and the Highline Canal on the south.  The 
eastern most end tappers to a width of 14 feet, and then back to about 85 feet.  The 
western most end of the parcel is about 325 feet wide. An electric substation 
constructed in 1994 – 95 occupies the western most end of the property, with 29 Road 
located approximately 300 feet to the west of the substation.  The facility is fenced and 
landscaped.  T he applicant proposes to place a s olar farm just east of the existing 
substation. 
 
Besides the subject parcel’s irregular shape and a 50-foot easement for the 
transmission line, the property lies within the Airport’s Area of Influence and Critical 
Zone.  The Federal Aviation Administration (F.A.A.) is reviewing the proposal to place 
solar panels on the property. 
 
The R-R zoning district allows detached single-family, agricultural, institutional and civic 
uses, according to Section 21.04.010 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC). 
Basic utilities require a Conditional Use Permit.  The principal uses of the proposed 
facilities are to collect and transmit electricity to Grand Valley Power users. 
 
Applicant requests a deviation from the landscaping requirements of the Code.  The R-
R zoning district requires a 14-foot wide landscaping strip along the property line and 
landscaping along the adjacent right-of-way.  On this parcel, however, the area of the 
proposed facility is not visible to anyone located outside the property due t o the 
proximity of I-70.  T he proposed solar farm area, which will be i nside an ex panded 
fencing area, is approximately 170 feet from the north property line.  On average, there 
is over 40-feet of right-of-way between the property line and the edge of right-of-way for 
I-70.  There is no direct access to I-70.  A total of 33 trees already surround the existing 
substation.  I recommend that, as part of the CUP, in lieu of a 14-foot landscaping strip 
along the property edge, the City require xeric or low water plant/shrubs just outside the 
proposed new fencing on t he north side facing the Interstate. Because the area 
between the property line and the edge of the I-70 right-of-way is not highly visible, I 
recommend that we consider the existing trees sufficient landscaping to meet the other 
landscape requirements and that the Applicant leave this area as it is.  Because it is a 
slope and it collects the sand and gravel from the Interstate when it is plowed in the 
winter, landscaping in this area could not be expected to thrive or serve any useful 
purpose. 
 
Conditional Use Permits also require that a s ign plan be provided.  This is discussed 
further below in criterion number six (6). 
 



 

 

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on December 29, 2010. Of the 17 property owners 
notified, no one attended.  To date, the Planning Department has not received any calls 
or inquiries about the project. 
 
2. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
 
The proposed use of the site is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, which 
identifies this area as Rural, 5 to 10 acres. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan’s Goals and Policies are met with Goals 6 and 12: 
 
Goal 6:  Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. The 
use of this parcel as a solar farm is appropriate because it lies within the Airport’s Area 
of Influence.  The substation is an unmanned site and will be occupied only by 
maintenance workers. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a r egional provider of goods and s ervices the City and C ounty will 
sustain, develop and enhance a h ealthy, diverse economy.  T his goal is met by 
providing clean electrical services to help enhance the health of the community and 
adding diversity to our energy services. 
 
3. Section 21.02.110 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
To obtain a Conditional Use Permit, the Applicant must demonstrate compliance with 
the following criteria: 
 

(1) All applicable site plan review criteria in Section 21.02.070(g) of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) and conformance with the SSID, 
TEDS and SWMM Manuals. 
 

The requirements of SSID, TEDS and SWMM Manuals are met with this 
application.  The site plan review criteria are met, with the exception of 
the proposed deviations from the landscaping requirements as 
discussed above.  Because this is a c onditional use, these deviations 
are allowed and recommended in order to enhance compatibility with the 
surrounding land uses.  V ariation from signage requirements are 
discussed below in criterion six (6). 
 

(2) District Standards.  The underlying zoning districts standards established 
in Chapter 21.03 GJMC, except density when the application is pursuant to 
GJMC 21.08.020(c) [nonconformities]; 
 

The purpose of the district standards are to implement the 
Comprehensive Plan, encourage the most appropriate use of the land, 
conserve and enhance economic, social and aesthetic values and 
provide for adequate light and clean air.  The proposed solar farm is an 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2108.html#21.08.020


 

 

appropriate use of the land.  Because it is encumbered by the Airport’s 
Area of Influence, development options are limited.  Solar power will help 
conserve finite natural resources and maintain clean air for the benefit of 
the whole community. 
 

(3) Specific Standards.  The use-specific standards established in Chapter 
21.04 GJMC; 

The use-specific standards are being met by applying for a Conditional 
Use Permit as indicated by the respective zoning district in the use table 
of the Code. 
 

(4) Availability of Complementary Uses.  Other uses complementary to, and 
supportive of, the proposed project shall be available including, but not limited 
to: schools, parks, hospitals, business and commercial facilities, and 
transportation facilities. 
 

The substation will not be staffed on a regular basis.  Maintenance will 
be performed at the site as necessary.  Access will be obtained from the 
existing driveway from 29 Road.  There is a fire hydrant located on 
Brodick Way near 29 Road. 
 

(5) Compatibility with Adjoining Properties.  Compatibility with and protection 
of neighboring properties through measure such as: 
 

a) Protection of privacy:  The substation is an unmanned facility, much 
of the facility is below sight lines and the site contains several large 
trees.  These will protect the privacy of the adjoining properties. 

 
b) Protection of use and enjoyment:  The neighboring properties 

should not be impacted by solar panels or a sign since the closest 
residence is over 500 feet away.  Since the facility will serve as a 
solar collector service, sound will not be a factor.  Traffic to the site 
will be m inimal except for occasional maintenance workers, after 
the construction is complete. 

 
c) Compatible design and integration:  The existing substation has 

been in place since 1996.  The proposed 0.66 acres to be fenced 
for the solar farm will be s imilar and c ompatible to the existing 
fencing which is a seven feet tall, chain link, with 3 s trands of 
security wire around the top.  [A fence or wall that exceeds six feet 
in height is considered a s tructure and requires a pl anning 
clearance and building permit instead of a fence permit.]  No slats 
will be provided in the new fence. 

 
(6) Signage.  No sign shall be allowed on properties on a conditional use 
site unless the sign has been approved as part of the site development plan. 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04


 

 

 
Sections 21.06.070, signs in residential zones, are not to exceed 32 
square feet.  The applicant is proposing a sign face of 105 square feet.  
The height of the sign will be no taller than 17 feet.  If the subject parcel 
were zoned commercial, the allotted square footage would be based on 
the number of travel lanes along the frontage of the property; 1.5 square 
feet times the street frontage of the proposed solar farm area would be 
360 square feet.  ( The Code requires that no single sign exceed 300 
square feet).  The maximum height of a s ign, adjacent to four or more 
lanes of traffic may be 40 feet.  The proposed sign face of 105 square 
feet and a height of 17 feet is not out of character with area it is 
proposed, near the Interstate. 
 
The narrative of the sign describes the base of the sign to be a 
decorative elevated planter box, yet the graphic depiction does not 
adequately display that.  I f approved, the planter box should be a 
requirement for this request and c ounted towards the overall 
landscaping. 
 
The site is adjacent to the Interstate; the parcel is impacted by the 
Airport’s Area of Influence as well as the Critical Zone.  It is my opinion 
that the solar farm is a good use for this property and that a s ign that 
exceeds the residential standard be allowed. 
 
The sign should have little, if any impact on the residences located to the 
south.  It will be placed over 500 feet from the closest residence.  Only 
one sign is requested for the subject property.  T he purpose of the 
proposed sign is to allow for anyone traveling through the Grand Valley 
along I-70 to recognize the collective efforts of the growing demands for 
a diverse and sustainable energy programs and would allow for 
recognition of the project and the benefit for the community as a leader 
in renewable energy projects. 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Grand Valley Power Solar Farm application, CUP-2010-282 for a 
Conditional Use Permit, I make the following findings of fact, conclusions and 
conditions: 
 

1. The requested Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.110 (CUP) of the Grand Junction 

Municipal have all been met.  
 



 

 

3. As part of the Conditional Use Permit application, staff also recommends that 
the Planning Commission approve the submitted Sign Plan as presented, 
which meets the sign requirements as specified in Section 21.02.110(d) of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code, with the deviations from Section 21.06.070 
as provided in the Staff report. 

 
4. Approval of the project being conditioned upon the sign base be designed 

and used as a decorative planter and that a xeric landscaping plan be 
provided for the area adjacent to the new fenced area on the north side facing 
I-70, for the length of the new fencing. 

 
5. Proof of the approval from the F.A.A. will need to be provided prior to the 

issuance of a Planning Clearance. 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use 
Permit, CUP-2010-282 with the findings, conclusions and conditions of approval listed 
above. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on the request for a Conditional Use Permit for Grand Valley Solar Farm 
application, number CUP-2010-282 to be l ocated at 714 29 Road, I move that the 
Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the facts, conclusions 
and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Site Plan 
Sign Plan 
 



 

 

Site Location Map 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City Zoning Map 

Figure 4 
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Attach 3 
Jacobson’s Pond 
 
NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME 



 

 

Attach 4 
Osprey Subdivision 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 11, 2011 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Osprey Subdivision – PP-2007-124 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  A request for a one-year extension of the approved Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan. 
 
This request was continued from the November 9, 2010 Planning Commission meeting. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2981, 2991, 2993, & 2995 B Road 

Applicant:  Sam D. Starritt, Esq.   
for Property Services of GJ, Inc. (receiver) 

Existing Land Use: Single Family Residential 
Agriculture 

Proposed Land Use: Single Family Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential 
South Agriculture 
East Residential 
West Elementary School (School District 51 Property) 

Existing Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PD (Planned Development) 
South RSF-R (County 1 du/5 ac) 
East R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
West R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A  request for approval of a o ne-year extension to the 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Osprey Subdivision, a 66 single-family lot subdivision on 
18.56 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the one-year extension request. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
A Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Osprey Subdivision was approved on October 23, 
2007.  The Plan consists of 66 single-family lots on 18.56 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 
du/ac) zone.  The staff report from 2007 incorrectly states 67 lots.  No phasing schedule 
was proposed as it was the desire of the Developer, who acquired the property from the 
original owners after approval, to construct the entire development in one phase. 
 
In accordance with Section 21.02.070(u)(4) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
(GJMC): 
 

If the applicant does not complete all steps in preparation for recording a 
final plat within two years of approval of the preliminary subdivision plan, the 
plat shall require another review and pr ocessing as per this Section and 
shall then meet all the required current code regulations at that time.  One 
extension of 12 months may be g ranted by the Director for good cause.  
Any additional extensions must be g ranted by the Planning Commission.  
The Planning Commission must find good cause for granting the extension. 

 
On September 22, 2009, the Developer requested a one-year administrative extension.  
When first approved, the Developer originally planned to plat the entire Development in a 
single phase.  Due to restrictions placed on financial institutions, the Developer had been 
unable to secure financing to develop the project.  The request for a o ne year 
administrative extension was approved on October 23, 2009 extending the validity of the 
Preliminary Development Plan to October 23, 2010. 
 
The property has since gone into receivership (see court order).  The attorneys for the 
receivership are requesting a one (1) year extension of the approved Preliminary Plan in 
order to preserve the entitlement on t he property while litigation continues over 
ownership.  The receivership is entitled to take actions, including such petitions, as 
“caretaker” of the land, but would not be the Developer of the project.  In summary, the 
receivership is intending on preserving the value of the land for the rightful owner. 
 
The request for extension was submitted prior to the deadline of October 23, 2010 and 
keeps the approval valid until a dec ision is made on the extension.  T he matter was 
continued from the November 9, 2010 Planning Commission meeting by mutual 
agreement with the staff and applicant. 
 
The property is zoned R-4, as is the adjacent subdivision of Hawk’s Nest to the east.  The 
proposed density is 3.56 du/ac, which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan future 
land use designation of Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).  The density of Filing One and 
Two of Hawk’s Nest is 3.38 du/ac.  Phase III of Hawk’s Nest is approved for single-family 
lots along Night Hawk Drive, which mirrors the proposed single-family lots along Night 
Hawk within the Osprey Subdivision.  G oal 3 of  the Comprehensive Plan encourages 
ordered and balanced growth throughout the community, while Goal 7 enc ourages 
transition and buffering between new and existing development, both of which are 
provided for in the Osprey Preliminary Plan. 
 



 

 

The Osprey Subdivision adjoins Mesa View Elementary School on its western boundary.  
Currently, there is no pedestrian access along the south side of B Road, which directly 
impacts students who live in Hawk’s Nest and attend the school.  The Osprey Subdivision 
incorporates pedestrian connections from Night Hawk Drive west to the school property, 
without the need to access B Road.  Goal 9 o f the Comprehensive Plan encourages a 
well-balanced transportation system, including pedestrian access, which is provided for in 
the Osprey Preliminary Plan. 
 
There are four (4) existing residences within the Osprey Subdivision, three (3) of which 
will remain as part of the approved Preliminary Plan.  These homes will be connected to 
the sewer system proposed for the subdivision, eliminating Individual Sanitary Disposal 
Systems (ISDS or septic).  G oal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan encourages the 
preservation of existing buildings and G oal 11 enc ourages the construction of public 
facilities to meet the needs of future growth, which is provided for in the Osprey 
Preliminary Plan. 
 
The road network proposed within the Osprey Subdivision would provide a nor th/south 
street (Soaring Drive) that parallels Night Hawk Drive, along with stubs into the Hawk’s 
Nest Subdivision and to the adjoining property to the west and south.  The property to the 
west is currently owned by the School District, but is not necessary for the Mesa View 
Elementary campus.  That property is only accessible through the school campus; the 
propose stub street (Crest Lane) would provide additional access for future development 
of the property.  G oal 9 o f the Comprehensive Plan encourages a w ell-balanced 
transportation system, with specific emphasis in Policy E on new residential streets that 
balance access and neighborhood circulation, which is provided for in the Osprey 
Preliminary Plan. 
 
Upon review of the previously approved Preliminary Development Plan, the 
Comprehensive Plan and Title 21 o f the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC), the 
following findings for good cause have been found: 
 

1. The proposed use and density are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
2. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan for this property is appropriate and 

meets the standards and requirements of Section 21.02.070(q) and (r) of the 
GJMC. 

3. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan contains many elements that 
advance the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, specifically Goals 3, 6, 7, 9 and 11. 

 
Based on the reasons stated above there is good cause to approve the requested one-
year extension. 
 
If the Planning Commission grants the requested extension, the Developer will have until 
October 23, 2011 to complete all steps in preparation for recording the final plat. 
 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the request for a one-year extension to the approved Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan for Osprey Subdivision, PP-2007-124, the following findings of fact and 
conclusions have been determined: 
 

1. The requested is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 

2. The request meets the requirements of Section 21.02.070(u)(4) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the request for a one-year extension 
for the Osprey Preliminary Subdivision Plan, file number PP-2007-124, with the findings 
of facts and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:  M r. Chairman, I move we 
approve a one-year extension of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan approval for Osprey 
Subdivision, file number PP-2007-124, with the findings of fact and conclusions listed  in 
the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 

1) Request for Preliminary Plan extension 
2) Receivership Order 
3) Staff Report from October 23, 2007 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  October 23, 2007 
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION:  Adam Olsen 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  PP-2007-124 Osprey Subdivision Preliminary Plan    
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Preliminary Subdivision Plan Approval 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2991, 2995, 2981, 2993 B Road 

Applicants:  
Thomas Dyer, Kenneth Ottenberg, David Deppe, 
Laura Green-Owners 
Robert Jones-Representative 

Existing Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential 

South Agriculture 

East Residential 

West Elementary School (School District 51 Property) 
Existing Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PD (Planned Development) 
South RSF-R (County 1 du/5 ac) 
East R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
West RSF-R (County 1 du/5 ac) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  R equest approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for 
Osprey Subdivision, a 67-lot subdivision containing single family detached units on each 
lot, on 18.56 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval, with conditions, of the Osprey Subdivision Preliminary 
Plan. 
 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
This proposal consists of four parcels which were a par t of the Dyer/Green/Ottenberg 
Annexation, approved by City Council on April 4, 2007.  This annexation gave the parcels 
a zoning of R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac). 
 
This is a request for approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Osprey Subdivision, 
a 67-lot subdivision containing single family detached units on each lot, on 18.56 acres.  
The site consists of four (4) parcels, located south of B Road, east of Mesa View 
Elementary and west of the recently recorded Hawk’s Nest Subdivision.  T he parcels 
have existing homes, of which three will remain: Lot 1 Block 2, Lot 7 Block 6, and Lot 6 
Block 4.  All outbuildings and one remaining home will be demolished. 
 
The density of the proposed subdivision will be approximately 3.6 dwelling units per acre, 
which meets the minimum density requirements of the Zoning and Development Code.  
The Growth Plan Future Land Use Map indicates the parcels to be Residential Medium 
Low (2-4 du/ac) and the existing zoning designation for the property is R-4 (Residential 4 
du/ac). 
 
The proposed subdivision has one access off of B Road and is proposing connections to 
Night Hawk Drive to the east, and connections to undeveloped property to the south and 
west.  The lots will range in size from 8,026 square feet to 20,198 square feet.  There are 
two proposed private drives which will each serve three lots: Lots 2 and 3 Block 2 and 
Lots 3, 4 and 5 Block 5.  A pedestrian walkway to the elementary school will be provided 
and is depicted as Tract C on the Preliminary Plan. 
 
2. Consistency with the Growth Plan 
 
The Future Land Use Map of the Growth Plan designates this area as Residential 
Medium Low (2-4 du/ac).  The proposed density of the Osprey Subdivision is 3.6 du/ac 
which is consistent with the Future Land Use Map designation. 
 
3. Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
A preliminary subdivision plan can only be approved when it is in compliance with the 
purpose portion of Section 2.8 and with all of the following criteria: 
 

a. The Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Urban Trails Plan and other 
adopted plans. 

 
The proposed Osprey Subdivision, with a proposed density of 3.6 du/ac, is in 
compliance with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium Low (2-4 
du/ac).  Public roads within the subdivision will be dedicated and constructed 
according to Urban Residential section standards.  The proposed subdivision is 
located within the Orchard Mesa Neighborhood Plan and is in compliance with 
the goals and policies set forth in the plan. 



 

 

 
b. The Subdivision standards of Chapter 6. 

 
The proposed subdivision is in compliance with Sections 6.7.D-Lot Layout and 
Design and 6. 7.E-Circulation.  T wo tracts containing shared driveways are 
proposed and meet Section 6.7.D.6 which stipulates that not more than four 
dwelling units share the driveway.  The proposed detention basins provide 
opportunities for passive recreation within the subdivision, meeting the intent of 
Section 6.7.F.9. 
 

c. The Zoning standards contained in Chapter 3. 
 
The proposed subdivision is in compliance with the dimensional standards 
indicated in Table 3.2 and the residential zoning district standards of Section 
3.3.E of the Zoning and Development Code.  The Applicant is not requesting 
Planning Commission approval of any irregular shaped lots.  The lots range in 
size from 8,026 square feet to 20,198 square feet.  The lots have been 
configured to allow the existing homes that will remain to meet the setback 
standards as specified in Table 3.2. 
 

d. Other standards and requirements of this Code and all other City policies and 
regulations. 
 
The proposed subdivision meets the requirements of the Transportation 
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) and Stormwater Management Manual 
(SWMM).  A ll internal streets will be c onstructed according to the urban 
residential street standards. 
 

e. Adequate public facilities and s ervices will be available concurrent with the 
subdivision. 
 
Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the proposed residential 
density.  N eeded infrastructure is in place or can be reasonably extended to 
serve the proposed subdivision.  This proposal is located within the Orchard 
Mesa Sanitation District.  C omments from the sanitation district have not 
received approval as the Director has been out for a substantial amount of time.  
The project manager and a development engineer have met to discuss the 
sanitation district’s initial comments and the applicant’s response to those 
comments and agree that this project may move forward with a condition of 
approval that the District’s comments be addressed and approved at Final Plat 
stage. 
 

f. The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or 
social environment. 
 
The Colorado Geological Survey conducted a technical review of the proposed 
subdivision and found that the subject property is a topographically flat parcel 
located southwest of the Nighthawk Drive and B Road intersection.  The soil on 



 

 

the property consists of Quaternary alluvial silts, clays and gravels underlain by 
the Cretaceous Mancos Shale Formation. The primary geologic conditions 
likely to affect the development plan for this property are: shallow groundwater, 
and consolidating soils. Mitigation measures have been given for these 
conditions, which are common in the Grand Valley, and ar e addressed in a 
geotechnical report conducted by Geotechnical Engineering Group, dated April 
19, 2007.  O ther than the issues mentioned, CGS did not observe any other 
geologic conditions present at this site that would preclude the proposed 
development. 
 

g. Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent properties. 
 
Adjacent to this property is an elementary school to the west and Hawk’s Nest 
Subdivision, zoned R-4 and under construction, to the east.  County zoning of 
RSF-R is present to the south and the future land use map indicates that area 
as Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac).  The proposed subdivision is 
compatible with the existing development and the future land use designation of 
the area. 
 

h. Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 
Compliance with the SWMM requirements will ensure runoff does not harm any 
adjacent agricultural uses. 
 

i. Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of agricultural 
land or other unique areas. 
 
The proposed subdivision is located within the Urban Growth Boundary and 
within the Future Land Use designation of Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac).  
A subdivision, zoned R-4, is under construction to the east and an elementary 
school is present to the west.  The proposed subdivision is neither piecemeal 
development nor a premature development of agricultural land or unique area. 
 

j. There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 
 
The proposed subdivision design provides appropriate residential density while 
accommodating existing conditions and providing the needed p ublic 
infrastructure. 
 

k. This project will not cause an undue burden on t he City for maintenance or 
improvement of land and/or facilities. 
 
The proposed project, as planned, will not cause undue burden on the City for 
maintenance or improvements of land and/or facilities. 
 

 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Osprey Subdivision Preliminary Plan application, PP-2007-124 for 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan approval, staff makes the following findings of fact, 
conclusions and conditions: 
 

1. The proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan is consistent with the Growth Plan. 
 
2. The Preliminary Subdivision Plan is consistent with the purpose of Section 2.8 

and meets the review criteria in Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development 
Code. 

 
3. The recommendations in the geotechnical report, conducted by Geotechnical 

Engineering Group, dated April 19, 2007 shall be followed in the development 
process. 

 
4. Orchard Mesa Sanitation District’s (OMSD) comments shall be met and 

approval given by OMSD’s engineer(s) at the Final Plat stage. 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the proposed Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan, PP-2007-124 with the findings, conclusions and conditions listed above.  
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Osprey 
Subdivision, PP-2007-124, with the findings, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff 
report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Vicinity Map / Aerial Photo 
Growth Plan Map / Zoning Map 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
 



 

 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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Attach 5 
Police and Fire Facilities 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 11, 2011 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Brian Rusche 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  911 Police-Fire Facilities Right-of-Way Vacation – VAC-2010-332 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council to vacate rights-of-way within 
Block 138 and Block 139 of the City of Grand Junction, along with S. 6th Street, located 
between Ute and Pitkin Avenues. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: Block 138 and 139 – City of Grand Junction 
S. 6th Street between Ute and Pitkin Avenues 

Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Streets and alleys 
Proposed Land Use: Police and associated public safety facilities 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Bus Depot / Office buildings and parking 
South Commercial 
East Vacant (City owned land) 
West Whitman Park 

Existing Zoning: B-2 (Downtown Business) 
Proposed Zoning: No change  

Surrounding Zoning: 

North B-2 (Downtown Business) 
South C-1 (Light Commercial 
East B-2 (Downtown Business) 
West CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

Future Land Use Designation: Downtown Mixed Use 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to vacate alley rights-of-way within Block 138 and 
Block 139 of the City of Grand Junction, along with S. 6th Street between Ute and Pitkin 
Avenues.  These rights-of-way are no longer needed for access and are requested to be 
vacated to permit construction of a new police station and associated public safety 
facilities. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommendation of approval to City Council. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
Block 138 and 139 are part of the original town site of Grand Junction, platted in 1882. 
 
Block 138 is the current site of the Grand Junction Police Department and Grand Junction 
Fire Station #1.  Portions of two original alleys remain in this block, though they are used 
for parking and internal circulation for police and fire personnel. 
 
All of Block 139 has been acquired by the City and cleared of their previous uses and 
structures in anticipation of redevelopment.  A portion of the block is used for parking. 
 
In order to provide a large enough property for the anticipated construction of a new 
Police Station, 911 Communications Center, and associated public safety facilities, the 
existing alley right-of-ways must be v acated.  I n addition, that portion of S. 6th Street 
between Ute and Pitkin Avenues is also requested to be vacated, in order to connect the 
existing and new facilities into one campus. 
 
The Vacation of the right-of-way will allow the City to develop a contiguous, efficient, and 
secure site design for these public facilities. 
 
2. Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
The purpose of Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Codes (GJMC) is to 
permit the vacation of surplus rights-of-way and/or easements. 
 
The vacation of the right-of-way shall conform to the following: 
 

a. The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, and other adopted 
plans and policies of the City. 
 
The proposed vacation will allow the construction of public safety facilities, 
consistent with Goal 11 of the Comprehensive Plan.  Goal 4 encourages the 
continued development of the downtown area. 
 
The Grand Valley Circulation Plan designates 6th Street as a local street.  
The adjacent streets, from which access to the consolidated property will 
derive, are designated as Principal Arterial (Ute/Pitkin and 5th Street south 
of Ute) and Minor Arterial (7th Street north of Pitkin). 
 
Granting the right-of-way vacation does not conflict with the Comprehensive 
Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and/or any other adopted plans and 
policies of the City. 
 

b. No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation. 
 
No parcel will be landlocked as a result of the vacation. 



 

 

 
c. Access to any parcel shall not be restricted to the point where access is 

unreasonable, economically prohibitive or reduces or devalues any property 
affected by the proposed vacation. 
 
Access will not be r estricted to any parcel.  The existing parcel(s) will be 
combined in the future by plat.  Internal circulation will be provided as part of 
the redevelopment. 
 

d. There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of 
the general community and t he quality of public facilities and services 
provided to any parcel of land shall not be r educed (e.g. police/fire 
protection and utility services). 
 
The vacation will not have adverse impact on the health, safety, and/or 
welfare of the community.  The land that is currently alley right-of-way(s) will 
be consolidated with the adjacent parcels.  A ccess to the consolidated 
property will be av ailable from Ute, Pitkin, and S outh 7th Street.  T he 
consolidation of property will allow several existing access points to be 
closed, providing more efficient circulation both within the site and on the 
adjacent roads. 
 
South 6th Street currently functions as a connection between Ute and Pitkin 
Avenues, which are one-way roads, as well as access to the Police and Fire 
Station.  It terminates in a cul-de-sac two blocks south of Pitkin.  Access to 
the public safety facilities from Ute and Pitkin will be pr ovided with the 
redevelopment.  5th Street and 7th Street will remain as two-way access 
points from Downtown to properties south of the Highway. 
 

e. The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be inhibited 
to any property as required in Chapter 21.06 of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code. 
 
Existing utilities within the proposed vacation will be relocated and/or 
reconstructed.  Service will be maintained to the existing facilities during 
construction.  Temporary easements will be created to allow for access to 
utilities until relocation and/or permanent easements are created. 
 

f. The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced 
maintenance requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc. 
 
Vacation of these rights-of-way will benefit the public by allowing the project 
to be built in an efficient and cost effective manner. 
 

 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS 
 
After reviewing the 911 P olice-Fire Facilities Right-of-Way Vacation application, file 
number VAC-2010-332, for the vacation of public alleys within Block 138 and Block 139 
and a portion of S. 6th Street right-of-way, I make the following findings of fact, 
conclusions and conditions: 
 

1. The requested right-of-way vacation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
have all been met. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
requested right-of-way vacations, VAC-2010-332, to the City Council with the findings, 
conclusions and conditions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on item VAC-2010-332, I move we forward a recommendation of approval 
to the City Council on the request to vacate alley rights-of-way within Block 138 and Block 
139, along with that portion of S. 6th Street between Ute and Pitkin Avenues, with the 
findings of fact, conclusions and conditions in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Ordinance 

 



 

 

Site Location Map 

Exhibit 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Exhibit 2 

S 4TH ST

S 8TH 

COLORADO AVE

UTE AVE

PITKIN AVE

MAIN STMAIN ST

PITKIN AVE PITKIN AVE
PITKIN AVE

SOUTH AVE

SOUTH AVE

TH AVE

 3R
D ST

S 3RD
 ST

S 3RD
 ST

S 3RD
 ST

S 3RD
 ST

S 4TH ST
S 4TH ST

S 4TH ST

COLORADO AVE COLORADO AVE

UTE AVE
UTE AVE

COLORADO AVE
COLORADO AVE

UTE AVE
UTE AVE

MAIN ST MAIN ST
MAIN ST

PITKIN AVE
PITKIN AVEPITKIN AVE

PITKIN AVE

SOUTH AVE
SOUTH AVE

SOUTH AVE
SOUTH AVE

 
TH ST

S 5TH ST
S 5TH ST

S 6TH ST
S 6TH ST

S 6TH ST

S 7TH ST
S 7TH ST

S 7TH ST
S 7TH ST

S 8TH ST

S 8TH ST

S 
8T

H 
ST

COLORADO AVE

COLORADO AVE

UTE AVE

S 7TH ST

COLORADO AVE

SOUTH AVE

SOUTH AVE

PITKIN AVE

S 8TH ST
S 8TH ST

S 5TH ST

S 5TH ST

S 6TH ST
S 6TH ST

S 5TH ST

UTE AVE UTE AVE

S 
7T

H 
ST

 

South 12
th St. 

SITE 

South 6
th St. 

Ute Avenue 

Pitkin Avenue 



 

 

Comprehensive Plan Map 

Exhibit 3 
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Existing City Zoning Map 

Exhibit 4 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

Ordinance No. 
 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING  
ALLEY RIGHTS-OF-WAY LOCATED IN BLOCK 138 AND BLOCK 139  

OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION   
AND  

THAT PORTION OF SOUTH 6TH STREET BETWEEN UTE AND PITKIN AVENUES 
 

RECITALS: 
 

A vacation of dedicated rights-of-way has been requested by the adjoining property 
owners. 
 

The City Council finds that the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, 
the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code. 
 

The Planning Commission, having heard and considered the request, found the 
criteria of the Grand Junction Municipal Code to have been met, and recommends that 
the vacation be approved. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION THAT: 
 
The following described dedicated right-of-way for is hereby vacated subject to the listed 
conditions: 
 
1. Temporary Utility Easements are hereby reserved by the City of Grand Junction on, 

along, over, under, through and across the area of the right-of-ways to be vacated for 
the benefit of the public for use of City-approved public utilities as perpetual 
easements for the installation, operation, maintenance and repair of said utilities and 
appurtenances including, but not limited to, electric lines, cable TV lines, natural gas 
pipelines, sanitary sewer lines, storm sewers, waterlines, telephone lines, equivalent 
other public utility providers and appurtenant facilities. 
 

2. Temporary Public Access Easements are hereby reserved by the City of Grand 
Junction on, along, over, under, though and across the areas of the right-of-ways to be 
vacated for installing, maintaining and repairing an ac cess way for vehicular and 
pedestrian ingress and egress for the benefit of the public. 
 

3. The easements are reserved as temporary easements as it is understood that the 
easements are needed for the utilities presently in the right-of-way and for access of 
the public.  Once the utilities have been relocated into new easements or right-of-
ways, to the satisfaction of the City Manager or the City Manager’s designee, the City 
Manager or the City Manager’s designee may release all interests in the Temporary 
Utility Easements pursuant to Section 21.02.100(d)(3) of the Grand Junction Municipal 



 

 

Code.  In accordance with the same section, the City Manager or the City Manager’s 
designee may release any and/or all interest in the Temporary Public Access 
Easements included herein if it is determined that the access is no longer needed. 

 
The subject right-of-way is shown on “Exhibit A” as part of this vacation description. 
 
Dedicated right-of-way to be vacated: 
 
BLOCK 138 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 14, Township 
1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, City of Grand Junction, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
ALL of the East-West 20 foot wide alley and the North-South 15 foot wide alley lying 
entirely within Block 138, the Plat of Part of Second Division Resurvey, as Amended, as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 3, page 21, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, not 
previously vacated by City of Grand Junction Ordinances 1142 and 1167, lying West of 
the West right of way for Seventh Street and North of the North right of way for Pitkin 
Avenue. 
 
CONTAINING 4,913 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 
 
BLOCK 139  
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 14, Township 
1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, City of Grand Junction, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
ALL of that certain East-West 20 foot wide alley lying entirely within Block 139 of the Plat 
of Part of Second Division Resurvey, as Amended, as same is recorded in Plat Book 3, 
page 21, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, lying between the East right of way 
for Fifth Street and the West right of way for Sixth Street. 
 
CONTAINING 8,031 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 
 
SOUTH SIXTH STREET  
(BETWEEN UTE AND PITKIN AVENUES) 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 14, Township 
1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, City of Grand Junction, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
ALL of Sixth Street, lying between Blocks 138 and 139 of the Plat of Part of Second 
Division Resurvey, as Amended, as same is recorded in Plat Book 3, page 21, Public 
Records of Mesa County, Colorado, lying between the South right of way for Ute Avenue 
and the North right of way for Pitkin Avenue. 
 



 

 

CONTAINING 21,889 Square Feet, more or less, as described. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of _____, 2011 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2011 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 ______________________________  
 President of City Council 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Attach 6 
Housing Authority 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: January 11, 2011 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Housing Authority Zone of Annexation – ANX-2010-364 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council to amend the Comprehensive 
Plan to Village Center – Mixed Use and a Zone of Annexation to R-24 (Residential 24 + 
du/ac) 
 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2910 Bunting Avenue 
Applicants:  Grand Junction Housing Authority 
Existing Land Use: Multi-family Residential  
Proposed Land Use: Multi-family Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Single-family and Two-family Residential 
South Vacant land and Multi-family Residential 
East Single-family Residential 
West Single-family Residential 

Existing Zoning: County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: R-24 (Residential 24 + du/ac) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac) 
South County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac) 
East County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac) 
West County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium High (8-16 du/ac) 
Adjacent to Village Center – Mixed Use 

Zoning within density range? X Yes – Adjacency rule 
would permit rezone  No 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to amend the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land 
Use Map to Village Center – Mixed Use and to zone the 1.52 acre Housing Authority 
Annexation, consisting of one (1) parcel located at 2910 Bunting Avenue, to an R-24 
(Residential 24 + du/ac) zone district. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to the City Council. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background: 
 
The 1.52 acre Housing Authority Annexation consists of one (1) parcel located at 2910 
Bunting Avenue.  The Grand Junction Housing Authority (“Housing Authority”) purchased 
the existing 27 uni t apartment complex in 2009 and have been upgrading the property, 
including redesigning the parking lot to increase the number of spaces.  They have 
requested annexation into the City in order to apply for Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) funding through the City of Grand Junction for further upgrades. 
 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, the City shall zone newly annexed 
areas with a z one that is either identical to current County zoning or conforms to the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  T he Comprehensive Plan designates the 
property as Residential Medium High (8-16 du/ac).  The current County zoning is RMF-8 
(Residential Multi-family 8 du/ac). 
 
The existing density of the property is approximately 20 du/ ac.  T he applicant is 
requesting an R-24 Zone in order to bring the zoning into conformance with the existing 
density. 
 
2. Grand Junction Municipal Code – Chapter 21.02 – Administration and Procedures: 
 
Section 21.02.160 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC), states that the zoning 
of an annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the 
criteria set forth.  The Comprehensive Plan designates the property as Residential 
Medium High (8-16 du/ac), which is less than the existing density of 20 du/ac. 
 
Pursuant to Section 21.02.130(d)(1)(v), the Director has the authority to process a rezone 
without a separate plan amendment if the property is adjacent to the land use designation 
that would support the requested zone district.  This property abuts the Village Center – 
Mixed Use designation. 
 
A plan amendment is proposed as part of this request in order to maintain consistency 
within the Plan.  S ection 21.02.130(c)(1) provides criteria for amending the 
Comprehensive Plan.  These criteria are the same as those cited in Section 21.02.140, 
which applies to rezone requests, including a zone of annexation and are as follows: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or 
 

Response:  The Grand Junction Housing Authority has purchased the existing 
apartment complex, which was built in 1982.  I n order to obtain funding for 
upgrades to the property through Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), 
the property must be located within the City of Grand Junction.  Therefore, the 
Housing Authority has petitioned for annexation. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan was intended to provide flexibility with land use 
designations.  T his is a pr operty that could have been designated with different 



 

 

possible land uses and been consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Though there have not been any subsequent events to 
invalidate the original premises and findings, this is the situation anticipated where 
the flexibility was intended to be used. 
 

(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment 
is consistent with the Plan; and/or 

 
Response:  The Grand Junction Housing Authority and t he City have worked 
together for years to provide safe and affordable housing to people in the City of 
Grand Junction.  Improvements to this property will further that goal.  Appropriate, 
safe housing will continue to be provided with reasonable access to shopping, 
including the Walgreens at the corner of North Avenue and 29 Road, which is just 
a few blocks from the apartment complex.  In addition, restaurants are nearby and 
new offices and storefronts are going in at Plaza on North Avenue at 28 ¾ Road. 

 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or 

 
Response:  Public facilities are currently serving the existing apartment complex. 
 

(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as 
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or 

 
Response:  The Village Center – Mixed Use Future Land Use designation in this 
area encompasses several blocks north and south of the intersection of 29 Road 
and North Avenue.  However, much of the property is outside City jurisdiction and 
is zoned for commercial use.  The residential portion of the mixed use area is not 
as established and is an inadequate supply.  A dding this property to the Village 
Center - Mixed Use Future Land Use Designation with an R-24 zone will start the 
direction for higher density in the area. 
 

(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment. 

 
Response:  The Housing Authority is upgrading the existing apartment complex.  
There are other properties in the neighborhood that could be considered 
underdeveloped, even under the existing County zoning.  B y amending the 
Comprehensive Plan to include this property in the Village Center – Mixed Use 
designation and zoning the property to R-24, the existing density can remain and 
upgrades to the property can continue.  O ther properties may be candidates for 
reinvestment as a result of this action. 
 
The North Avenue Corridor Plan adopted by City Council in December 2007 
designates this general area along North Avenue to develop as a “Mixed Use area 
with residential over retail incorporated with the Governmental Functions and 
Public Plazas to create a gateway for the 29 Road intersection.”  The additional 
housing which the proposed zoning allows for on this property will contribute to the 



 

 

use and need for such developments; specifically, services are available at the 
neighborhood level with access by bicyclists and ped estrians from the 
neighborhood with close by retail, commercial, and public activity areas. 
 
Goal 5 of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide a broader mix of housing types in 
the community to meet the needs of a variety of incomes, family types, and life 
stages.  This goal can be met by providing the Housing Authority the appropriate 
land use designation and zone district for this property to allow access to grant 
funding to facilitate further upgrades 

 
Alternatives: 
 
The zone districts available for this property under Residential Medium High, without the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Village Center – Mixed Use, are as follows: 
 

a. R-4 
b. R-5 
c. R-8 
d. R-12 
e. R-16 
f. R-O 

 
In addition to the zoning that the petitioner has requested, the following zone districts 
would also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of Village Center – 
Mixed Use: 
 

a. R-8 
b. R-12 
c. R-16 
d. R-O 
e. B-1 
f. C-1 
g. MXG-3 or MXG-5 
h. MXR-3 or MXR-5 
i. MXS-3 or MXS-5 

 
If the Planning Commission chooses to not approve the request and instead approves 
one of the alternative zone designations, specific alternative findings must be made as to 
why the Planning Commission is approving an alternative zone designation. 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Housing Authority Annexation, ANX-2010-364, for an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map and a Zone of Annexation, I 
recommend that the Planning Commission make the following findings of fact and 
conclusions: 
 



 

 

1. The proposed amendment to the Village Center – Mixed Use designation on 
the Future Land Use Map is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan; 

2. The requested R-24 Zone District is consistent with the goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan and the Village Center – Mixed Use Future Land Use 
designation; and 

3. The review criteria in Sections 21.02.130 and 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code have been met. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
Village Center – Mixed Use Future Land Use designation and an R-24 (Residential 24 + 
du/ac) zone district for the Housing Authority Annexation, ANX-2010-364 to the City 
Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on the Housing Authority Zone of Annexation, ANX-2010-364, I move that 
the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of 
the Plan Amendment to Village Center – Mixed Use Future Land Use designation along 
with the R-24 (Residential 24 + du/ac) zone district for the Housing Authority Annexation 
with the facts and conclusions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Annexation/Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map  
Comprehensive Plan Map / Blended Residential Map 
Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Ordinance 
 



 

 

Annexation / Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
Figure 3 

 

Blended Residential Map 

Figure 4 

(4*-16 DU/Acre)

 

(4*-16 DU/Acre)

M
O

R
N

IN
G

 G
L

O
R

Y
 L

N

29
 1

/4
 R

D

KENNEDY AVE

M
O

R
N

IN
G

 G
L

O
R

Y
 L

N

29
 R

29
 R

D
29

 R
D

29
 R

D
29

 R
D

29
 R

D

BUNTING AVE

EPPS DR

M
O

R
N

IN
G

 G
L

O
R

Y
 L

N

M
E

LO
D

Y
 LN

29
 1

/4
 R

D
29

 1
/4

 R
D

29
 1

/4
 R

D

29
 R

D

 
Residential Medium Density (4-16 du/ac) 

 

 
 

  

 



 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 

Figure 5 

  
 

 
 

 
 

County Zoning 
RMF-8 

County Zoning C-2 

 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
FROM RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM HIGH (8 -16 DU/AC)  

TO VILLAGE CENTER – MIXED USE  
 

AND 
 

ZONING THE HOUSING AUTHORITY ANNEXATION 
TO R-24 (RESIDENTIAL 24 + DU/AC) 

 
LOCATED AT 2910 BUNTING AVENUE 

 
Recitals 
 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of changing the Comprehensive Plan designation from Residential Medium High 
(8 - 16 du/ac) to Village Center – Mixed Use, finding that the proposed amendment is 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of zoning the 
Housing Authority Annexation to the R-24 (Residential 24 + du/ac) zone district finding 
that it conforms with the adjacent land use category of Village Center – Mixed Use as 
shown on the future land use map of the Comprehensive Plan and the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and policies and i s generally compatible with land uses located in the 
surrounding area.  The zone district meets the criteria found in Sections 21.02.140 of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that 
the Comprehensive Plan designation of Village Center – Mixed Use is in conformance 
with the stated criteria in the Comprehensive Plan for an Amendment to the Land Use 
Map and the criteria in Title 21 Section 02.130 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City 
Council finds that the R-24 (Residential 24 + du/ac) zone district is in conformance with 
the stated criteria of Sections 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property shall be designated Village Center – Mixed Use on the 
Comprehensive Plan 
 



 

 

AND  shall be zoned R-24 (Residential 24 + du/ac): 
 

HOUSING AUTHORITY ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 
SW 1/4) of Section 8, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northwest corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 8 and 
assuming the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 8 bears N 00°03’58” W with 
all other bearings mentioned herein being relative thereto; thence, from said Point of 
Beginning, N 89°57’49” E along the North line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 8, a 
distance of 4.00 feet; thence S 00°03’58” E along a line 4.00 feet East of and parallel with 
the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 8, a distance of 655.25 feet; thence S 
89°59’48” E, a distance of 326.98 feet; thence N 00°03’30” W, a distance of 310.73 feet to 
a point on the South line of Kennedy Avenue, per Book 1368, Page 467, Public Records 
of Mesa County, Colorado; thence N 89°58’58” E along the South line of said Kennedy 
Avenue, a distance of 198.00 feet; thence S 00°03’30” E, a distance of 314.80 feet; 
thence N 89°59’48” W along a line 20.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line of 
Bunting Avenue, per Book 1368, Page 467, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a 
distance of 528.98 feet to a point on the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 
8; thence N 00°03’58” W along the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 8, also 
being the East line of the Central Fruitvale Annexation, per City of Grand Junction 
Ordinance No. 1133, a distance of 659.25 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Containing 66,268 Square Feet or 1.52 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Less public Right-of-Way 

 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of _____, 2011 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2011 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

Attach 7 
Yoda’s Auto 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: January 11, 2011 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: Senta Costello 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Yoda’s Auto Sales – CUP-2010-288 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 1162 Ute Avenue 
Applicants: Owner: Garry Curry; Applicant: Ron Wells 
Existing Land Use: Auto repair 
Proposed Land Use: Auto repair, sales and moving vehicle rental 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Offices 

South Single family residence, auto body and repair and 
printing. 

East Offices 
West Offices 

Existing Zoning: C-1 (Light Commercial) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 
South C-1 (Light Commercial) 
East C-1 (Light Commercial) 
West C-1 (Light Commercial) 

Future Land Use Designation: Downtown Mixed Use 
Zoning within intensity range? X Yes  No 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow 
outdoor storage on the front half of the property in a C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district 
in accordance with Section 21.03.070(d)(3)(ii) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the Conditional Use Permit 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background 
 
The property is located within the original town site established in 1882.  I n 1975, an 
application for a car sales lot was applied for and approved by City Council.  The sales lot 
was subsequently abandoned and the site used for an auto repair shop. 
 
In 2008 an application for a Site Design Exception and Conditional Use Permit were 
submitted for a used car sales lot.  A  Site Design Exception reducing the required 
landscaping was approved to allow the required 5’ street frontage landscape strip along 
South 12th Street to be located within the parkway strip; however, the request for a 
Conditional Use Permit was withdrawn prior to a publ ic hearing and non e of the 
landscaping improvements were installed. 
 
The Conditional Use Permit application was deemed withdrawn because a Response to 
Comments was not submitted by the required deadline.  There was not a specific reason 
given by the applicant for the Responses not being provided nor was there a request for 
an extension. 
 
The property has also had a Temporary Use Permit approved each year at Christmas for 
the sales of Christmas trees since 1995. 
 
2. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
 
The site is currently zoned C-1 (Light Commercial) with the Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map identifying this area as Downtown Mixed Use.  The Downtown Mixed Use 
designation is defined in the Comprehensive Plan as “Employment, residential, retail, 
office/business park uses allowed. A mix of uses (2 to 8 s tories), either horizontal or 
vertical is expected. Residential densities may exceed 24 d u/acre.”  R etail sales of 
vehicles fits within the Downtown Mixed Use definition and the storage and display of 
vehicles in the front yard is essential to this type of use. 
 
3. Section 21.02.110 the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
A Conditional Use Permit shall be required prior to the establishment of any conditional 
use identified in the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC).  Requests for a Conditional 
Use Permit must demonstrate that the proposed development will comply with all of the 
following: 
 

(1) Site Plan Review Standards.  All applicable site plan review criteria in GJMC 
21.02.070(g) and c onformance with Submittal Standards for Improvements and 
Development (GJMC Title 22), Transportation Engineering Design Standards 
(GJMC Title 24), and Stormwater Management Manual (GJMC Title 26) manuals; 
 

Outdoor storage and display in the front half of the property in a C-1 zone 
district requires a C onditional Use Permit (CUP).  A  CUP requires 100% 
upgrades to a site in order to achieve compliance with all applicable Site Plan 



 

 

Review Standards; however, the Planning Commission may allow for certain 
variations to this requirement.  T he Applicant is requesting that Planning 
Commission vary the landscaping requirement based on Section 
21.08.040(c)(2) Non-Conforming Sites – Expansion. 
 
If 100% of the site improvements were required, it would consist of 8 t rees 
and 63 shrubs.  The area proposed to be used is the equivalent of 28% of the 
property.  If only 28% of the site improvements were required it would consist 
of 3 trees and 18 shrubs.  The applicant has installed 9 new trees within the 
S. 12th Street and Ute Avenue rights-of-way.  Section 21.06.040(b)(14) states 
that trees may be substituted for shrubs at a rate of 3 shrubs equals 1 tree.  In 
order to maintain a safe and adequate drive aisle, the applicant is requesting 
that the landscaping that has been installed within the parkway strips count as 
the required on site improvements, substituting the additional trees for the 
required shrubs. 
 
The applicant is not proposing any additional construction to the site and 
there are not any changes expected from the additional use that would trigger 
special SSID, TEDS or SWMM requirements.  The City Development 
Engineer has reviewed the project and found the site to be compliant with the 
standards. 
 

(2) District Standards. The underlying zoning districts standards established in 
Chapter 21.03 GJMC, except density when the application is pursuant to GJMC 
21.08.020(c); 
 

The C-1 dimensional standards (i.e. setbacks and height) are being met by 
the existing site and building. 
 

(3) Specific Standards. The use-specific standards established in Chapter 21.04 
GJMC; 
 

Outdoor storage and display in the front half of the property in a C-1 zone 
district requires a C onditional Use Permit (CUP).  A  CUP requires 100% 
upgrades to a site in order to achieve compliance with all applicable Site Plan 
Review Standards; however, the Planning Commission may allow for certain 
variations to this requirement.  T he applicant is requesting that Planning 
Commission vary the landscaping requirements based on Section 
21.08.040(c)(2) Non-Conforming Sites – Expansion. 
 

[see preceding paragraph] 
 

(4) Availability of Complementary Uses. Other uses complementary to, and 
supportive of, the proposed project shall be available including, but not limited to: 
schools, parks, hospitals, business and commercial facilities, and transportation 
facilities. 
 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2108.html#21.08.020
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04


 

 

The property is located on t he northwest corner of S. 12th Street and Ute 
Avenue, both major thoroughfares through the southern area of downtown.  
The area is surrounded by other sales related business, car sales lots, 
offices, restaurants and transportation. 
 

(5) Compatibility with Adjoining Properties.  Compatibility with and protection of 
neighboring properties through measures such as; 
 

(a) Protection of Privacy.  T he proposed plan shall provide reasonable 
visual and auditory privacy for all dwelling units located within and adjacent to 
the site.  F ences, walls, barriers and/or vegetation shall be arranged to 
protect and enhance the property and to enhance the privacy of on-site and 
neighboring occupants; 
 
(b) Protection of Use and Enjoyment.  A ll elements of the proposed plan 
shall be designed and arranged to have a minimal negative impact on the use 
and enjoyment of adjoining property; 
 
(c) Compatible Design and Integration.  All elements of a plan shall coexist 
in a harmonious manner with nearby existing and anticipated Development.  
Elements to consider include; Buildings, outdoor storage areas and 
equipment, utility structures, Buildings and paving coverage, Landscaping, 
lighting, glare, dust, signage, views, noise, and odors.  The plan must ensure 
that noxious emissions and conditions not typical of land Uses in the same 
Zoning district will be e ffectively confined so as not to be injurious or 
detrimental to nearby properties. 
 

The proposed display area is to the southern and eastern sides of the 
property, toward the businesses in the area and away from the 
residential areas to the north and west.  T he owner has installed 9 
additional trees along the S. 12th Street and Ute Avenue frontages which 
will enhance the property and aide in the protection of the privacy of the 
on-site and neighboring occupants. 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Yoda’s Auto Sales application, CUP-2010-288 for a Conditional Use 
Permit, I make the following findings of fact, conclusions and conditions: 
 

1. The requested Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.110 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 

have all been met. 
 



 

 

3. As part of the Conditional Use Permit application, no special sign package was 
submitted since the business is a s ingle use.  A ll signage will meet the 
standards of Section 21.02.110(d) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 

 
4. As a par t of the Conditional Use Permit application, the Project Manager 

recommends that Planning Commission approve the requested landscaping 
variation as part of the Conditional Use Permit. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use 
Permit, CUP-2010-288 with the findings, conclusions and condition of approval listed 
above. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on the request for a C onditional Use Permit for Yoda’s Auto Sales 
application, number CUP-2010-288 to be located at 1162 Ute Avenue, I move that the 
Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the facts, conclusions and 
conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing Zoning Map 
Site Plan 



 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan 
Figure 3 
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Existing City Zoning 
Figure 4 
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