
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Call to Order 
 

Welcome.  Items listed on this agenda will be given consideration by the 
City of Grand Junction Planning Commission.  Please 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.  Inappropriate 
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.  Items 
removed from the consent agenda will be reviewed as a part of the 
regular agenda.  Consent 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 June 22 and August 10, 2010 Regular Meetings. 
 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 
 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2010, 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. Southern Nevada Park Homes – Preliminary Subdivision Plan Attach 2 

Request approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 80.34 acres into 31 
lots in an I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district and develop 20.08 acres into 72 lots in an 
R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) in 8 phases. 
 
FILE #: PP-2010-026 
PETITIONER: Art Pastel – Northwest G.J. LLC 
LOCATION: 860 21 Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

3. McConnell 12th Street Vacation – Vacation of Right-of-Way Attach 3 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate an unused portion 
of South 12th Street Right-of-Way, adjacent to 1101 Winters Avenue.  
 
FILE #: VR-2010-093 
PETITIONER: James R. McConnell 
LOCATION: 1101 Winters Avenue 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 

 
4. Buescher G 1/2 Road Partial Vacation – Vacation of Right-of-Way Attach 4 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate a portion of the G 
1/2 Road right-of-way west of Golfmore Drive. 
 
FILE #: VR-2010-105 
PETITIONER: Louis A. Buescher 
LOCATION: 749 Golfmore Drive 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 
 

5. Cris-Mar Enclave – Zone of Annexation Attach 5 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 265 enclaved 
parcels totaling 86.68 acres, more or less, to be zoned R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac). 
 
FILE #: ANX-2010-110 
PETITIONER: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: 265 parcels North & East of 29 Road and F Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 

 
* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
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* * * 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. 

 
6. Schooley-Weaver Partnership – Conditional Use Permit Attach 6 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to establish a Gravel Pit on 16 acres 
in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district.  The City Council remanded this request 
to the Planning Commission for further consideration. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2010-008 
PETITIONER: Schooley-Weaver Partnership 
LOCATION: 104 29 3/4 Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 

 
General Discussion/Other Business 

 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 

 
Adjournment 

 



 

 

Attach 1 
Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
JUNE 22, 2010 MINUTES 

6:00 p.m. to 6:05 p.m. 

 
 

Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, announced that due to scheduling conflicts neither the 
regular Chairman nor Vice Chair were able to attend the hearing this evening.  Therefore, 
the Planning Commissioners would have to decide who would act as the Chairperson this 
evening.  Commissioner Carlow nominated Commissioner Schoenradt, seconded by 
Commissioner Eslami.  A vote was taken and Commissioner Schoenradt was nominated 
to serve as Chairman. 
 
The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was then called to order at 6:01 
p.m. by Acting Chairman Schoenradt.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall 
Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Pat Carlow, Ebe Eslami, 
Richard Schoenradt, Rob Burnett, and Gregory Williams (Alternate).  Commissioners 
Reginald Wall (Chairman), Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh (Vice-Chairman) and Mark Abbott were 
absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City‘s Public Works and Planning Department – Planning 
Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Division Manager) and Senta Costello (Senior Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There was 1 interested citizen representing the Full Hearing item present during the 
course of the hearing. 
 
Announcements, Presentations, and/or Prescheduled Visitors 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

There were no minutes available for review. 
 

Planning Manager Lisa Cox advised that because there were no citizens in the attendance 
that evening the Full Hearing Item could be moved to the Consent Agenda at the discretion 
of the Planning Commission. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Williams)  ―So moved.‖ 

 



 

 

Commissioner Burnett seconded the motion to move the Gentleman‘s Club CUP, Item 
Number CUP-2010-050, to the Consent Agenda.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 5 - 0. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Williams)  ―I make a motion that we accept the Consent 
Agenda as amended.‖ 

 
Commissioner Carlow seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 5 - 0. 
 
Public Hearing Items 
 
2. Gentleman’s Club CUP – Conditional Use Permit – Continued from June 8, 2010 

Planning Commission Hearing 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit that would allow the hours of 
operation, from a previous approval, to be changed from 5:00 p.m. through 2:00 a.m. 
to 10:00 a.m. through 2:00 a.m. 
FILE #: CUP-2010-050 
PETITIONER: Kevin Eardley – 2257, LLC 
LOCATION: 2258 Colex Drive 
STAFF: Senta Costello 

 
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. 
 
 



 

 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
August 10, 2010 MINUTES 

6:00 p.m. to 8:20 p.m. 
 
 

Commissioner Schoenradt announced that it was necessary to elect a substitute chair in 
the absence of both the regular Chairman and Vice Chairman.  The Commission 
unanimously elected Commissioner Schoenradt who called the regularly scheduled 
Planning Commission hearing to order at 6:00 p.m.  The public hearing was held in the 
City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Pat Carlow, Ebe Eslami, 
Richard Schoenradt, Rob Burnett, and Gregory Williams (Alternate).  Commissioners 
Reginald Wall (Chairman), Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh (Vice-Chairman) and Mark Abbott were 
absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City‘s Public Works and Planning Department – Planning 
Division, were Greg Moberg (Planning Services Supervisor) and Scott Peterson (Senior 
Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 8 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 June 8, 2010 Regular Meeting. 
 
2. St. Martin’s Place - Rezone 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to rezone 0.287 acres from C-1 
(Light Commercial) to B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district. 
FILE #: RZ-2010-073 
PETITIONER: Sister Karen Bland – Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Inc.  
LOCATION: 415 South 3rd Street  
STAFF: Scott Peterson 
 

3. Vodopich Subdivision – Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
Request approval of an extension of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 10 
lots on 3.22 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district. 
FILE #: PFP-2006-243 
PETITIONER: Bill Nesheim – JBB Corporation 
LOCATION: 3023 F ½ Road 



 

 

STAFF: Greg Moberg 
 

Chairman Schoenradt 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 Eslami)  ―Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the 
Consent Agenda.‖ 
 
Commissioner Burnett seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 5 - 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 6:06 p.m. 
 
 



 

 

Attach 2 
Southern Nevada Park Homes 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  September 14, 2010 
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION:  Lori V. Bowers 

 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Southern Nevada Park Homes - PP-2010-026 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Preliminary Subdivision Plan Approval 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 860 21 Road 

Applicants:   
Northwest GJ, LLC, owner and developer; Austin 
Civil Group, Inc., representative 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land, single family residence and sheds 

Proposed Land Use: Industrial and residential subdivision 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Vacant large lot 

South Vacant large lot 

East Residential large lots 

West 
Fruita Buffer Zone a.k.a. Cooperative Planning 
Area 

Existing Zoning: 
I-1 (Light Industrial) and R-4 (Residential – 4 units 
per acre) 

Proposed Zoning: No change 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North 
RSF-R  (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
County 

South I-1(Light Industrial) and County RSF-R (R 

East RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) County 

West RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) County 

Future Land Use Designation: Commercial Industrial and Residential Medium 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Request approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to 
develop 80.34 acres into 31 lots in an I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district and develop 20.08 
acres into 72 lots in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) in eight phases. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan and 
Phasing Schedule. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Jurisdiction 
The Planning Commission has jurisdiction over this matter by virtue of the fact that the 
application was submitted on March 10, 2010 and is therefore governed by the 2000 
Zoning and Development Code. 
 
2. Background 
The property was annexed into the City in 2009 as the Kapushion / Northwest GJ 
Annexations, consisting of 100.73 acres on two parcels.  The Applicant‘s seeks approval to 
develop 80.34 acres into 31 lots in an I-1 (light industrial) zone district and develop 20.08 
acres into 72 lots in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) in eight phases. 
 
Density 
The plan proposes to develop the 80.34 acres of industrial zoned land into thirty-one 
industrial lots that range in size from 3.30 acres to 1.79 acres in size.  The 20.08 acre 
residential portion of the project will provide 72 single family lots resulting in a density of 
3.58 dwelling units per acre, just under the maximum density for an R-4 zoning district. 
 
Access 
Primary access to the subdivision will be obtained from 21 and 21 ½ Roads.  Access to the 
residential portion of the subdivision will be from Cicada Avenue (in alignment with H ¾ 
Road).  A new major collector street will be provided in alignment with H ½ Road.  Within 
the industrial area there will be three industrial streets and one court street to provide 
access to the various industrial lots.  A stub street (Magnum Street) will be provided from 
the industrial section to Cicada Avenue to provide inter-connectivity but it will be ―bottle 
necked‖ to discourage industrial traffic from entering the residential area.  The residential 
area will provide a stub street (Mayfly Street) to the property to the north on the west end 
of the project. 
 
Road Design 
Construction of H ½ Road will include 20-feet of pavement and will primarily be 
constructed within a 40-foot right-of-way along the eastern end of the site, except where it 
becomes its full right-of-way width of 60-feet.  No curb, gutter or sidewalk is proposed with 
the exception of curb and gutter along the north side of H ½ Road for stormwater drainage 
purposes.  The residential portion of the project will be constructed in accordance with 
TEDS residential street sections.  With Phase One of the project the Applicant shall 
provide half-street access along the western boundary of the proposed two lots.  The 
second half of the street will be completed when Phase Two is recorded. 
 
Open Space / Park 
There is no open space proposed for this project.  The residential portion of the subdivision 
will be required to contribute to the open space acquisition fee and each residential lot will 
be assessed the current parks user fee of $225.00 per lot.  The applicants will also be 
required to pay a 10% land acquisition fee for future parks based on an MAI appraisal for 
the residential portion of the subdivision. 
 



 

 

Lot Layout 
There are four blocks proposed in this subdivision.  A detention pond is proposed in the 
southwestern most corner of the residential area.  An irrigation tract is provided in the 
southeastern most portion of the residential area.  All Lots meet the minimum 75-foot width 
at the edge of the right-of-way.  The minimum square footage in an R-4 subdivision is 
8,000 square feet. Residential lots will range in size from 10,665 to 8,022 square feet. 
 
Landscaping 
In order to buffer the proposed industrial uses from the existing residential homes 
constructed along the east side of 21 ½ Road, the Plan calls for a 55-foot landscape buffer 
with a six-foot tall landscaped berm to be located along the west side of 21 ½ Road.  The 
applicant prefers to use the six foot berm in lieu of a six foot wall because the landscape 
berm will help mitigate noise from industrial lots ad will provide a better aesthetic buffer to 
the existing homes along 21 ½ Road.  Staff supports this aspect of the Plan.  A 25-foot 
landscape buffer will also be provided along the Cicada Avenue alignment to provide 
additional buffering between the proposed industrial and proposed R-4 residential 
development.  The Zoning and Development Code allows a berm with landscaping as an 
alternative for a required fence or wall if the total height is a minimum of six feet. 
 
Phasing 
Construction for the project and platting of the first phase is anticipated to start as soon as 
2011 or immediately after receiving ―Final Subdivision Approval‖.  The project is 
anticipated to be completed in eight phases and is anticipated to require six (6) years to be 
built out.  A copy of the phasing Plan is included in this report. 
 
2. 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 Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Urban Trails Plan 
and other adopted plans. 

 
The zoning of Southern Nevada Park Homes development is in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Plan‘s Future Land Use Map with the zoning designation of I-1 in 
the area designated as Commercial/Industrial, and the R-4 zoning is consistent with 
the Residential Medium designation.  The Blended Residential Map shows this area 
capable of developing in the range of four to sixteen units per acre. The street plan 
for this subdivision provides dedicated public right-of-way and is consistent with the 
City of Grand Junction‘s road standards and the Grand Valley Circulation Plan by 
providing connectivity for future development. 
 

b. The Subdivision standards of Chapter Six. 
The lot layout has been designed to provide constructible lots.  All lots have direct 
access to internal streets which will meet City standards.  There will be no direct 
access to 21 and 21 ½ Road by individual lots.  There are no Hazard Areas within 
the Subdivision.  Two (2) separate detention ponds will be provide to control post-
developed stormwater runoff that will discharge to historic collection points. 
 



 

 

c. The Zoning standards contained in Chapter Three. 
 

Southern Nevada Park Homes development has been designed to meet all 
standards outlined in Chapter Three. 
 

d. Other standards and requirements of this Code and all other City policies and 
regulations. 

 
Southern Nevada Park Homes development is in compliance with all standards, 
requirements and policies adopted by the City of Grand Junction. 
 

e. Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the 
subdivision. 

 
An existing 8-inch sanitary sewer line will be extended north in 21 ½ Road that will 
service the property.  All the residential lots and industrial lots with the exception of 
the western side of the industrial lot will gravity feed directly to the 8-inch sanitary 
sewer line in 21 ½ Road.  Due to elevation conflicts the western lots of the industrial 
subdivision will gravity feed to a new lift station located along H ½ Road and be 
lifted to a point to gravity feed out to 21 ½ Road.  Adequate potable water supply is 
available to the development and hydraulic water models have been prepared to 
analyze and evaluate the existing water distribution system and what improvements 
are necessary to provide adequate fire flow.  These improvements will be made by 
the Applicant.  Irrigation water service is currently provided by a concrete ditch that 
returns its water to the Kapushion Drain.  Development will utilize the irrigation 
water and require the concrete ditch to be piped and other improvements provided 
to allow adequate service to the individual lots.  Stormwater drainage will be 
addressed with the use of an underground storm sewer network and two (2) 
detention ponds working independently of each other for the residential and 
industrial lots. 
 

f. The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural 
or social environment. 

 
The industrial subdivision portion of the development will provide a 55-foot wide 
landscape tract along 21 ½ Road, a 25-foot wide landscaping tract along Cicada 
Avenue and a 14-foot wide landscaping tract along 21 Road and H ½ Road to buffer 
industrial uses from adjacent residential uses.  The residential subdivision portion of 
the development will provide a 25-foot wide landscape tract along 21 ½ Road to 
buffer development from the adjacent residential uses. 
 

g. Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent 
properties. 

 
Current zoning is consistent and compatible with adjacent zoning in the area.  To 
mitigate industrial uses to adjacent residential uses landscaping tracts have been 
incorporated into the design of the subdivisions. 

h. Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 



 

 

No adjacent agricultural properties will be negatively impacted by the proposed 
development. 
 

i. Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of agricultural 
land or other unique areas. 

 
No agricultural land or unique areas exist on the subject property.  The majority of 
the property is pasture land consisting of native grasses and weeds. 
 

j. There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 
 

Southern Nevada Park Homes development will dedicated adequate land for the 
provision of public services.  Preliminary plan review shows that there is adequate 
room for easements for public utilities, detention facilities and buffering 
requirements. 
 

k. This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance or 
improvement of land and/or facilities. 

 
Southern Nevada Park Homes development will be developed using the City of 
Grand Junction standards for streets, access, utilities and stormwater management.  
The proposed sanitary sewer lift station will be maintained by a property owner‘s 
association (POA). 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Southern Nevada Park Homes Industrial and Residential Subdivision 
application, file number PP-2010-026, for preliminary subdivision plan approval, I make the 
following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan is consistent with the goals and policies 
of the Comprehensive 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 proposed phasing plan is in conformance with the Zoning and Development 
Code by completing final platting of the subdivision within six years. The first phase 
is to be platted by the end of year, 2011. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the proposed preliminary subdivision 
plan and phasing plan, PP-2010-026 with the findings, conclusions and conditions listed 
above. 
 
 



 

 

 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Southern 
Nevada Park Home, and the proposed phasing schedule found in file number PP-2010-
026, with the findings, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
Phasing Plan 
 



 

 

Site Location Map 
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Aerial Photo Map 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
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Existing City and County Zoning Map 

860 21 Road 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County 

directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

SITE 

Commercial/Industrial 

Cooperative 
Planning 

Area 

County RSF-R 

Residential 

Low 

2
1

 R
o

a
d

 

Residential Medium 

I Road 

County Zoning  

RSF-R 
County 

RSF-R 

SITE 
I-1 

Site 

R-4 

2
1

 R
o

a
d

 



 

 

Blended Residential Map 

860 21 Road 
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Attach 3 
McConnell 12th Street Vacation 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  September 14, 2010 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Lori V. Bowers 

 
AGENDA TOPIC:  McConnell 12th Street Right-of-Way Vacation - VR-2010-093. 

 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council on the Requested Right-of-Way 
Vacation. 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 1101 Winters Avenue 

Applicants: 
James R. McConnell, owner; Austin Civil Group, 
representative. 

Existing Land Use: Warehouse and storage yards 

Proposed Land Use: No change 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North White Water Building Materials / Tumac Industries 

South Warehouse 

East Waste Management 

West Best Building Corporation Warehouse 

Existing Zoning: I-2 (General Industrial) 

Proposed Zoning: No change  

Surrounding Zoning: 

North I-2 (General Industrial) 

South I-2 (General Industrial) 

East I-2 (General Industrial) 

West I-2 (General Industrial) 

Future Land Use Designation: Industrial 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to vacate an unused portion of South 12th Street 
Right-of-Way, adjacent to 1101 Winters Avenue. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommendation of approval to City Council. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
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 Applicants are 
making such a request for the subject parcel located on the southwest corner of Winters 
Avenue and South 12th Street.  It is approximately 4.79 acres and contains a warehouse 
building and storage yards.  There is dedicated but unused right-of-way along the eastern 
most portion of this lot along South 12th Street.  The applicant would like to fence the 
northeast and southeast corners of the lot to provide more secure storage for the 
Applicant‘s tenants.  Because this is a corner lot, there are two front yard setbacks that 
must be met when installing a new fence.  A six-foot fence must meet the setback 
requirements of the I-2 zoning district which is 15 feet. 
 
The proposal is to vacate a maximum 16-foot wide strip of public right-of-way along South 
12th Street.  There is an existing concrete walk running along the west side of South 12 th 
Street which flares out towards the northwest as it reaches Winters Avenue.  To maintain a 
1-foot separation between right-of-way and back of walk the requested right-of-way 
vacation follows the back of walk creating a varied width.  It will be a maximum of 16-feet 
on the southern most end and 12.99-feet at the northern most end.  The new site acreage 
would then be 4.91 acres.  A 14-foot multi-purpose easement will also be dedicated in this 
area.  The vacation will allow the Applicant to place the fence on what is now the existing 
property line, and they will be able to meet the required setback for the I-2 zoning district, 
which is 15 feet from the property line.  The purpose of the 15-foot setback for a fence is to 
allow for a multi-purpose easement and any required landscaping on the street side of the 
fence. 
 
2. Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
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 minimum street width for an industrial street is 48-feet.  The total existing 
right-of-way is 100 feet.  This allows the applicant to vacate 16 feet on the 
southern most end of the vacation, down to almost 13 feet on the northern 
end, and it will not impact the Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Comprehensive 
Plan and all other policies adopted by the City of Grand Junction and any 
future growth in the area.  The City Engineer has confirmed that this keeps 
all public utilities within the public right-of-way with sufficient area for utility 
maintenance. 
 

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 restricted to any parcel. 
 

d. There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of 
the general community and the quality of public facilities and services 
provided to any parcel of land shall not be reduced (e.g. police/fire protection 
and utility services). 
 
There will be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of the 
general community and the quality of public facilities and services provided 
will not be reduced. 
 

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. 
 
No services or public facilities will be inhibited by the vacation of this portion 
of right-of-way because no services exist in the portion to be vacated. There 
is a 12 inch water line located in South 12th Street, but it is east of the 
existing sidewalk.  If future utilities may need to be extended in this area, a 
14-foot multi-purpose is being provided in the area of the vacation. 
 

f. The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance 
requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc. 
 
The portion of right-of-way requested to be vacated is excess right-of-way 
that the City does not expect to use or need in the future.  The vacation will 
allow the City to transfer responsibility of the land to the residents adjacent to 
the right-of-way while not reducing the present use of the 12th Street right-of-
way.  South 12th Street ends approximately 260 feet south from the subject 
parcel, where it intersects with Kimball Avenue. Because the street dead 
ends, and because just south of Kimball Avenue is the recently constructed 
Riverside Parkway, the extra width of South 12th Street in this area is not now 
needed and will not be in the future.  No connection is planned for this area 
to the Parkway. 
 

 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS 
 
After reviewing the McConnell South 12th Street Right-of-Way Vacation application, file 
number VR-2010-093 for the vacation of a public 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. 
 

3. Applicant shall grant a 14-foot multi-purpose easement along South 12th Street, 
which shall be recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder. 
 

4. The right-of-way vacation will be recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and  
Recorder.  The applicant will pay for the required recordings. 

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
requested right-of-way vacation, VR-2010-093 to the City Council with the findings, 
conclusions and conditions listed above. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on item VR-2010-093, I move we forward a recommendation of approval to 
the City Council on the request to vacate 16-foot strip of South 12th Street Right-of-Way 
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 
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Aerial Photo Map 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
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Existing City Zoning Map 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

Ordinance No. 
 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR 
SOUTH 12TH STREET 

LOCATED AT 
1101 WINTERS AVENUE 

 
RECITALS: 
 

A vacation of the dedicated right-of-way adjacent to 1101 Winters Avenue, along  
South 12th Street 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. Applicants shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance, Multi-

purpose Easement and any dedication documents. 
 
The following right-of-way is shown on ―Exhibit A‖ as part of this vacation of description. 
 
Dedicated right-of-way to be vacated: 
 
RIGHT OF WAY VACATION 

 
A strip of land situate in the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 23, Township 1 South, Range 1 
West of the Ute Meridian and adjoining the east line of Lot 1, Winters Avenue Industrial 
Park as recorded in Plat Book 12 at Pages 305 & 306, City of Grand Junction, Mesa 
County, Colorado, being described as follows; 
 
Beginning at the southeast corner of said Lot 1; 
thence N00°15'39"W a distance of 315.12 feet along the east line of said Lot 1; 
thence along the arc of a curve to the left 39.15 feet, having a central angle of 89º43‘00‖ 
and a radius of 25.00 feet, the chord of which bears N45º07'09"W a distance of 35.27 feet 
along said Lot 1; 
thence S89°58'38"E a distance of 12.99 feet; 



 

 

thence along the arc of a curve to the right 38.22 feet, having a central angle of 87º35'20" 
and a radius of 25.00 feet, the chord of which bears S46º10'58"E a distance of 34.60 feet; 
thence S02°23'18"E a distance of 81.68 feet; 
thence S00°15'39"E a distance of 234.36 feet; 
thence N89°44'21"W a distance of 16.00 feet to the point of beginning. 
Said strip contains 0.12 acres more or less. 
 
 
Introduced for first reading on this   day of   , 2010. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this    day of   , 2010. 
 
ATTEST: 
 ______________________________  
 President of City Council 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 

Attach 4 
Buescher G 1/2 Road Partial Vacation 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  September 14, 2010 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Scott D. Peterson 

 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Buescher Right-of-Way Vacation - VR-2010-105 

 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council to vacate a portion of the G ½ 

Road right-of-way 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 749 Golfmore Drive 

Applicants: Louis A Buescher, Owner 

Existing Land Use: Un-improved City Right-of-Way (G ½ Road) 

Proposed Land Use: Single-family residence building addition 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Bookcliff Country Club 

South Single-family residential 

East Single-family residential 

West Single-family residential 

Existing Zoning: R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North CSR, (Community Services and Recreation) 

South R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

East R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

West R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4 – 8 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to vacate a portion of unimproved G ½ Road right-
of-way located adjacent to 749 Golfmore Drive in anticipation of proposed single-family 
residence building addition. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommendation of conditional approval. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background: 
 
The applicant, Louis A. Buescher, wishes to vacate a portion of the unimproved G ½ Road 
right-of-way located to the north, adjacent to his property to accommodate a proposed 
addition to the single-family residence located at 749 Golfmore Drive.  The right-of-way 
requested to be vacated has never been constructed or utilized as right-of-way and does 
not affect any other adjacent parcel other than the applicants. 
 
Grand Valley Water Users‘ Association maintains an irrigation line located within this right-
of-way that serves properties within the Fairway Park Subdivision.  As a condition of 
approval, the City is requiring the applicant to obtain consent from GVWUA and reserve an 
easement for the irrigation line (Lateral 6A pipeline). 
 
In 1989, the Mesa County Board of County Commissioners vacated G ½ Road to the west 
of the applicant‘s property.  The applicant is now requesting the vacation of the remaining 
portion of G ½ Road adjacent to his property with the exception of a hammerhead 
turnaround at the end of Golfmore Drive that will remain as City right-of-way for the 
purpose of a Fire vehicle and public turn-around.  The Fire Department has approved the 
turn-around dimensions. 
 
2. Title 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
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. 
 
Granting the request to vacate a portion of the existing G ½ Road right-of-
way does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation 
Plan and other adopted plans and policies of the City.  The City will reserve a 
separate irrigation easement in favor of the Grand Valley Water Users‘ 
Association for the conveyance of irrigation water (Lateral 6A Pipeline) to 
several properties within the Fairway Park Subdivision.  As a condition of 
approval, the Applicant must obtain written consent from GVWUA for the 
easement reservation. 
 

b. No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation. 
 
No parcel will be landlocked as a result of this proposed vacation request.  
All parcels abutting this right-of-way have other access to public streets. 
 

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 restricted to any parcel as a result of the proposed 
vacation.  The proposed vacation does not affect any other parcel other than 
the applicant‘s. 
 

d. There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of 
the general community and the quality of public facilities and services 
provided to any parcel of land shall not be reduced (e.g. police/fire protection 
and utility services). 
 
There will be no adverse impacts to the general community and the quality of 
public facilities and services provided will not be reduced due to the vacation 
request. 
 

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; and 
 
Adequate public facilities and services will not be inhibited to any property.  
The only existing utility located within this right-of-way is an irrigation line 
which will be covered by the reservation of an irrigation easement as 
described in the vacation ordinance.  No other adverse comments were 
received from the utility review agencies during the staff review process. 
 

f. The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance 
requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc. 
 
Maintenance requirements for the City will not change as a result of the 
proposed vacation since this was an unimproved right-of-way. 
 

 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 

 
After reviewing the Buescher Right-of-Way application, VR-2010-105 for the vacation of a 
portion of G ½ Road 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 (c) of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code have all been met. 
 

3. Approval of the right-of-way vacation is conditioned upon the written consent of 
the Grand Valley Water Users‘ Association to the easement reserved in the 
vacation ordinance. 

 
 
 



 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of conditional 
approval of the requested right-of-way vacation, VR-2010-105 to the City Council with the 
findings, conclusions and conditions listed above. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on item VR-2010-105, I move we forward a recommendation of conditional 
approval to the City Council on the request to vacate a portion of the G ½ Road Right-of-
Way with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions as identified in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan / Blended Residential Map 
Existing City Zoning 
DRAFT Ordinance 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan 

Figure 3 
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Blended Residential Map 
Figure 4 
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Existing City Zoning 

Figure 5 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

Ordinance No. 
 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING A PORTION OF G ½ ROAD FOR THE 
 

BUESCHER RIGHT-OF-WAY VACATION 
 

LOCATED AT 749 GOLFMORE DRIVE 
 

RECITALS: 
 

A vacation of the dedicated right-of-way for 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 Title 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code. 
 

The Planning Commission, having heard and considered the request, found the 
criteria of the 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. Applicants shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance, any 
easement documents and dedication documents. 

 

2. Written consent of Grand Valley Water Users‘ Association for the reserved easement. 
 

The following right-of-way is shown on ―Exhibit A‖ as part of this vacation of description. 
 

Dedicated right-of-way to be vacated: 
 

A portion of the G-1/2 Road right-of-way fronting Lot 7, Block No.1 of Fairway Park, as 
dedicated on the plat of same recorded at Reception No. 749186 of the Mesa County 
records, situated in the NW1/4 SW1/4 of Section 36, Township 1 North, Range 1 West of 
the Ute Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado; with said vacation parcel being more 
particularly described as follows: 
 

Beginning at a #6 rebar at the Northwest corner of Fairway Park, whence the Mesa County 
survey marker for the West one-quarter corner of said Section 36 bears North 89°54‘27‖ 
West, a distance of 482.19 feet, and with all bearings herein being relative to South 
89°54'27" East on the North line of Fairway Park as defined by said West one-quarter 
corner and a rebar and cap PLS 10097 at the Northeast corner of Fairway Park; 
Thence along the North line of Fairway Park and the North right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road, 
South 89°54'27" East, a distance of 159.81 feet to a point which is North 89°54‘27´West, a 



 

 

distance of 60.00 feet from the centerline of Golfmore Drive at its intersection with the 
North right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road; 
Thence South 01°06'27" East, a distance of 30.01 feet to the South right-of-way line of G-
1/2 Road; 
Thence along said right-of-way line, North 89°54'27" West, a distance of 189.36 feet to the 
Westerly right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road as defined by a previous vacation of a portion of 
G-1/2 Road (Book 1733, Page 537); 
Thence along said right-of-way line, North 44°02'34" East, a distance of 41.67 feet to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 

Containing 5237.4 square feet (0.120 acres), more or less. 
 

AND 
 

Commencing at the aforesaid Northwest corner of Fairway Park; 
Thence along the North line of Fairway Park and the North right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road, 
South 89°54'27" East, a distance of 159.81 feet to a point which is North 89°54‘27´West, a 
distance of 60.00 feet from the centerline of Golfmore Drive at its intersection with the 
North right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road; 
Thence South 01°06'27" East, a distance of 30.01 feet to the South right-of-way line of G-
1/2 Road; 
Thence along the South right-of-way line of G-1/2 Road, South 89°54‘27‖ East, a distance 
of 10.53 feet to the Point of Beginning; 
Thence South 89°54'27" East, a distance of 24.48 feet; 
Thence South 01°06'27" East, a distance of 24.48 feet to a point of cusp on a 25.00 foot 
radius non-tangent curve to the left; 
Thence 38.75 feet northwesterly along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 
88°48'00", with a chord bearing North 45°30'27" West, a distance of 34.98 feet to the Point 
of Beginning. 
 

Containing 127.7 square feet (0.003 acres), more or less. 
 

Reserving, however, a 15‘ wide perpetual, non-exclusive easement, for conveyance of 
irrigation water, maintenance, pipes and other irrigation facilities as shown on Exhibit A. 
 

This description was prepared by:  Dennis R. Shellhorn, Colorado P. L. S. 18478, 744 
Horizon Court, Suite 110, Grand Junction, CO 81505 
 

Introduced for first reading on this   day of   , 2010. 
 

PASSED and ADOPTED this    day of   , 2010. 
 

ATTEST: 
 ______________________________  
 President of City Council 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

 



 

 

Attach 5 
Cris-Mar Enclave 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  September 14, 2010 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Cris-Mar Enclave Zone of Annexation – ANX-2010-110 

 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council on a Zone of Annexation. 

 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: North and east of 29 Road and F Road 

Applicant:  City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Use: Residential 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential 

South Residential 

East Residential 

West Residential / Commercial 

Existing Zoning: 

County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 
County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family 4 du/ac) 
County RMF-5 (Residential Multifamily 5 du/ac) 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

Proposed Zoning: R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 

South 
PD (Planned Development) 
R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 

East 
PD (Planned Development) 
R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 

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

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to zone the 108.62 acre Cris-Mar Enclave 
Annexation, located north and east of 29 Road and F Road, which consists of 265 parcels, 
less 21.94 acres of public right-of-way, to an R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to the City Council of the R-5 (Residential 5 
du/ac) zone district. 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background: 
 
The 108.62 acre Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation consists of 265 parcels, along with 21.94 
acres of public right-of-way, located north and east of 29 Road and F Road.  The Cris-Mar 
Enclave has been enclaved since March 2, 2005.  The enclave consists of several platted 
subdivisions and some larger residential parcels; as such it has multiple existing zoning 
classifications, including County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural), County RSF-4 
(Residential Single Family 4 du/ac), County RSF-5 (Residential Single Family 5 du/ac) and 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development).  Refer to the County Zoning Map included in 
this report. 
 
The enclave is designated as Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) by the Comprehensive Plan 
- Future Land Use Map.  The Blended Residential Map designates the area as Residential 
Medium (4-16 du/ac). 
 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, the City has agreed to zone newly 
annexed areas using either the current County zoning or conforming to the 
Comprehensive Plan - Future Land Use Map.  The proposed zoning of R-5 (Residential 5 
du/ac) conforms to the Future Land Use Map, which has designated the property as 
Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac). 
 
2. Section 21.02.160 and 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC): 
 
Section 21.02.160 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code states:  Land annexed to the City 
shall be zoned in accordance with GJMC Section 21.02.140 to a district that is consistent 
with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the criteria set forth. 
 
The requested zone of annexation to an R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use designation of Residential-
Medium (4-8 du/ac), as well as the Blended Residential Map designation of Residential-
Medium (4-16 du/ac). 
 
Section 21.02.140(a) states:  In order to maintain internal consistency between this code 
and the zoning maps, map amendments must only occur if: 
 

1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or 
 
Response: The subject area has been enclaved by the City of Grand Junction for 

five (5) years and is in the process of annexation. 
 
The existing County zoning reflects the use and development of the property as part 
of a larger, unincorporated set of subdivisions.  Some of the County zones are 
similar to City zones (i.e. RSF-5 and R-5), but others do not anticipate future 
development (i.e. RSF-R or Residential Single Family Rural). 
 
The City and County adopted a joint Comprehensive Plan for land within the Urban 
Development Area.  This plan anticipates a density of four (4) to eight (8) dwelling 



 

 

units per acre, though the existing density of the enclave area is roughly three (3) 
dwelling units to the acre. 
 
Recent subdivision development(s) surrounding these existing neighborhoods 
utilize primarily R-4 and R-5 zoning classifications.  It is necessary to provide some 
consistency in regulations in order to transition the enclaved area into the City.  The 
proposed R-5 zone district would provide that consistency. 
 
In addition, the proposed annexation and zoning furthers Goal #1 of the 
Comprehensive Plan:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent 
manner between the City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 
 

2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is 
consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
Response:  The character of the neighborhoods within the enclaved area consists 

of a relatively stable variety of single-family, detached housing on a variety of lot 
sizes.  The largest lots exist on the north side of F ½ Road, up to 4.2 acres.  Two 
houses of worship also are located in the neighborhood.  The character of the 
surrounding neighborhoods has primarily been new single-family development on 
6,000 to 10,000 square foot lots. 
 
Several Plans have been adopted recently, all encouraging increased density or 
mixed use in this area.  The Transportation Plan classifies both 29 Road and F 
Road as a Principal Arterials, which provide access to other parts of the Grand 
Valley.  The Comprehensive Plan identifies these corridors as Mixed Use 
Opportunity Corridors and the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan 
along with the Blended Residential Map all indicate that increased density and a mix 
of housing types are a goal for the area. 
 
The proposed R-5 zone district is consistent with the density of adjacent 
neighborhoods, provides minimum dimensional standards that will reduce the 
potential for nonconforming lots and/or structures within the enclaved area, and 
allow for housing variety on parcels that may undergo redevelopment in the future, 
while maintaining the consistency of established single-family platted subdivisions. 
 

3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or 
 
Response:  The neighborhood is already served by public utilities, including 

sanitary sewer, domestic water, irrigation water, electric, gas, telecommunications, 
streets, etc.  The majority of the existing services will remain unchanged, as they 
are provided for by utilities independent of the City of Grand Junction.  Property 
owners in the neighborhood have been informed that certain maintenance 
responsibilities will be assumed by the City.  The City already provides services in 
the developed subdivisions surrounding the enclaved area. 
 



 

 

The enclaved area includes two (2) places of worship, one of which also has a 
school.  Commercial uses, including a convenience store, supermarket, restaurant, 
and other retail and office uses located at the intersection of 29 road and F Road. 
 

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 R-5 zone district is the predominant zoning designation of adjacent 

development to the north, west, and east of the enclave area.  The property to the 
north of the enclave area is under development.  Redevelopment could occur on 
existing larger lots north of F ½ Road adjacent to this development.  The remainder 
of the enclaved area is built-out, as are adjacent subdivisions to the west and east. 
 
There is a supply of R-5 designated land available adjacent to the enclave; 
therefore, this criteria is not met. 
 
However, the purpose of the proposed R-5 zone district is to implement the 
Comprehensive Plan within an existing neighborhood.  The R-5 zone establishes 
minimum lot dimensional standards that are met by all but two (2) lots within the 
enclaved area, as well as minimum setbacks that are conducive to expansion of 
structures on established lots. 
 

5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Response:  The annexation of enclaved areas is critical to providing efficient urban 

services to existing neighborhoods.  The proposed zoning designation will ensure a 
consistent set of development standards without infringing on the existing built 
environment. 
 

After reviewing the criteria for a zoning amendment, I find that four (4) out of five (5) criteria 
have been met.  Section 21.02.140(a) requires that at least one (1) criterion be met.  
Therefore, I recommend approval of the R-5 Zone District. 
 
Alternatives:  The following zone districts would also be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and Blended Residential designation(s) for the enclaved area: 
 

1. R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
2. R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
3. R-12 (Residential 12 du/ac) 
4. R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac) 

 
If the Planning Commission chooses an alternative zone designation, specific alternative 
findings must be made. 
 
 
 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation, ANX-2010-110, for a Zone of 
Annexation, I recommend that the Planning Commission make the following Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions: 
 

1. The R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district is consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 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 
R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district for the Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation, ANX-2010-
110, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on the Cris-Mar Enclave Zone of Annexation, ANX-2010-110, I move that 
the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of the 
R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district with the findings and conclusions listed in the staff 
report. 
 
Attachments: 

 
Annexation Map 
Future Land Use Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Existing City Zoning Map 
Existing County Zoning Map 
Zoning Ordinance 



 

 

ANNEXATION MAP 

  
 



 

 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

 
  



 

 

BLENDED RESIDENTIAL MAP 

 
Blended Map indicates 4-16 du/ac for the enclave  

 



 

 

EXISTING CITY ZONING MAP 

 
  



 

 

EXISTING COUNTY ZONING MAP 

  
 (ORANGE AREAS NOT DESIGNATED OTHERWISE ARE RMF-5)  



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE CRIS-MAR ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
TO R-5 (RESIDENTIAL 5 DU / AC) 

 
LOCATED NORTH AND EAST OF 29 ROAD AND F ROAD 

 
Recitals 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of zoning the 
Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation to the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district, finding 
conformance with the recommended land use category as shown on the Future Land Use 
map of the Comprehensive Plan and the Comprehensive Plan‘s goals and policies and is 
compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.  The zone district meets the 
criteria found in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City 
Council finds that the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district is in conformance with the 
stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property be zoned R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac): 
 

CRIS-MAR ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
 
A certain enclaved parcel of land lying in the West-Half (W 1/2) of Section 5 and the 
Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 8, all in Township One South, Range One East of 
the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
ALL of the enclaved lands bounded by the following City of Grand Junction Annexations: 

1. Cloverglen Annexation, Ordinance No. 3727, recorded in Book 3853, Page 663, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado 

2. Darla Jean Annexations No. 1 and No. 2, Ordinance No. 2774, recorded in Book 
2103, Page 772, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado 

3. Marchun Annexation No. 1, Ordinance No. 3556, recorded in Book 3456, Page 155, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado 

4. Marchun Annexation No. 2, Ordinance No. 3557, recorded in Book 3456, Page  
158, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and 

5. North Meadows Annexation, Ordinance No. 2564, recorded in Book 1888, Page 
794, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado. 

 
LESS HOWEVER, all public rights of way depicted on the Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation 
map. 



 

 

 
CONTAINING 3,775,660 Square Feet or 86.68 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of ________, 2010 and ordered published. 
 
ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2010. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

Attach 6 
Schooley-Weaver Partnership 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  September 14, 2010 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Schooley-Weaver Partnership Conditional Use Permit – CUP-2010-008 

 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 104 29 ¾ Road 

Applicants:  
Schooley-Weaver Partnership - Owner 
Vortex Engineering - Representative 

Existing Land Use: Vacant 

Proposed Land Use: Gravel Extraction 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Gravel Extraction 

East Residential and Vacant 

West Residential / Commercial (Trucking Business) 

Existing Zoning: R-R (Residential Rural – 1 du/ 5ac) 

Proposed Zoning: Same 

Surrounding Zoning: 

 

North County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 

South County AFT (Agriculture/Forestry/Transitional) 

East 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 
County AFT (Agriculture/Forestry/Transitional) 

West 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

Future Land Use Designation: Rural (5 – 10 ac / du) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow a 

gravel extraction facility in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district in accordance with 
Table 3.5 of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the Conditional Use Permit 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background 
 
The subject property was annexed in 2004 as the Fisher Annexation and zoned R-R 
(Residential Rural).  The property consists of 16 acres, with a topography that rises 
approximately 100 feet above the Orchard Mesa Canal #2.  Across the canal, north of the 
subject property is a residential neighborhood.  Along 29 ¾ Road west of the site are three 
residences.  Also along 29 ¾ Road is an existing construction and trucking operation on 
approximately 20 acres.  An existing gravel extraction operation is located approximately 
600 feet south of the subject property (approved by Mesa County in 1994).  The primary 
access onto the subject property is from 29 ¾ Road, which terminates at the southern 
edge of the subject site.  This road previously continued south and east through private 
property and the Mesa County Landfill, but this road has been closed by the County. 
 
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate a gravel extraction facility 
at this location.  The applicant intends to remove material from the site over a five (5) year 
period with no onsite processing.  Access to US Highway 50 has been granted for three (3) 
years, consistent with CDOT policy, subject to construction of improvements for traffic flow.  
These improvements include extended acceleration/deceleration lanes, with appropriate 
turning radii and asphalt overlay, as determined by CDOT.  A maximum of 300 trips per 
day would be generated by the use, according to the traffic study.  A trip equals one 
vehicle either coming to or leaving the project site.  The posted speed limit on 29 ¾ Road 
is 25 mph.  All truck traffic would use 29 ¾ Road, which has been evaluated by a 
geotechnical consulting firm and found suitable in strength for the proposed level of traffic.  
The type of truck used by the operation would vary, according to testimony from the 
applicant‘s representative.  29 ¾ Road is a local road with two travel lanes, approximately 
21‘ to 22‘ of existing asphalt width and is currently maintained by Mesa County.  Mesa 
County provided comments relative to the use of this road as well as other alternative 
access points.  The applicant considered other accesses to and from the site but deemed 
these not to be viable alternatives, either because the roads did not have sufficient ROW, 
did not physically exist, or required crossing of private property.  Since 29 ¾ Road is 
located within the Persigo 201 boundary, it will ultimately be incorporated into the City 
street network.  The standards for gravel extraction facilities provide for improvements and 
maintenance of designated haul routes, as deemed necessary by the Public Works 
Director (Section 4.3.K.3.g of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code). 
 
The applicant proposes to mine approximately 7.63 acres of the total 16 acres of property.  
The proposal meets the requirement for a minimum separation from existing residences 
and the Orchard Mesa Canal #2, as well as the finished grade necessary for reclamation. 
 
Landscaping buffers are proposed along 29 ¾ Road, along the Canal, and at the northeast 
corner of the property.  These buffers are designed by a Landscape Architect to help 
mitigate some of the visual effects of the proposed gravel extraction operation by providing 
groupings of plants visible from the rear yards of the adjacent residences.  An exhibit has 
been provided showing view cross sections and approximate sight lines from three 
different residential sites surrounding the operation.  Given the difference in terrain 
between the residences, all but three of which sit below the canal, the existing elevation of 
the property, which rises approximately 100 feet from the property line to the peak, and the 



 

 

proposed final elevations, which will be reduced by 75 to 90 feet, it is not feasible to create 
a buffer that will completely ―hide‖ the proposed operation. 
 
On June 8, 2010 a public hearing was held by the City of Grand Junction‘s Planning 
Commission for review of a Conditional Use Permit for a gravel extraction facility at 104 29 
¾ Road.  The Commission reviewed the contents of a written staff report; a presentation 
by Brian Rusche, Senior Planner; a presentation by the applicant‘s representative; and 
public testimony taken during the Public Hearing.  The Planning Commission denied the 
Conditional Use Permit by a vote of four to two, citing safety concerns. 
 
The applicant appealed the Planning Commission‘s decision in accordance with Section 
2.18.E.1 of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code.  The City Council conducted an 
appeal on the record on August 2, 2010, considering the following criteria: 
 
(1) Whether the decision maker may have acted in a manner inconsistent with the 
provisions of this Code or other applicable local, state or federal law; or 
(2) Whether the decision maker may have made erroneous findings of fact based on the 
evidence and testimony on the record; or 
(3) Whether the decision maker may have failed to fully consider mitigating measures or 
revisions offered by the applicant that would have brought the proposed project into 
compliance; or 
(4) Whether the decision-maker may have acted arbitrarily, acted capriciously, and/or 
abused its discretion; or 
In addition to the above, City Council was required to find that the appellant was present at 
the hearing during which the original decision was made or was otherwise on the official 
record concerning the development application. 
 
On August 2, 2010 the City Council, after hearing the appeal and reviewing the record, 
voted to remand the Conditional Use Permit request back to the Planning Commission for 
further finding supporting its safety concerns, or in the absence of such further findings, a 
reconsideration of the requested use.  The City Council minutes are included in this report. 
 
2. Section 2.13.C of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code 
 
This project is being reviewed under the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, which was 
in place at the time of application, pursuant to Section 21.01.120(b) of the Municipal Code. 
 
Requests for a Conditional Use Permit must demonstrate that the proposed development 
will comply with all of the following: 
 

a. All applicable site plan review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and 
Development Code and with the SSID, TEDS and SWMM Manuals. 
 
Section 2.2.D.4 

1. Adopted plans and policies such as the Comprehensive Plan, 
applicable corridor or neighborhood plans, the major street plan, trails 
plan and the parks plans 
 



 

 

The site is currently zoned R-R (Residential Rural) with the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifying this area as 
Rural (5-10 ac/du).  The Residential Blended Map identifies this site 
as Residential Low Density (Rural to 5 du/ac).  As gravel extraction is 
allowed, through approval of a CUP, the proposed use is in 
compliance with the adopted plans and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  The proposal is in compliance with zoning policies which require 
a gravel extraction operation to obtain a Conditional Use Permit.  
There is no applicable neighborhood plan. 
 

2. Conditions of any prior approvals 
 
There are no prior approvals on the site. 
 

3. Other Code requirements including rules of the zoning district, 
applicable use specific standards of Chapter Three of the Zoning and 
Development Code and the design and improvement standards of 
Chapter Six of the Code 
 
Landscaping along the perimeter of the operation will be provided 
according to the attached landscaping plan, in accordance with 
Chapter Six. 
 
Use specific standards are addressed in Paragraph c below. 
 

4. Quality site design practices 
 
The proposal has been reviewed by staff for quality design.  The 
proposed access, screening, phasing, and reclamation have been 
found to be consistent with adopted standards and address the site‘s 
existing topography, the proximity of residences, the existing canal, 
the boundaries of the property, and the underlying geology.  The 
request meets all minimum applicable requirements and standards 
contained within SSID (Submittal Standards for Improvements and 
Development), TEDS (Transportation Engineering Design Standards) 
and SWMM (Stormwater Management Manual). 
 

b. The underlying zoning district‘s standards established in Chapter Three of 
the Zoning and Development Code 
 
The proposed project is in conformance with Table 3.5 (Use Matrix – 2000 
Zoning and Development Code), which requires a Conditional Use Permit for 
a mining operation in an R-R (Residential Rural) Zone District. 
 

c. The use-specific standards established in Chapters Three and Four of the 
Zoning and Development Code 
 
Section 4.3.K states the specific standards associated with Mineral 
Extraction.  The proposed excavation area exceeds the minimum 125 foot 



 

 

setback from existing residences by at least 75 feet.  Landscaping buffers, as 
discussed in the background of this report, meet the requirement for 
operations adjacent to residential uses.  The hours of operation, which by 
Code are 6 am to 6 pm, are proposed to be more restrictive as the applicant 
will not be conducting work on weekends.  All State and Federal Permits will 
be obtained and the applicant is required to provide proof thereof to the City 
prior to commencement of operations. 
 
The applicant has addressed all site standards specified under Section 4.3.K 
within the revised General Project Report, which is attached and 
incorporated herein by this reference. 
 

d. 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. 
 
An existing Gravel Extraction Facility, which includes material processing, is 
located to the south of the subject property; however, the two properties do 
not share common access and the Applicant has been unable to reach any 
mutual agreement(s) regarding shared use of the former landfill road, which 
was closed at the edge of the subject property by Mesa County and crosses 
the private property owned by the Ducrays.  Applicant proposes to haul over 
29 ¾ Road, which is also used by a nearby construction and trucking facility.  
29 ¾ Road provides direct access to US Highway 50 and the rest of the 
Grand Valley. 
 
The adjacent residential neighborhood sits significantly lower in elevation 
than the proposed operation, which necessarily means that the proposed 
operations will be noticeable to the neighboring residents.  There are no 
feasible means to mitigate this fact. However, the applicant anticipates that 
all of the material that can be removed (given the regulatory constraints) will 
be removed within five (5) years, allowing the property to be reclaimed.  The 
applicant seeks to reserve the right to request an extension of time after five 
years to continue the operation (see below) without requirement of a new 
Conditional Use Permit, as provided for in Section 4.3.K.3.w of the 2000 
Zoning and Development Code. 
 
During the operation, the applicant will be required to maintain the 
landscaping, provide noise and dust control, stormwater management, and 
other site upkeep practices, similar to those required for a construction site.  
These standards are spelled out in the Zoning and Development Code 
(landscaping), the Municipal Code (noise ordinance) and the SWMM 
(Stormwater Management Manual). 
 

e. Compatibility with and protection of neighboring properties through measures 
such as: 
 

1. Protection of privacy 
 



 

 

Proposed grades will be sloped into the site as the material is 
removed, according to the applicant.  The landscaping around the site, 
along with the elevation cross section, including with this report, 
demonstrate the applicant‘s privacy mitigation proposals.  As 
discussed above, it is not possible to mitigate the visibility of the 
operations from the residences because of the topography. 

 
2. Protection of use and enjoyment 

 
The applicant‘s representative, at the June 8 public hearing, proposed 
a modification of the hours of operation to 8:30am to 5pm on 
weekdays only.  No on-site crushing or processing will take place.  
The applicant does not anticipate any blasting necessary to remove 
material from the site, based on testimony at the June 8 public 
hearing. 
 
There are mechanisms already in place within the City, as well as with 
outside agencies, for handling noise, runoff, and mud tracking 
complaints about the proposed operation.  These agencies include 
City Code Enforcement and the 5-2-1 Drainage Authority. 
 
3. Compatible design and integration 

 
The entrance to the site will be asphalted and gated.  As the material 
is removed, the slopes will be graded inward, which will mitigate the 
effects of stormwater runoff as well as provide a natural buffer to the 
operation as it continues mining downward. 

 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Schooley-Weaver Gravel Pit application, CUP-2010-008 for a 
Conditional Use Permit, I make the following findings of fact, conclusions and conditions: 
 

4. The requested Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the goals and policies 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

5. The review criteria in Section 2.13.C of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code 
have all been met. 
 

6. Approval of the project being conditioned upon: 
 

 The Conditional Use Permit shall be approved for five (5) years, as 
outlined in the General Project Report, with the option of an administrative 
extension of two (2) years, pursuant to Section 4.3.K.3.w. utilizing the 
same criteria for conditional use approval. 

 All required local, state, and federal permits for the operation of the 
project shall be obtained and maintained.  Copies shall be provided. 



 

 

 No signage, except for emergency contact information, is allowed. 

 Hours of operation shall be limited to 8:30 am to 5 pm weekdays only. 

 The operator shall provide for necessary repairs and maintenance of 29 
¾ Road during the duration of the permit, upon request of the Public 
Works Department, pursuant to Section 4.3.K.3.g. 

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use 
Permit, CUP-2010-008 with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions of approval 
listed above. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

 
Mr. Chairman, on the request for a Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver 
Gravel Pit application, number CUP-2010-008 to be located at 104 29 ¾ Road, I move that 
the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of fact, 
conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
City Council Minutes – August 2, 2010 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Site Photos (Pictometry) 
Section 4.3.K of the 2000 Zoning and Development Code 
General Project Report 
Site Plan 
Grading Plan 
Stormwater Management Plan 
Haul Road Plan 
Haul Road Letter 
Geotechnical Analysis of 29 ¾ Road 
Mesa County Review Comments 
Adjacent Property Exhibit 
Landscape Plan 
Reclamation Plan 
Letter(s) of Support 
Letter(s) of Objection 
Additional correspondence and items presented at June 8, 2010 public hearing 
Minutes of June 8, 2010 Planning Commission Meeting 
 



 

 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL  
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 
August 2, 2010 

 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 2nd 
day of August 2010 at 7:02 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were Council-
members Bonnie Beckstein, Bruce Hill, Tom Kenyon, Gregg Palmer, Bill Pitts, Sam 
Susuras, and Council President Teresa Coons.  Also present were City Manager Laurie 
Kadrich, City Attorney John Shaver, and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 
 
Council President Coons called the meeting to order.  Councilmember Pitts led the Pledge 
of Allegiance followed by a moment of silence. 
 
Appointments 
 
Councilmember Kenyon moved to reappoint Ken Henry from Fruita and Katie Steele for 
three year terms expiring June 2013 and appoint Leila Reilly and Mary Ann Cooper to serve 
three year terms to expire June 2013, all to the Riverfront Commission.  Councilmember 
Palmer seconded the motion.  Motion carried. 
 
Certificates of Appointment 

 
Craig Richardson was not present to receive his certificate of appointment to the Urban 
Trails Committee. 
 
Council Comments 
 
There were none. 
 
Citizen Comments 
 
There were none. 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

Councilmember Hill read the Consent Calendar and then moved that the Consent 
Calendar Items #1 through #5 be adopted.  Councilmember Susuras seconded the motion.  
Motion carried by roll call vote. 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meeting 
 

Action:  Approve the Minutes of the July 19, 2010 Regular Meeting 
 
2. Setting a Hearing on the Heritage Villas Rezone, Located at 606 ½ 29 Road, 

from R-4 to R-8 [File #RZ-2010-062] 

 
A request to rezone 1.6 acres, located at 606 ½ 29 Road, from R-4 (Residential – 4 
units per acre) zone district to R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) zone district.  The 



 

 

proposed project is to provide a retirement village consisting of 10 units and a single 
family residence for the owner of the property. 
 
Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Heritage Villas from R-4 (Residential 4 Units per 
Acre) to R-8 (Residential 8 Units per Acre) Located at 606 ½ 29 Road 
 
Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for August 16, 2010 
 

3. Setting a Hearing on the Lee/Bell Rezone, Located at 315 Ouray Avenue from 
R-O to B-2 [File #RZ-2010-066] 

 
A request to rezone 0.14 acres, located at 315 Ouray Avenue, from R-O 
(Residential Office) zone district to B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district to allow 
retail sales in a gallery in the home. 
 
Proposed Ordinance Rezoning the Lee/Bell Property from R-O (Residential Office) 
to B-2 (Downtown Commercial), Located at 315 Ouray 
 
Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for August 16, 2010 
 

4. Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Contract 
 

This contract consists of installing a new fiber optic ring linking the Police 
Department, City Hall and the Mesa County Sheriff‘s Office.  This is a second link 
and will serve as back up to ensure the availability of public safety systems to E-
911, police, fire, and sheriff as they deliver public safety services to the community.  
This is a part of the larger project to implement a public safety network that will 
provide integrated criminal justice records, corrections management, and computer 
aided dispatch across all law enforcement agencies in Mesa County. 
 
Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract for 
the Emergency Services Fiber Optic Installation Project with Sturgeon Electric in the 
Amount of $108,555 
 

5. Construction Contract for Compressed Natural Gas Slow-Fill Station, Located 
at the Municipal Campus, 333 West Avenue 

 
The project consists of installation of a new Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Slow-
Fill Station.  This slow-fill station will provide a fueling point for the four new solid 
waste trash trucks that were purchased earlier this year, and expected to provide 
two fueling bays to be used for Grand Valley Transit buses. 
 
Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract for 
the CNG Slow-Fill Station Project with Gas Energy Systems, Inc. in the Amount of 
$555,086 
 

ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 
 
Public Hearing—Mesa State College Right-of-Way Vacations [File # VR-2010-068] 



 

 

Mesa State College is requesting to vacate portions of Texas, Elm, Houston and Bunting 
Avenues and associated alleys in anticipation of current and future building and parking lot 
expansions for the campus. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:08 p.m. 
 
Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor, presented this item.  The applicant is Mesa 
State College and they are present.  The area in question was displayed by plat and by 
aerial photo.  The Comprehensive Plan identifies the College as mixed use.  The zoning is 
currently R-8, the Mesa State zoning is Community Services and Recreation (CSR).  The 
area owned by Mesa State was displayed and the parcels not in Mesa State‘s ownership 
were identified.  The vacations are along Houston, Texas, Elm, and Bunting Avenues.  
There will be reserved areas until access to the privately owned properties is provided.  
The additional areas requested to be vacated will be released by the City Manager when 
those access easements are no longer needed.  The requested vacations are consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning and Development Code criteria for right-of-
way vacations has been met.  The Planning Commission recommends approval. 
 
Councilmember Palmer asked if the utility relocations are being paid for by Mesa State. 
Mr. Moberg said that is correct. 
 
Councilmember Palmer asked if the temporary access is to provide access to the private 
homes.  Mr. Moberg said what is being proposed is that access will be maintained along 
some of the areas requested until the access is no longer needed and then the City 
Manager can release those easements. 
 
Council President Coons asked Mr. Moberg what the criteria would be for the City 
Manager to determine the access is no longer needed.  Mr. Moberg said the property 
owners would make the determination and then present their agreement to the City 
Manager. 
 
President of Mesa State College Tim Foster, 1100 North Avenue, provided a little history of 
the growth of the college.  Over time, the College has been closing streets and acquiring 
properties in order to expand.  The community and the College decided some time ago the 
College would expand from 7th Street to 12th Street and from North Avenue to Orchard 
Avenue.  Mr. Foster said the College, the County, and the City have a unique and 
supportive relationship.  The College has purchased 95 houses in the last five years which 
has allowed the institution to grow.  They have worked very hard with the surrounding 
neighbors to provide access easements and informative meetings.  They are currently in 
the process of building another residence hall.  Mesa State believes that the details should 
be left to City Staff and the Council should look at the overall policy. 
 
Kent Marsh, Director of Facility Services at Mesa State College, elaborated on locations of 
temporary parking, dust mitigation, and response to complaints from neighbors and 
citizens.  Usually when homes are purchased and torn down, the lot is used for temporary 
parking but that is not their final use.  Once Mesa State purchases a home they tear down 
the home and then prepare the site for temporary parking.  The College‘s dust mitigation 
plan includes running a water truck through the parking lots, applying magnesium chloride 
to the temporary lots, brooms on college equipment that are used to sweep adjacent City 



 

 

streets, and lastly traffic calming by adding signage, moveable rubber bumper blocks, and 
reducing the travel lanes. 
 
Council President Coons asked if the overhead lighting is 24 hour lighting.  Mr. Marsh said 
the lighting is on timers for the safety of the students and prevention of vandalism. 
 
Mr. Foster stated that the lighting stays on all night because of public safety. 
 
Darrell Miller, 1315 Houston Avenue, said he opposes the right-of-way vacations.  He felt 
that the vacations violated City Code and he identified each of those specific violations.  
He felt that having only temporary access to his property devalues his property.  He had 
plat drawings to show the areas in question.  He noted that the proposed ordinance states 
the access easement will be asphalt or other surface materials.  He questioned if dirt 
easements are allowed anywhere else in the City.  He was also upset with the noise levels 
and demonstrated the noise with a video clip.  He felt that Mesa State College had not 
been truthful in what they have said they will do.  It makes it difficult for his son to ride his 
bike or his wife to wheel their stroller down the alley as gravel from the parking lots are 
dragged into the alley from traffic.  He noted the loss of infrastructure in the removal of the 
streets.  He asked that the vacations be postponed to reopen discussions to come to a 
safe and non code violating mutual agreement concerning all easements. 
 
Clark Carroll, 1240 Cannell, said he discussed the matter with Derek Wagner of Mesa 
State College.  He was told his idea wouldn‘t work because the College is planning a new 
building.  He was just made aware of this most recent proposal.  He asked the City Council 
to deny the request so it can be discussed with the private property owners.  He read the 
following statement: 
 

―Mesa State College has developed an exciting expanding campus that will serve benefits to 
the current and future administrators, students, faculty and staff.  It will be a cornerstone of 
our community, indeed a diamond to be proud of.  Our current President, Tim Foster has 
guided this expansion.  Mr. Foster has been successful in competing for local, state, national 
and student dollars while successfully navigating through the political highway.  His 
dedication and commitment is second to none other.  His commitment to this community, the 
betterment of it is admirable.  The benefits the college provides to the community both locally 
and regionally would be difficult to encompass, and many of us here today have received 
benefits from our participation after college.  MSC (Mesa State College) has had challenges 
in this expansion process, Mesa has attempted to expand not necessarily knowing at what 
point what money will come to direct development so it may have been difficult for Mesa to 
develop what many may consider an organized development plan.  This may also contributed 
to some levels of chaos for the college, neighborhoods, state and local governments often 
the pace of development being rapid may have contributed to some levels of chaos and 
disorganization experienced by more than a few.  Planned acquisition and use for college 
expansion has had challenges for the College, private property owners, and the City.  
Discussions of development codes land use codes, etc. can become blurred due to the 
separation of City and State.  Some may find it difficult to identify what codes are applicable 
for this type of development, even though the State, City, and County have adopted 
standardized codes, the enforcement of codes (which Darrell brings up a lot) and ordinances 
can remain long ranging problems contributing to additional costs and inconveniences to the 
City.  Although this is impressed by Mesa College to acquire more land through street 
acquisition it may speak to a bigger issue regarding orderly growth and development that 
generate win win scenarios for all the community.  The City, by declining this vacation as it is 



 

 

written, speaks to the influence, to autonomous governing body not regulated by the 
contortion of colleges not necessarily subject to the policies of others.  If approval vacation is 
granted, there is concern that once it becomes Mesa State property, they may or could 
invoke their autonomous philosophy.  Basically, the City may or could lose some level of 
ability to govern, influence or enforce conditions of the proposed ordinance or the ability to 
influence future expansion to the west.  Legal access and easement rights for both the City, 
College, and private property owners are in question and have not been resolved.  Having 
consulted with others for more than a few hours regarding this vacation, I felt strongly that 
Mesa and I were close to an agreement until all the plans changed.  Mesa State changed the 
plan last Thursday by the addition of the new dorm section north of my location, allowing for 
only ten feet of access to the back of my property for parking.  Besides Mesa, no one I have 
talked to believes this is reasonable access.  I request for Council to decline this vacation 
because we have a new deal.  Local residents have not had an equal time to work on new 
agreements with the College coupled with the violations of public property takings by Mesa 
College, the residents affected and impacted have not had a reasonable time to even tackle 
the issues, let alone make intelligent decisions on important land access scenarios.  Decline 
this request, send the parties back to the table to hash out the differences to present a 
complete workable plan that has not changed at the last minute for a next day vote.  The 
proposed vacation does not take into account the totality of variables involved with this 
development and the affect upon impact on private property owners, the City, State, and the 
general public.  A yes vote could indicate acceptance and approval of questionable 
developmental practices and ordinances.  A no vote does not indicate Council is not on board 
with the College or in disagreement with current philosophy of our community.  It does mean 
that Council stands firm on not building on public rights-of-ways until the established orderly 
planning process is used as intended.  That pulling away, established easements from 
private property owners will not be tolerated until a meeting of the minds has occurred or 
acceptable formal process allows it.  A no vote indicates it is time for the College to address 
and solve potential violations of federal clean air and water standards which the City may 
have some level of responsibility to ensure these standards are met.  A no vote will indicate 
that future proposed ordinances presented to Council by Mesa State College should be 
complete and thorough thus supporting proper decisions based on reasonable fairness and a 
complete set of facts for the Council.  The Planning Department has, in its assessment of 
facts, indicated an opinion in the financial impact budget section as not being applicable.  If 
MSC has created traffic, air, and water issues, then the burden to fix these problems may 
become the financial responsibility of the City.  This current or future burden may place stress 
on even tighter future budgets.  The City should encourage while it has the chance that the 
issues be addressed now.  Resolve by serving notice to the autonomous governing body of 
Mesa State College that they are subject to outside influences by others when it comes to 
property acquisition and federal standards.  Mention is made by the Planning Department in 
the legal issues section conditions exist in regards to reservations in grants of the easements 
and access and I would agree.  Planning perhaps should also indicate to Council that as it 
stands now, parties are not in agreement.  Planning could have indicated, although resolution 
was forwarded to Council for hearing, that it lists three of the four Planning Commissioners 
expressed concerns for environmental factors, nature of easements while one Planning 
Commissioner indicated potential major league problems with this vacation.  Planning also 
indicated in the other issue section that no other issues exist and I disagree with this 
evaluation.  Planning in error has mentioned in the background analysis section that five 
impacted parcels are owned by one owner.  A thorough analysis would have identified few 
other owners in this five parcel impacted area (and I think they brought that up).  The 
Planning Department makes no indication of appropriate buffers between two differing zones 
of land.  The Council should consider in its decision what is better for the general community 
while not forgetting our blurring property rights granted by the Constitution.  I would suggest 
that autonomous developments that blight neighborhoods place residents in fear devalue 



 

 

property, decrease enjoyment of private property, restrict access, invoke other methods of 
psychological stress that could encourage some of our community to just give up and 
conclude there is nothing they can do, cannot be tolerated at any level.  A no vote will 
indicate agreement that these behaviors or attitudes are not acceptable and most likely not 
necessary in the first place.‖ 
  

President of the Council Coons interjected and asked that Mr. Carroll sum up his 
presentation as some of what he read had already been spoken; she asked for Mr. Carroll 
to be more concise.  Mr. Carroll continued. 

 
―Before I begin my analysis I would like to paraphrase a quote from Jerry Garcia that states 
―when somebody has do to something, its just pathetic it has to be me.‖  Mr. Carroll said I 
think the important thing for me here is that this access that we‘re talking about, this touches 
my property.  I have the right to enter that alley and access Bunting, that was taken away 
from me.  The access that was given to me was dictated to me by the College.  If we would 
have at least had some discussions on that, now some of the proposal, at least not in this 
one, narrows me down to ten feet north of my residence.  In other words, the access that I 
had was a permanent part and attached to my properties.  Currently, the City Manager is 
going to be in control of the temporary access and easements.  I‘m comfortable with this City 
Council here, and the City Manager, but what about the new City Council, what about the 
new City Manager?  What might they decide is temporary?  Some discussion was made 
here tonight about that.  Ok…..that‘s basically what I had here.  I‘d like to bring this to your 
attention too.  Although I have no concerns with Goal 12 with the Comprehensive Plan, I 
note that the goals 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, and 11 are not included.  Goal 7 suggests buffering 
between new development and existing development.  Goal 9 asks for a recommendation 
for a vacation request, speaks to developing a well balanced transportation system.  There 
has not been a traffic study performed in that area since 2005.  If I were a developer and I 
went to double the use of the street by thousands of people, I‘m sure or I think that Planning 
Department probably would require me to do a traffic study.  In other words, I would have to 
fix these potential problems now, if I don‘t fix those problems, then the burden to fix those 
problems is gonna fall upon the City.  Planning also suggests in section C that access shall 
not be restricted and makes no mention to the devaluing of the property, let‘s explore this 
more.  First of all, I used to have a 40 foot wide paved street and a 20 foot wide paved alley 
to access the use of my property which formerly nobody was allowed to build upon.  We 
looked at the access and that involved 20 feet‖. 
 

Mr. Carroll then asked Council if they had any questions in order to sum up his 
presentation.  Councilmember Coons asked if he had any pictures.  Mr. Carroll replied that 
he was not sure that he could bring them up on the overhead.  He mentioned that at 
Council‘s recent workshop on pollution in the City which is what he believes is happening 
with the Mesa State parking lots.  He then showed on screen the dirt parking lots at Mesa 
State.  The dirt parking lots contain a lot of dirt drainage which he believes goes straight 
into the river.  Mr. Carroll showed a number of other pictures and talked about a letter from 
the Department of Public Health Clean Air Division. 
 
President of the Council Coons again asked Mr. Carroll to sum up his presentation. 
 
Mr. Carroll summed his presentation up by saying he would like to see this go back to 
Planning for more discussion. 
 
There were no other public comments. 
 



 

 

The public hearing was closed at 8:07 p.m. 
 
Council President Coons asked the applicant if they would like to speak to any of the 
issues that were brought up. 
 
Kent Marsh, Facilities Director, clarified that the letter referred to by Mr. Carroll from Ms. 
Marley Vain with the Department of Public Health Clean Air Division, was prior to the 
Health Departments review of all the facts and most of the issues have been corrected. He 
assured the Council that all private properties will have access. 
 
Councilmember Pitts asked what the definition of temporary is.  Mr. Marsh said it could be 
a couple of months up to a year, two years, or three years.  There are other things planned 
for those lots. 
 
Councilmember Palmer asked the City Attorney to explain Mesa State‘s exemption to 
following City regulations.  City Attorney Shaver said as a State institution they are not 
subject to the City Codes and other jurisdictional requirements.  The City and the College 
have a unique relationship because the College does voluntarily comply with the City‘s 
regulations. 
 
Councilmember Hill asked City Manager Kadrich‘s opinion of the proposal before the City 
Council.  He asked how the City and private property owners are protected. 
 
City Manager Kadrich stated that the broader vacation was a request from Staff instead of 
piece-mealing the vacations and for Council to see the College‘s Master Plan.  The City 
will ensure that the homeowners continue to have access. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein said despite the great relationship with the College she would 
like to see a clear picture of how these homeowners will have access to their property, and 
how the other concerns will be addressed. 
 
City Attorney Shaver said, as the author of the Ordinance, he and his Staff have tried to 
balance the rights of the two, the College and the property owners.  Only specific areas will 
be vacated immediately to utility easements.  The other grayed areas would be vacated 
but would have a reserved access easement and the property owners will continue to be 
able to use those streets and alleys to access their properties.  The City Manager would 
need to determine if the access remains reasonable.  They would need to comply with the 
other regulations to provide dust control, etc. 
 
Councilmember Palmer asked about previous vacations that have limited access.  He 
asked what guarantees there will be for the citizens if they are dissatisfied with the 
outcome.  City Attorney Shaver said that with the help of the City planners and 
engineering, the City Manager would have the decision-making authority. 
 
Council President Coons noted the citizen concerns about the loss of alley access.  City 
Attorney Shaver stated the law says the jurisdiction cannot restrict reasonable access.  If 
an owner disagrees with the reasonableness, he can file an action which is the reason for 
wanting to balance the rights of each.  Alleys, like streets, are public property and the City 
Council determines the disposition of that property. 



 

 

 
Councilmember Beckstein asked about taking without due process and noted Mesa State 
College has worked with the Planning Department but there is an expectation that these 
properties will have access, can the Council exercise that authority to ensure that these 
owners retain access? 
 
City Attorney Shaver advised that is the purpose of the hearing.  On one side there are 
private property owners in the middle of a college campus where there usually aren‘t public 
streets and alleys.  There are six criteria of approving a vacation in the Zoning and 
Development Code and the Council can consider all of those criteria. 
 
Councilmember Palmer noted in the past, the vacations have been done in incremental 
steps and he sees why Staff wanted to do an overall proposal, but asked if the most critical 
portions are known at this time.  Greg Moberg, Planning Services Supervisor, did ask 
Mesa State for an entire request so they could see the whole plan.  He noted that leaving 
the right-of-way in place at the Miller property would make it difficult for the College to 
continue with their development plan. 
 
Councilmember Hill acknowledged that this proposal was to allow for a more global picture 
but it does create some clumsiness because the College does not own all the properties.  
However, the way the ordinance is written, it allows the City Manager to implement this 
under the guidelines of the City Code.  He is comfortable with going forward. 
 
Councilmember Pitts said it allows the City Manager to use balance and addresses the 
situation. 
 
Councilmember Susuras agreed with Councilmember Hill that the ordinance is well written 
and the access will be provided. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein said the Council has worked for years to develop a strong 
working relationship with the College and she is proud the City is part of that growth and 
development of the College.  She is in favor of keeping students off of North Avenue and 
12th Avenue by providing housing on campus.  She asked that the lines of communications 
with these property owners stay open. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon said the policy side is pretty easy as this is the direction decided 
long ago.  The issues the existing homeowners are facing is unfortunate.  He is not too 
concerned with the violations (dust, water, noise) as there are entities following up on the 
situation.  He is in favor of moving forward. 
 
Councilmember Palmer agreed with Councilmember Kenyon about the policy decision 
being clear.  His concern is the timing.  He would have preferred the incremental approach 
that allowed for more communication with the homeowners.  It is disturbing to him about 
vacating access to private homes.  He is also concerned about delegating decisions to 
someone else when they should be City Council‘s decision which leaves the door open to 
the citizens for redress.  He says this is a big step and it isn‘t smooth. 
 
Council President Coons compared the situation with the development of the 
Comprehensive Plan that avoided incremental and perhaps haphazard decisions.  It gave 



 

 

citizens a clear vision and the ability to plan for the future.  She appreciated looking at the 
bigger picture. 
 
City Attorney Shaver made a correction to the ordinance before the question was called. 
 
Ordinance No. 4431—An Ordinance Vacating Portions of Texas, Elm, Houston and 
Bunting Avenues and Associated Alley Rights-of-Way in the Mesa State College Area. 
 
Councilmember Hill moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4431, with the correction given to the 
Clerk by the City Attorney, and ordered it published.  Councilmember Susuras seconded 
the motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 
 
Council President Coons called a recess at 8:44 p.m. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 8:55 p.m. 
 
Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Decision Regarding the Schooley-Weaver 
Partnership Conditional Use Permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility, Located at 104 
29 ¾ Road [File #CUP-2010-008] 
 
An appeal has been filed regarding the Planning Commission‘s decision to deny a 
conditional use permit for a Gravel Extraction Facility, located at 104 29 ¾ Road. 
 
The Conditional Use Permit was considered under the provisions of the 2000 Zoning and 
Development Code; therefore, the appeal was filed in accordance with Section 2.18.E of 
the 2000 Zoning and Development Code, which specifies that the City Council is the 
appellate body of the Planning Commission. 
 
According to Section 2.18.E.4.h, no new evidence or testimony may be presented, except 
City Staff may be asked to interpret materials contained in the record. 
 
Council President Coons explained the City Council is acting as a court of appeals and the 
Council will not be looking at the merit of the decision but will be looking at the evidence 
that was presented at the Planning Commission meeting and determine if there was 
evidence sufficient for the decision the Planning Commission made. 
 
City Attorney Shaver added that the letter of appeal is not part of the record and the 
arguments contained in that letter are not to be considered by the City Council. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon noted that a number of Planning Commissioners talked about 
safety as their main reason of concern but he was not sure if the safety issues were clearly 
outlined.  No safety concerns were found by the City Staff or City Engineers or outside 
agencies according to the Staff Report. 
 
Brian Rusche, Senior Planner, noted that verbatim minutes were provided and that was 
the extent of the discussion. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon wondered about bus stops and were there concerns in the 
record? 



 

 

 
Mr. Rusche said that was relative to the time of operations and the applicant did offer a 
modification of those times.  Regarding the bus stops there was nothing in the application 
and he does not recall any other information about bus stops. 
 
Council President Coons asked if there were other questions to clarify the record. 
 
There were no questions. 
 
Councilmember Hill said that appeals are always interesting and little bit clumsy as the City 
Council convenes into what is perceived as a public hearing, but it‘s not really.  Council is 
looking back on the record and what was given to the Planning Commission and the 
decisions they made.  He said he has read it, listened to it, and the piece that he has 
concerns with, and he has seen it happen before, is where a Commissioner weighing the 
so called public safety versus private property rights.  He didn‘t know where the public 
safety piece came in.  It‘s a perception that having heavy industrial trucks in a residential 
neighborhood doesn‘t sound safe at all.  He thinks it is forgotten that the driver of that 
vehicle has a family too.  These are skilled and professional licensed drivers operating that 
piece equipment and whether they are on the interstate or on a smaller public road they 
have concerns about the public in their mind.  He didn‘t see anything that was a foundation 
to create a safety criteria; that couldn‘t be mitigated or hadn‘t been addressed.  He looked 
at the approval criteria, and said he did not see any foundation for a safety issue 
consideration but he could understand the thought process.  He then addressed the 
approval criteria of the appeal and felt that one might accidentally make a decision that did 
not have a factual basis in the record.  He therefore recommends the matter be remanded 
back to the Planning Commission to either find criteria to match the decision or make a 
decision based on the facts. 
 
Councilmember Susuras stated that the Planning Commission did not ask the proper 
questions and agreed with Councilmember Hill that it should be remanded back to the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon said he agrees since safety issues were the basis for the denial 
but they did not provide a factual or informational basis so that the applicant could address 
those concerns. 
 
Councilmember Palmer read from the record where one Planning Commissioner projected 
a discussion between a CDOT permit and the City that had not happened yet in making 
their decision so he agreed in remanding the matter back to the Planning Commission. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein agreed, the discussions referred to are not in the record. 
 
Councilmember Pitts stated the evidence presented doesn‘t support the reasons given and 
he agrees with sending the matter back to the Planning Commission. 
 
Council President Coons agreed and did not think they acted arbitrarily or capriciously but 
rather projected their own emotions into the decision. 
 



 

 

Councilmember Hill moved to remand the matter to the Planning Commission to rehear 
with the City Council‘s rationale as stated previously and direct the Planning Commission 
to provide a fact-based rationale on the safety concerns or redecide the matter based on 
the facts presented.  Councilmember Beckstein seconded the motion. Motion carried. 
 
Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 

 
There were none. 
 
Other Business 

 
There was none. 
 
Adjournment 

 
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
 
Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
 

O
LD W

W
 RO

AD

S US HWY 50

MEEKER ST

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

29  3 /4 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

3
0

 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

B
U

R
N

S
 D

R

CRAIG ST

BURNS DR

S US HWY 50

S US HWY 50

S US HWY 50

HAYDEN ST

S US HWY 50

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

S US HWY 50

A 1/4 RD

CIRCLING HAWK ST

GREAT PLAINS DR GREAT PLAINS DR

D
R

Y
 C

R
E

E
K

 R
D

A 1/4 RD FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

B
U

E
N

A
 V

IS
T

A
 D

R

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 

O
LD W

W
 RO

AD

S US HWY 50

MEEKER ST

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

29  3 /4 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

3
0

 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

B
U

R
N

S
 D

R

CRAIG ST

BURNS DR

S US HWY 50

S US HWY 50

S US HWY 50

HAYDEN ST

S US HWY 50

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

W
H

IT
E

H
E

A
D

 D
R

S US HWY 50

A 1/4 RD

CIRCLING HAWK ST

GREAT PLAINS DR GREAT PLAINS DR

D
R

Y
 C

R
E

E
K

 R
D

A 1/4 RD FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

FRONTAGE RD

B
U

E
N

A
 V

IS
T

A
 D

R

2
9

 3
/4

 R
D

 

SITE 

29 3/4 Road  

 Orchard Mesa 

Canal #2 

US Highway 50 

Persigo 201 
Boundary 

 

SITE 

29 3/4 Road  

 Orchard Mesa 

Canal #2 

US Highway 50 

Persigo 201 
Boundary 

 



 

 

Comprehensive Plan Map 

Figure 3 
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Blended Residential Map 

Figure 5 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
June 8, 2010 MINUTES 
6:00 p.m. to 8:20 p.m. 

 
 

Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, announced that neither the regular Chairman nor Vice 
Chair were able to attend the hearing this evening.  Therefore, in order to proceed with 
the meeting, the Planning Commissioners needed to decide amongst themselves who 
would act as the Chairperson this evening.  Commissioner Schoenradt nominated Mark 
Abbott, seconded by Commissioner Eslami.  A vote was taken and Commissioner 
Abbott was nominated unanimously to serve as Chairman. 
 
The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:03 p.m. 
by Acting Chairman Abbott.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Pat Carlow, Ebe 
Eslami, Mark Abbott, Richard Schoenradt , Rob Burnett, and Gregory Williams 
(Alternate).  Commissioners Reginald Wall (Chairman) and Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh 
(Vice-Chairman) were absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City‘s Public Works and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner), 
Senta Costello (Senior Planner), Brian Rusche (Senior Planner) and Rick Dorris, 
(Development Engineer). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 54 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 April 13, 2010 Regular Meeting. 
 
2. Goose Downs Subdivision – Preliminary Subdivision Plan 

Request approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to develop 53 lots on 13.38 
acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district; approve a phasing schedule; and 
request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate a portion of 29 5/8 
Road. 
FILE #: PP-2008-245 
PETITIONER: Terry Deherrera 
LOCATION: 359 29 5/8 Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
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3. Gentlemen’s Club CUP – Conditional Use Permit – Continued To the June 22, 

2010 Planning Commission Meeting 
Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit that would allow the hours of 
operation, from a previous approval, to be changed from 5:00 p.m. through 2:00 
a.m. to 10:00 a.m. through 2:00 a.m. 
FILE #: CUP-2010-050 
PETITIONER: Kevin Eardley – 2257, LLC 
LOCATION: 2258 Colex Drive 
STAFF: Senta Costello 

 
4. Baker Hughes Explosive – Conditional Use Permit 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to store hazardous materials/ 
explosives on 2.87 acres in an I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district. 
FILE #: CUP-2010-034 
PETITIONER: John Durmas – Knight Durmas Properties, LLC 
LOCATION: 842 21-1/2 Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 

 
Acting Chairman Abbott 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 the Consent Agenda items. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Schoenradt)  ―Mr. Chairman, I move that we adopt 
the Consent Agenda as read.‖ 

 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 6 - 0. 
 
Public Hearing Items 

 
5. Schooley-Weaver Partnership – Conditional Use Permit – Continued from May 

11, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to establish a Gravel Pit on 16 acres 
in an R-R (Residential Rural) zone district. 
FILE #: CUP-2010-008 
PETITIONER: Schooley-Weaver Partnership 
LOCATION: 104 29-3/4 Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 

 
VERBATIM MINUTES 

 



COMMISSIONER ABBOTT: And with that our Public Hearing item is 1 

the Schooley-Weaver Partnership…Partnership Conditional Use Permit.  This has been 2 

continued from May 11, 2010.  This is a request for approval of Conditional Use Permit to 3 

establish a gravel pit on 16 acres in a R-R, Residential Rural, zone district.  So with that I 4 

would like to have the staff come up and present your information. 5 

MR. RUSCHE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the 6 

Commission, Brian Rusche, Senior Planner with the Grand Junction Public Works and 7 

Planning Department.  As the Chairman indicated this is the Schooley-Weaver 8 

Partnership Conditional Use Permit request - - a request for a Conditional Use Permit to 9 

operate gravel extraction on 16 acres within a Residential Rural zone.  The property 10 

consists of 16 acres and was annexed in 2004 as the Fisher Annexation.  The property is 11 

accessible from 29-3/4 Road which terminates at the southern edge of the site.  The road 12 

previously continued south and east through private property and the Mesa County landfill 13 

until it was closed by Mesa County. 14 

The site rises approximately 100 feet above Orchard Mesa Canal Number 15 

2.  North of the canal is a residential neighborhood as well as three residences to the 16 

west across 29-3/4 Road.  An existing gravel extraction operation approved by Mesa 17 

County in 1994 is located about 600 feet south of the property.  An existing construction 18 

and trucking operation utilizes 29-3/4 Road.  As you can see in the aerial, this is the 19 

site…this is the trucking and construction operation.  The gravel pit that I was referring to, 20 

it‘s just off the picture. 21 

The Comprehensive Plan designates the property as Rural allowing one 22 

dwelling unit for every five acres.  The property was zoned Residential Rural in 2004 as 23 

part of the Fisher Annexation.  The adjacent neighborhood is also designated as Rural 24 



 

 

under County zoning RSF-R.  Except the trucking operation which is a Planned 1 

Development and the existing gravel operation and associated lands which is designated 2 

A-F-T - - that‘s Ag Forestry Transition zone. 3 

The blended residential map, which was adopted as part of the 4 

Comprehensive Plan, designates the property as Residential Low with a housing density 5 

of Rural, which is one unit for five acres up to five dwelling units per acre, density range. 6 

The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate a gravel 7 

extraction facility.  A maximum of 300 trips per day would be generated by the use 8 

according to the traffic study.  All truck traffic would use 29-3/4 Road and that‘s the photo 9 

shown here which has been evaluated by a geotechnical consulting firm and found 10 

suitable in strength for the proposed level of traffic.  The roadway has two travel lanes 11 

and is currently maintained by Mesa County.  Access to Highway 50 has been granted for 12 

three years by the Colorado Department of Transportation subject to construction of 13 

improvements for traffic flow.  These improvements include extended acceleration and 14 

de-acceleration lanes with appropriate turning radiuses and an asphalt overlay if 15 

necessary. 16 

The applicant has considered other accesses to and from the site but 17 

deemed these to not be viable alternatives either because the roads do not meet 18 

standards or require crossing private property.  The standards for gravel extraction 19 

facilities provide for improvements and maintenance of designated haul routes.  29-3/4 20 

Road will ultimately be incorporated into the City‘s street network but currently it‘s a joint 21 

jurisdictional road due to the annexation patterns that have occurred in the area. 22 

This photo illustrates the closure point on 29-3/4 Road that prevents access 23 

to the south as well as the location of 30 Road which has not been built.  The existing 24 



 

 

residences that are north of the canal, with the exception of the three that are on 29-3/4 1 

Road, sit below the elevation of the canal.  The property itself, here, rises approximately 2 

100 feet in elevation, measured from property line to peak.  As mentioned, the adjacent 3 

residential neighborhood sits lower in elevation than that of the canal as well as the 4 

proposed operation making any sort of extraction of material from this property 5 

noticeable.  The applicant has proposed landscaping along the canal to mitigate some of 6 

the visual affects of this operation. 7 

The existing gravel extraction operation sits south of the property and over 8 

here you can see some of that.  The two properties do share a common boundary.  The 9 

property line is somewhere in here.  However, no mutual agreement regarding the shared 10 

use of the former landfill road which was closed by the County could be reached.  So this 11 

road crosses onto private property. 12 

The applicant proposes to mine approximately 7.63 acres of the total 16 13 

acres of the property.  This proposal…this site plan reflects the requirement for a 14 

minimum separation of 125 feet from existing residences as well as 30 feet from the 15 

canal.  There is no onsite crushing or processing with this application.  The entrance to 16 

the site near the terminus of 29-3/4 Road will be asphalted and gated.  The entire site 17 

needs to be fenced as well.  As material is removed the slopes will be graded inward and 18 

this is the grading plan.  As material is removed, the slopes will be graded inward which 19 

will mitigate the effects of storm water runoff as well as provide a buffer to the operation 20 

as it continues mining downward.  This is where the resultant storm water would collect. 21 

This exhibit shows a cross section and approximate site lines from different 22 

residential sites surrounding the operation.  As you can see from these pictures, the 23 

proposed final elevations…this is the existing hillside and this is the final elevation in 24 



 

 

relation to both the homes and the canal.  The proposed final elevation will be reduced by 1 

75 to 90 feet.  The landscaping buffers have been designed by a landscape architect to 2 

help mitigate some of the visual affects of the operation.  The landscaping will be irrigated 3 

with water trucked in from outside the site. 4 

The applicant has proposed to remove material from the property over the 5 

next five years with the option of a two year administrative extension.  Once the material 6 

is removed, the property will be reclaimed with native grasses.  The reclamation plan 7 

must be approved by the State of Colorado.  The applicant has requested a Conditional 8 

Use Permit for a gravel extraction facility within a Residential Rural zone.  The requested 9 

C-U-P is for five years with the option of an administrative extension for two years 10 

pursuant to section 4.3.K.3.w.  Access is provided via 29-3/4 Road which has been 11 

determined to be a suitable haul route with a condition that maintenance and repairs to be 12 

done…with a condition that maintenance and repairs necessary are to be done by the 13 

operator during the duration of the permit per section 4.3.K.3.g. 14 

CDOT will grant access to Highway 50 for a period of three years subject to 15 

construction of improvements including extended acceleration in the acceleration lanes.  16 

A notice to proceed must be issued by CDOT for this work.  The maximum number of 17 

trips anticipated by the use is 300 per day and to clarify when we measure trips a…a trip 18 

is a coming or a going. 19 

The applicant has proposed hours of operation beginning at 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. 20 

on weekdays only.  Section 4.3.K.3.i. allows this range of time.  This is the maximum 21 

amount of time allowed and in fact it doesn‘t address weekends.  It simply says 6 to 6 is 22 

the maximum length.  However, alternative hours may be authorized under this section.  23 

Other gravel pits that have been approved within the valley range from start times of 6 24 



 

 

a.m. to 8 a.m.  There was a question raised regarding residential garbage service.  Most 1 

of the providers in the valley start at 7 a.m.; however, commercial pickup begins as early 2 

as 3 a.m. 3 

There will be no onsite crushing or processing.  So there are some sections 4 

of 4.3.K. that don‘t apply.  Pursuant to 4.3.K.3.c., the noise from the operation cannot 5 

exceed 65 decibels at the property line when adjacent to residential which is equivalent to 6 

an air conditioning unit or a noisy restaurant.  The reclamation plan must be approved by 7 

the state as was mentioned.  All storm water management must be done pursuant to 8 

5.2.1 - - drainage authority regulations.  There are mechanisms in place through our Code 9 

Enforcement Department.  This is…the property is in the City so it would be…any code 10 

enforcement violations would be enforced by the City.  So there are mechanisms in place 11 

to address potential issues of noise, dust, as well as storm water issues and that would 12 

be through the 5.2.1 that may arise from the operation. 13 

The proposed landscaping meets the criteria of section 6.5. and provides a 14 

visual buffer from adjacent residences.  The minimum separation from residences of 125 15 

feet has been exceeded that the proposed mining area at least 200 feet from adjacent 16 

residences.  This application is subject to the criteria of section 2.1.3.c. of the 2000 17 

Zoning and Development Code, and that‘s the rules for Conditional Use Permits, as well 18 

as section 4.3.K., which is the standards for mineral extraction.  It is my opinion that the 19 

criteria of both of these sections have been met.  Are there any questions? 20 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I do have a question but I can‘t find where…you 21 

referenced there would be 300 trips per day.  Is that correct? 22 

MR. RUSCHE:  Yes. 23 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I guess my confusion is that on page 2 of the 1 

letter from Huddleston Berry, an engineering firm, in paragraph 3 of that page states that 2 

they had been told there would be 100 loaded trucks per day.  I presume that would 3 

equate to 200 trips per day.  So where is the discrepancy with now all of a sudden we‘re 4 

coming up with 300?  Are they not giving their own engineering firm the…the information 5 

that we‘re getting tonight?  What has changed to make that happen?  I believe that‘s on 6 

page 93 of the report that we have. 7 

MR. RUSCHE:  93, that‘s a… 8 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I‘m trying to get back down to 93. 9 

MR. RUSCHE: I have a letter from Huddleston Berry and that‘s 10 

regarding the pavement evaluation.  Is that the right one? 11 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: There‘s….there‘s…it‘s on page 2 of the…of that 12 

letter from Huddleston Berry and it is…it is page 3.  It‘s under 29-3/4 Road pavement 13 

evaluation.  Under paragraph 3 it states with regard to additional traffic loading associated 14 

with the gravel resource, H-B-E-T understands that up to 100 loaded trucks per day may 15 

leave the site. 16 

MR. RUSCHE: Okay. 17 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: And they are also stating that it‘s estimated that 18 

it‘s gonna take three to five years.  What I‘ve heard is that again, you know, we‘re talking 19 

it‘s gonna be three to five years.  Where does…where does 300 come into this and why is 20 

there a discrepancy? 21 

MR. RUSCHE: I know that the 300 was in the traffic study.  I also know 22 

that there is some methods regarding how much a truck counts as part of weighting limits 23 



 

 

or what have you.  I‘ll let the applicant address some of those questions regarding the 1 

discrepancy. 2 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 3 

MR. RUSCHE:  Note too that a trip is a coming and going and in 4 

the discussion of trips it doesn‘t mention whether they be exclusively trucks.  5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay, well if there‘s… 6 

MR. RUSCHE: Whether they be other traffic generated. 7 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I…I can‘t imagine there‘d be a whole lot of 8 

other traffic and we‘re…we‘re talking about a three-fold increase over what they‘ve told 9 

their own engineering firm.  Again I‘m confused and would like some explanation as to 10 

how that came about and what the…what the affects are…what the affects would be.  I 11 

don‘t know if the engineering firm is present to address this issue or if…if anybody can 12 

short of them address it properly. 13 

MR. RUSCHE: I think the applicant‘s engineer can address your 14 

question. 15 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay. 16 

MR. RUSCHE: Are there any other questions at this time? 17 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Yes, you did mention hours of 18 

operation that some commercial operations began at 3 a.m. but this is not a commercial 19 

operation.  Is that correct? 20 

MR. RUSCHE: The question posed to me was what…how the refuse 21 

services that operate in the valley, what times they start.  They begin picking up at 22 

commercial locations, garbage, prior to 6 a.m.  That in no way has any connection to what 23 

this request is.  It‘s simply made for reference. 24 



 

 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Except it‘s Residential Rural 1 

compared to Residential. 2 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: I think what he‘d like to know is what time do 3 

they start for residential neighborhoods. 4 

MR. RUSCHE:  7 a.m. 5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay. 6 

MR. RUSCHE:  7 a.m. the majority of the operators in the valley 7 

that I could get a hold of. 8 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: By choice, right? 9 

MR. RUSCHE:  The majority of the providers are private.  The 10 

City obviously provides service as well but it‘s done as a non-enterprise fund so it 11 

operates much like a business.  I‘m not aware of any ordinance.  For reference…for 12 

reference, the noise ordinance has a 6 a.m. time as well. 13 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Are there any other questions for the staff?  14 

Hearing none, would the applicant like to come forward? 15 

MR. JONES:  Good evening, Mr. Chair, Commission members.  My 16 

name‘s Robert Jones II.  I‘m with Vortex Engineering.  Our office address is 2394 17 

Patterson Drive in Grand Junction.  I‘m the applicant‘s representative and tonight I‘ll be 18 

presenting the Schooley-Weaver C-U-P project.  Quickly I have prepared a…a Google fly 19 

by which may help to get some perspective in regards to its location relative to the 20 

subdivision, 30 Road and its access going on 29-3/4 Road.  This…traveling along 21 

Highway 50, the fairgrounds are noted.  Traveling farther east to the entrance here is 29-22 

3/4 Road, the Kia dealership is on the left.  The subject site located here with the Burns 23 

Subdivision here.  This is a view looking south from Highway 50.  You can see the 24 



 

 

topographical relief relative to the subdivision to the north and Orchard Mesa Canal in this 1 

area. 2 

I would like to enter into the record the following documents and exhibits - 3 

nine individual PowerPoint presentations which I‘ll be pulling various slides from during 4 

the course of the presentation and rebuttal period.  A hard copy of all these presentations 5 

has been provided to City staff.  A letter from the director of the Mesa County landfill to 6 

the Regional Transportation Planning Office of Mesa County, a Notice of Intent to Issue 7 

an Access Permit from the Regional Transportation Planning Office of Mesa County and 8 

the State of Colorado statute, specifically statutes 34-1-301 through 305. 9 

I‘ll try and keep this brief since staff has done an excellent job providing the 10 

background and the history of this application in the staff report and presentation.  To 11 

reiterate, the applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to extract gravel per 12 

sections 2.2.D.4 and 4.3.K. of the City of Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code.  13 

There will be approximately 7.63 acres of the 16-acre site disturbed.  There will be no on-14 

site crushing or processing of the material.  The top soil will be used to supplement 15 

landscape areas and will not be stockpiled on site.  The pit run gravel will be extracted 16 

and removed from the site via excavators and dump trucks.  Water for dust control and 17 

irrigation will be hauled to the site.  When the extraction process is completed, top soil will 18 

be imported as needed and distributed evenly over the disturbed area and covered with a 19 

native seed mix approved through the State Reclamation Program. 20 

In addition to the Conditional Use Permit applied for with the City, the 21 

following applications have also been made to the State of Colorado.  Construction 22 

materials limit impact 110, operation reclamation permit, a storm water discharge permit 23 



 

 

associated with sand and gravel mining, an A-PEN or air pollution emission notice, and a 1 

CL and access permit from the Colorado Department of Transportation‘s region 3 office. 2 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  Can we get the volume 3 

turned up?  (Inaudible) 4 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Staff, is there a way to turn the volume up? 5 

MR. JONES:  It may help if I lift this up a little bit.  I‘ll go ahead and 6 

take this opportunity to answer your question, Mr. Chairman.  The Huddleston Berry 7 

supplemental report was required at the staff level to determine and verify the adequacy 8 

of the 29-3/4 Road.  The review of page 2 does indicate the Huddleston Berry report has 9 

100 loaded trucks per day when the intent was 150.  However, if you read page 2 at 100 10 

loaded trucks per day over a 5-year period results in a…an ESAL value of 120,000.  Now 11 

an ESAL is…stands for an equivalent single axle load.  The report further states that the 12 

ESAL value of 29-3/4 Road, which is 8 to 9 inches thick of asphalt over approximately 12 13 

inches of road base, gives you an ESAL value of two million.  So to further take this out, 14 

Huddleston Berry extended the operational life of the gravel pit to 30 years just to see 15 

what an equivalent single axle load would be which is 720,000 - - still one-third of the 16 

ESAL value currently for 29-3/4 Road.  So the difference between 100 and 150 trucks per 17 

day is…is nominal when you‘re looking at an order of magnitude of three even if the 18 

gravel pit was operating for 30 years. 19 

The Schooley-Weaver Conditional Use Permit meets or can meet all 20 

applicable sections of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code and the goals 21 

and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and we would respectfully request your approval 22 

of the Conditional Use Permit as presented and with that I‘ll open up the questions or take 23 

my seat. 24 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Does staff have any questions? 1 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  Mr. Jones, Ebe Eslami, the first. 2 

MR. JONES:  Hello, Mr. Eslami. 3 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  I was wondering why do you call it 4 

gravel extraction and stuff (inaudible).  What‘s the difference, please?  5 

MR. JONES:  Merely because the Zoning and Development Code 6 

classifies the use of gravel extraction and this more closely defines what we‘re doing.  7 

The material…I can…this is actually the material natively that was excavated.  It‘s a…a 8 

combination of two to three inch minus rock and sand.  Formally what‘s known in the 9 

Grand Valley as pit run and this is what they‘re after. 10 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  Now, next question is if they are 11 

allowed to build three houses over there if I‘m correct.  Is there R-4 or… 12 

MR. JONES:  Oh, I see. 13 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Five acres per… 14 

MR. JONES:  Per the zoning, yes, sir. 15 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: If they build houses, they have to move 16 

this dirt anyhow or can they do it without moving the dirt? 17 

MR. JONES:  I guess it would depend upon the lot configuration.  18 

There‘s significant topographical relief on the site. 19 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  My question is that in order to build 20 

houses there you have to flatten some of that (inaudible). 21 

MR. JONES:  Yes, sir. 22 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  Will there be any drilling or blasting 23 

involved with this? 24 



 

 

MR. JONES:  No, sir. 1 

COMMISSIONER   What if you hit cap rock? 2 

MR. JONES:  I‘m sorry? 3 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: What if you hit cap rock? 4 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: You have to stop. 5 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: I mean how are you gonna…how you 6 

gonna deal with it if you get down there and there‘s cap rock? 7 

MR. JONES:  Obviously we‘d try and use conventional equipment – 8 

dozers with rippers - to remove cap rock.  Our preliminary investigation didn‘t show any 9 

cap rock. 10 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  How far or time-wise how long is a 11 

round trip to the crushing facility? 12 

MR. JONES:  There hasn‘t been a…a…a single crushing facility 13 

chosen so I wouldn‘t be able to answer that question. 14 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  Any how many…how many gravel 15 

trucks do you anticipate involved in this whole operation? 16 

MR. JONES:  In a…in a peak capacity would be 300 which is 150 and 17 

150 out. 18 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  But how many trucks are you 19 

gonna need to accomplish that many trips?  How many trucks are gonna be working on 20 

this project? 21 

MR. JONES:  Oh, I see what you‘re saying - - probably 20 trucks.  I 22 

haven‘t done the calculations for that. 23 



 

 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Mr. Chairman, I have a 1 

question. 2 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Go ahead. 3 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  And I apologize if this is 4 

somewhere in the materials that we have but I do want to ask the reasons for the 5 

private…DuCray…the DuCrays that own the private road back there.  But what are the 6 

reasons they gave for not allowing you to cross their…use their road? 7 

MR. JONES:  I personally did not have conversations with Mr. and 8 

Mrs. DuCray.  It was the owner and from what he indicated to me, again this is 9 

secondhand, is they wanted no involvement whatsoever with allowing a mining operation 10 

here.  So I could only guess at their reasons. 11 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Well, I mean everything has 12 

a price so I‘m just wondering if it‘s cost prohibitive or, you know, in the…in the owners‘ 13 

viewpoint or is there…are there other reasons other than the Mesa County landfill has 14 

closed access that way?  And I‘m talking just the private road right now. 15 

MR. JONES:  Again, I…I don‘t even think that monetary terms were 16 

discussed based upon the initial meeting.  There‘s…the southern entrance or, excuse me, 17 

the southern haul route has obviously a crossing of private property as one complication 18 

but the other complication is that of the crossing of the Mesa County landfill.  The…this 19 

option traveling south through the Mesa County landfill we actually submitted for through 20 

Mesa County and it was…it was denied and I can read you a letter if you have not read it 21 

already.  It is not in your packets. 22 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  It is but it‘s extremely hard to 23 

read. 24 



 

 

MR. JONES:  Permit me to, please.  This is a letter from Robert 1 

Edmiston, who‘s the director of the Mesa County landfill at the time, to Ken Simms, with 2 

the Regional Transportation Planning Office in Mesa County.  And he says, Dear Mr. 3 

Simms, per our discussion it is my understanding United Companies is entertaining the 4 

idea of accessing the gravel pit near the southern end of the 29-3/4 Road via road 5 

traversing the solid waste management campus.  I am opposed to this idea for several 6 

reasons.  Through this letter I will summarize my thoughts within a bullet format.  The 7 

access road as proposed off 31 Road is the main entrance to the organic materials 8 

composting facility.  After hours security of this facility as well as the northern boundary of 9 

the landfill must be maintained.  The proposal would involve the use of private property 10 

owned by Mountain Region Construction.  This is a lousy copy.  The license agreement 11 

through which the Mountain Region Construction accesses their gravel permit is 12 

temporary and will expire on December 1st of 2007.  Mountain Region Construction and 13 

Mesa County have worked jointly on the provision of access to their facilities as a function 14 

of the area‘s previous ownership by the Bureau of Land Management.  Mountain Region 15 

Construction understands that access to their facilities is based on conditions existing 16 

prior to Mesa County obtaining a patent to the property and that their right of access is 17 

temporary.  The idea is inconsistent with County Commission Resolution Number M-C-M-18 

96-24 outlining the County‘s process of granting easements and that it is contrary to the 19 

Board‘s designation of the area as open space and it could would negatively influence 20 

access to and control of County facilities.  The natural and our most efficient route of 21 

access to the property is 29-3/4 Road.  Thank you for inviting me to comment on this 22 

idea. 23 



 

 

Subsequent to that…the receiving that letter, the Mesa County Regional 1 

Transportation Planning Office issued a denial of an access permit.  So combining the 2 

fact that you have private property and property that‘s owned, controlled and maintained 3 

by Mesa County, who is unwilling to entertain the idea of a haul route, we looked to 29-4 

3/4 Road. 5 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  How recent was that denial? 6 

MR. JONES:   Many years ago - - approximately five years ago.  7 

Although I doubt their opinions have changed. 8 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Thank you. 9 

MR. JONES:  Sure. 10 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Are there any other questions for the 11 

applicant?  Hearing none, I will open up this hearing to the public comment section.  12 

Again I would request that you restrict your comments to three to five minutes.  Try to 13 

prioritize your comments to what you think is most important and what needs to be said.  14 

So at this time, I would like to hear from anyone that is in favor of this proposal.  Seeing 15 

none, I will open up the hearing to those opposed to this proposal.  Please when you 16 

come forward, please state your name and address for the record. 17 

MR. BAIR:  My name is Carter Bair.  I live at 2966 A-1/4 Road.  I‘ve 18 

been a Grand Junction resident for about…well, 11 years now.  I‘ve been at the property 19 

site…this property site for about eight years.  I have five children.  The oldest is 14; I have 20 

an 11 year old; a 9 year old; a 7 year old; and a 5 year old.  My concerns about this are 21 

that if we‘re looking at 300 trucks a day going down that road, that‘s every two and a half 22 

minutes that there is a big truck coming by.  I have kids, they go down to 29-3/4 Road 23 

every morning for bus stops at 6:30 in the morning, 7 o‘clock in the morning, 8:30 in the 24 



 

 

morning, and come back at the end of the day and there are kids from all over the 1 

neighborhood doing that.  I live right along this bus route and I think that if you would think 2 

about your own families and think about these huge trucks coming down this residential 3 

road every two and a half minutes all day long from 6 in the morning until 6 at night.  I 4 

think you would think a little bit more about whether 29-3/4 Road really should be the 5 

access for this gravel pit.  That‘s my comments.  Thank you. 6 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you, sir. 7 

MS. COX:  Mr. Chairman, Lisa Cox, Planning Manager.  If we 8 

could just remind citizens to please sign in.  There‘s an opportunity to sign in at the back 9 

of the room and also at the podium just to make sure we have an accurate record of 10 

those providing testimony.  Thank you. 11 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. 12 

MR. PARROTT:  I‘m Gary Parrott.  I live at 2960 Great Plains 13 

Drive here in beautiful downtown Grand Junction.  I‘m also the president of the Red Tail 14 

Ridge Homeowners‘ Association.  Red Tail Ridge Subdivision is approximately one block 15 

off of 29-3/4 Road; however, 29-3/4 Road is one of only two ways we can get into or out 16 

of the subdivision so it impacts us because we‘ll be competing with the increase in traffic.  17 

I personally drive along 29-3/4 Road every day to get to and from my house so I‘m very, 18 

very familiar with the…the road.  You may have read the letter that I sent.  You may have 19 

that.  I‘m not gonna repeat everything that I wrote in there. 20 

Our major concern is that we have no grief or we don‘t want to interfere with 21 

the free enterprise system or with the exercise of property rights.  However, the utilization 22 

of that must be done safely, legally and responsibly.  With the increase in truck traffic 23 

that‘s gonna incur, you have to look at what type of truck traffic it is.  Dump trucks…I don‘t 24 



 

 

know if it‘s gonna be a single or a set of doubles or a dump truck with a trailer that‘s 1 

pulling behind so that makes a difference on how big of trucks we‘re talking about.  But 2 

typically the dump trucks they‘re gonna use even the 3 axle ones with a dump bed, 3 

there‘s gonna be 102 inches wide and at least 40 feet wide.  The roadway is narrow.  It‘s 4 

only a 20 foot roadway with no curb and gutter.  The dump trucks are like I mentioned 5 

before with (inaudible) vehicles there are to deal with.  You see it…you travel behind them 6 

and they say stay away 50 feet because things are always falling off.  7 

 We are going to have a fluid trail going up the center of the road from 8 

radiator fluid, transmission fluid, you name it, hydraulic fluid.  There‘s also going to be a 9 

dirt field, debris field on either side where the gravel‘s falling off, the dirt‘s falling off.  It‘s 10 

going to accumulate to the point when it does rain or it‘s gonna be moved off the side of 11 

the road, it‘s going to go into the shoulder area.  Right now there is no…it‘s just 12 

inadequate drainage.  There‘s not a ditch along either side.  That‘s gonna mean that 13 

we‘re gonna have environmental concerns with the collection of uncontrolled quantities 14 

along the side of the road of these hazardous materials.  Now remember you get 50 15 

gallons or more of a hazardous material, it‘s a hazardous incident.  You‘re gonna have to 16 

respond and there‘s gonna be liability. 17 

Also they talk about the…the road is physically designed to carry the weight 18 

of an 80,000 pound gravel truck.  However, those are not the only concerns.  To do what 19 

they‘re doing, they‘re gonna have to bring in some heavy duty equipment.  They‘re gonna 20 

be oversized.  You‘re gonna have to issue an oversize permit.  They will either be 21 

too…very wide or very high.  Unfortunately you have telephone poles that are 20 feet 22 

apart on that road - - 29-3/4.  There‘s no way to move those telephone poles or cables.  23 

So you‘ve got to negotiate around those if you‘re gonna bring in a huge piece of 24 



 

 

equipment to do your excavation.  Also, height - - you put a big…one of those hydraulic 1 

machines on the back of a flatbed, low bed trailer, it‘s going to exceed 14 feet in height 2 

and you look at that road there‘s telephone wires, there‘s cable wires, they‘re just above 3 

14 feet so you got to consider that. 4 

Then also in reality that intersection at 29-3/4 and 50, it‘s operating under a 5 

waiver that was given to the City and the County years ago because it does not meet 6 

current intersection standards when it comes to trucks.  That‘s why it‘s a three-way stop 7 

at the frontage road and 29-3/4 because you can‘t have a truck and trailer pull and stop 8 

otherwise its tail end will be out into Highway 50. 9 

So the…the issues we have…the Red Tail Ridge Homeowners‘ Association 10 

if you upgrade the road - 29-3/4 - to a full truck route with curb and gutter and adequate 11 

drainage and signage, we have no problem with it.  And a full…full intersection, you know, 12 

signalized intersection at 29-3/4 and 50.  I‘m not even gonna mention the part about their 13 

crossing over Ditch Number 2 of Orchard Mesa Irrigation Canal.  They‘re gonna have to 14 

have some signs or stripes or reflectors or guardrails or something otherwise a truck is 15 

going to go into that canal.  So unless the remedies that we have suggested in our letter 16 

are met, we respectfully request that you deny the…the permit for this operation. 17 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 18 

MR. SCHUERGAR:  How you doing? 19 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Good. 20 

 MR. SCHUERGAR: My name is Joe Schuergar.  I live at the end of 21 

Hayden.  If you look at your little picture there where the canal comes, that‘s my fence.  22 

So they‘re talking about right on the other side of my fence.  Okay?  Which they put in the 23 

landfill where they do the recycling and all that stuff and if you ever go up there in the 24 



 

 

morning time there‘s always a breeze coming from up there so that‘s not very pleasant to 1 

begin with but, you know, that‘s tolerable.  I work on trucks for a living so I know what 2 

they‘re like as far as like the prior gentleman was talking about leaking, all that kind of 3 

stuff.  Not starting in the wintertime.  I deal with that stuff all the time.  Okay? 4 

The biggest other concern is the dust because if you‘ve ever been to a 5 

gravel pit, I don‘t care what they do with the water.  If they water it enough, then they get 6 

stuck so then they chain up to get out anyway.  There‘s gonna be a lot of dust, all this 7 

other stuff and with Mr. Bair talking about the kids, my kid also walks down to the end of 8 

the street everyday - - back and forth.  Wintertime there‘s…there‘s no lights on the street.  9 

There‘s no sidewalks and the kids are walking both directions.  Okay?  And the noise as 10 

well.  I mean you‘re talking 6 o‘clock in the morning until 6 o‘clock at night.  Most places, 11 

you know, 7 o‘clock ‗til 5, 8 o‘clock ‗til 5.  They access 29-3/4 Road up through the landfill.  12 

That makes much more sense as there is already truck traffic coming down from the 13 

landfill.  There‘s not adequate road for 29-3/4 Road and it runs right through the middle of 14 

a residential neighborhood.  And also the canal is another issue.  I mean what about the 15 

stuff that goes into the canal.  It screws up the canal farther down the road.  But that‘s 16 

about all I have to say and I…I don‘t want any part of it. 17 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you, sir. 18 

MR. SCHUERGAR:  Thank you. 19 

MR. McGEE:  Hello, my name is Tom McGee and I live at 2976 20 

Meeker Street and I‘ve lived in this neighborhood for 35 years and I remember when that 21 

road was part of the dump and the traffic was terrible.  That‘s why we finally got the 22 

County to move the road is because of the traffic.  And if they come in there and cut down 23 

that hill the prevailing winds always blow from the south right into our neighborhood so 24 



 

 

any dust is gonna come right directly over our homes.  And we don‘t really want the…all 1 

the dust.  My wife, she‘s on oxygen and, you know, it could really bother her a lot.  And 2 

also my grandson, he catches the bus right there at 29-3/4 and Meeker and it‘s just very 3 

dangerous with heavy trucks.  In the past they have clocked vehicles coming from the top 4 

of that hill by the time they got down there to the highway they was doing 60 mile an hour, 5 

you know.  It…it does cause a big problem trying to stop one of those big vehicles and I 6 

just hope you don‘t allow this.  Thank you. 7 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 8 

MR. EDSTROM:  Gentlemen.  My name‘s Scott Edstrom.  I live at 9 

2977 Meeker Street, across from Tom there.  I‘m a first time homebuyer over there on 10 

Meeker Street and I bought there ‗cuz it‘s quiet.  I live two houses away from 29-3/4 Road 11 

and I‘m on swing shifts out there at the hospital and so at 6 o‘clock in the morning, that‘s 12 

halfway through my sleep period.  Now I know that the rest of the world turns, you know, 13 

on whatever they turn on but…but so far it‘s been okay.  You know, the trash trucks that 14 

they were talking about earlier, they don‘t get there until a little bit later in the morning.  I 15 

manage to sleep through that but I can‘t imagine sleeping through big old trucks, you 16 

know, barreling down through there early in the morning.  All the dust, all the noise, all the 17 

children, you know, going through there so I hope that…I hope we can find an alternative.  18 

Because I‘m not opposed to free enterprise, you know.  There‘s got to be a way to make 19 

a living out there and certainly we can use the…the economic boost but that‘s a 20 

residential neighborhood.  Thank you very much. 21 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you, sir. 22 

MS. ZEHNER:  Hi. 23 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Hello. 24 



 

 

MS. ZEHNER:  My name‘s Carrol Zehner and I live at 114 29-3/4 1 

Road and my house sits probably on the narrowest spot of this road and I‘m having to 2 

back up to it.  I‘m actually across from Mountain Region and constantly when I read in 3 

their paper they keep mentioning this trucking company.  It‘s not a trucking company.  It‘s 4 

a construction company that their trucks are out working.  The only time they bring those 5 

trucks in is when they‘re working on them.  And if you have them pull up their map to 6 

where the other gravel pit is, it‘s clear on the other side of the ridge.  We are not hindered 7 

by their gravel pit.  They were denied in ‘94 to using 29-3/4 Road because of safety 8 

issues.  That‘s the reason why the landfill has denied use of that. If you start at the 9 

highway I have pictures. 10 

They‘re saying the number of lanes add up to 93 feet.  That there‘s four 11 

through lanes and they‘re counting one median, three turn lanes.  Start off with if…if you 12 

read further up it says the existing 76 foot wide roadway can accommodate the temporary 13 

alterations.  They‘re counting 93 feet and the existing alterations.  They don‘t have that.  14 

You can look, they‘re counting an extra lane that‘s not even there.  They‘re narrowing the 15 

lanes.  My husband‘s a truck driver.  He‘ll tell you that you cannot make that turn safely.  16 

We‘re gonna end up with accidents.  You talk about the kids.  There‘s another safety 17 

issue there.  Our neighborhood had a picnic on one of the windiest days that we‘ve had - 18 

54 signatures - and I‘d like to give that to you asking for that not to be put there. 19 

If you go back…County, you know, they sent a letter asking for this to be 20 

stopped so they could re-look at it.  The reason why is because it shouldn‘t be there.  21 

That road should not be used.  They say what it should be…if they‘re gonna use it, is they 22 

should make them finish 30 Road out so they can go through the non-residential and 23 

even to the point they…they had said to turn it back to 29-3/4, there‘s no reason to do 24 



 

 

that.  They can send it out to the east more toward the landfill road and not even hit the 1 

residential.  If you go…City papers and I understand that they say this…it‘s originally 2 

development and they say it only has to do with development.  It reads though the City 3 

recognizes the values of its visual resources and amenities.  The purpose of the ridgeline 4 

development standards is to preserve the character of the identified ridgelines and to 5 

minimize soil and slope instabilities and…and erosion.  With doing this, they‘re taking that 6 

ridgeline.  They‘re taking the barrier that‘s been there for years to help barrier from the 7 

landfill. 8 

If you go on into I‘m just gonna kind of go through my papers - 12 people 9 

that were within 200 feet of where they‘re moving dirt.  That‘s just a little bit more than half 10 

of a football field that these people are gonna be moving dirt.  Me and my neighbors are 11 

gonna have to sit and breath this.  I look out of my upstairs window.  That‘s what my 12 

picture‘s gonna be of.  That‘s what I‘m gonna be breathing every single day.  When 13 

they‘re going by my house, you‘re gonna be hearing their…their Jake brakes going 14 

drrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr all the way down the road.  It‘s a five percent grade.  Again, I…I understand 15 

that part because my husband‘s a truck driver.  It…it makes no sense. 16 

Orchard Mesa neighborhood plan - a basic issue of the residents of Orchard 17 

Mesa is the image of Orchard Mesa.  Many residents have referred to Orchard Mesa as a 18 

dumping ground for the County and the City stepchild.  A feeling that equitable capital 19 

improvements have not been made by the City or County on Orchard Mesa is also 20 

prevalent.  Highway 50 Corridor – a major entryway to the Grand Junction area and offers 21 

visitors and residents their first view of our urban areas.  Their view‘s gonna be this gravel 22 

pit taking down the hill.  Again, you know, I‘m not the one that wrote this.  This is an 23 

Orchard Mesa neighborhood plan.  City stepchild, dumping ground for the County.  Image 24 



 

 

and character issues.  Threaten future views of Grand Mesa, Bookcliffs and plateau.  That 1 

was one of their issues - - their…their concerns.  Their goals and objectives.  Zoning 2 

standards should require buffering between different uses to ensure new commercial 3 

business development is compatible with residential and other adjacent uses.  This is not 4 

compatible with our neighborhood.  We bought there again for the quiet and if you guys 5 

approve it, we‘re stuck with your decision.  We‘re stuck with the safety issues.  It‘s 6 

supposed to minimize incompatible uses.  No additional industrial zones on Orchard 7 

Mesa.  This is an industrial zone.  Have…have any of you even went out and looked at 8 

what our neighborhood is is my concern because people… 9 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  We are not here to approve this.  10 

We are here to just recommend to the City Council. 11 

MS. ZEHNER: My understanding is that if it‘s approved here, it goes 12 

through.  It does not go to City Council.  This is our last step. 13 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  That‘s correct. 14 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  Oh, I didn‘t… 15 

MS. ZEHNER:  That‘s alright.  Again on 29-3/4 Road I have 16 

people constantly walking up the street, riding their bikes up the street, riding their horses 17 

so they can get up to the trail that‘s up on the BLM.  You have these trucks going down.  18 

That takes that away not just from my neighborhood but all the surrounding 19 

neighborhoods there.  And I‘m asking, I am pleading that you guys deny this.  It‘s not 20 

what‘s good for our neighborhood.  They can find a better place to put it.  Thank you. 21 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I…I do have a couple questions for you. 22 

MS. ZEHNER:  Sure. 23 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  We will absolutely take a look at your 1 

petition with the signed signatures.  How many are there on that again and then how 2 

many are in the neighborhood? 3 

MS. ZEHNER:  There‘s 54 there and again this is how many 4 

showed up - 54 signatures.  That‘s how many people showed up to the picnic would have 5 

been two Saturdays…the Saturday before Memorial Day.  Windy day.  In order to even 6 

talk you had to scream because you could not hear one another. 7 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I understand.  So you…you can‘t tell me 8 

like this is 75 percent of the…the people in the neighborhood or 25 percent.  I‘m…and 9 

trust me I‘m not…I‘m not taking any sides.  I‘m just trying to get information. 10 

MS. ZEHNER:  Okay.  I can tell you out of and I‘ve been through 11 

our neighborhood.  We‘ve also been talking with the mining and reclamation.  I have 12 

found one person that is for this gravel pit there and the only reason why is he has a job 13 

with the man. 14 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 15 

MS. ZEHNER:  Everybody else… 16 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  A couple other…other comments I have in 17 

regards to your comments was as I understand it the zoning requirements state that this 18 

operation needs only to be 125 feet from the property line.  So in…in effect the 200 feet in 19 

reality is…is to your benefit and again I‘m not taking sides.  I‘m just trying to make 20 

clarification.  And then as far as the runoff goes as I understand what I have seen, this 21 

activity will actually help the runoff because the…the drainage and the way they‘re gonna 22 

grade this is actually gonna keep more of the runoff on site rather than allowing it to go 23 

off.  So and…and again I‘m not taking sides.  I‘m just pointing out clarifications. 24 



 

 

MS. ZEHNER:  Can I…would you guys like these pictures?  1 

Would you like to see how close this is to our homes? 2 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Well, trust me.  I…I presume most of us 3 

have been up there.  We‘ll take a look at your pictures.  I was up there just today so… 4 

MS. ZEHNER:  And again if you would look at the highway 5 

because they‘re not…they‘re not measuring the highway and counting the lanes and they 6 

even have it in their own documentation - 76 feet.  There‘s no 93.  Thank you.  Do I need 7 

to sign both? 8 

MS. COX:  No, just sign once. 9 

RYAN:   My name‘s Ryan.  I live at 122 29-3/4 - - pretty much on 10 

the corner of 29 and Meeker.  That‘s gonna be 55 signatures.  I had to work that day so I 11 

wasn‘t able to make it - - my wife did.  It‘s kind of a reiteration of everything that everyone 12 

else has already said.  We also have two children.  One that does go to school and waits 13 

at the bus stop and another that will be pretty soon.  I‘ve been there for the better part of 14 

four years and my wife‘s been there longer.  We like the quiet.  About the most noise we 15 

hear is the occasional dirt bike coming up that direction - - four-wheeler, which is great.  16 

You know, that‘s the family life that we like in Grand Junction.  That‘s the whole idea of 17 

living in a small town atmosphere.  Knowing people that live around you and feeling safe.  18 

As a parent, you kinda think about this whether you like it or not whether it, be through a 19 

daydream or a dream, but if you‘ve ever asked yourself if it does get approved say two 20 

months down the road from now somebody‘s kid gets hit and killed.  Will it fall back on 21 

your conscience?  Will it fall back on anybody‘s conscience thinking that this could have 22 

been prevented?  Whether it be through another alternate route or not doing it at all. 23 

Thanks. 24 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. 1 

MS. FELMLEE: My name is Vicki Felmlee.  I live at 178 Glory View 2 

Drive on Orchard Mesa.  I do not live in the neighborhood but I am one of the people who 3 

signed that petition.  I will tell you that.  I represent two groups this evening – OMNIA - - 4 

Orchard Mesa Neighbors in Action in which I am the president - - as well as the National 5 

O-S-T-A – Old Spanish Trails Association.  Just recently this Planning Commission and 6 

the City Council as well as the County Commissioners and their Planning Commission 7 

signed off on, approved the master plan for Mesa County and Grand Junction.  The words 8 

in that document or those documents…those co-documents are pretty clear.  The goal of 9 

that master plan is to make Grand Junction the best place to live between Denver and 10 

Salt Lake City.  I‘m paraphrasing but it‘s something to that effect. 11 

We were told on Orchard Mesa that our…our bonus…our thing to look 12 

forward to was the village center on Orchard Mesa that would be patterned somewhat 13 

after the First and Patterson village center but would be a really great addition to our 14 

neighborhoods, our community.  This gravel pit is right across the highway from our 15 

wonderful proposed village center.  That land was just annexed a few weeks ago by this 16 

body.  How does a gravel pit right across the street from a village center fit your vision?  17 

That‘s not a rhetorical question.  I‘d really like to know the answer to that because so far 18 

from city staff I haven‘t got an answer yet on that one.  That gravel pit will be visible from 19 

Highway 50. 20 

Mrs. Zehner referenced the Orchard Mesa neighborhood plan which I 21 

understand is sunset.  By the way I was president of the group that put together that plan 22 

20 years ago.  I‘m pretty familiar with it and I‘m pretty familiar with the goals.  I‘m pretty 23 

familiar with what we said.  This gravel pit does not represent your master plan…your 24 



 

 

goals of your master plan nor does it represent what Orchard Mesa wants.  What hasn‘t 1 

been discussed verbally at this meeting is that this ridgeline will be taken down 70 feet.  It 2 

is the only buffer this neighborhood has between the landfill and the highway and Orchard 3 

Mesa by proxy. 4 

Mr….I…I don‘t want to mangle your name…Mr. Eslami? 5 

COMMISSER ESLAMI:  Ebe. 6 

MS. FELMLEE:  Is that correct?  You asked a very good question 7 

about housing developments.  How this would compare to a housing development if and 8 

when that is put into this area.  Now, please City staff, please correct me if I‘m wrong 9 

because I want to be corrected if I am wrong but my understanding is that the ridgeline 10 

protection policy only pertains to housing developments.  It does not pertain to an 11 

industrial or in this case the gravel pit.  Is that correct? 12 

If that is correct, my understanding is correct, that housing development 13 

would have to respect the ridgeline protection.  This does not.  I hope that answers your 14 

question a little bit better.  At least that‘s my understanding of how this works. 15 

We market our area based on (inaudible).  We…we market our area based 16 

on policies.  We market our area based on our decisions.  We market our area as a great 17 

place to vacation.  We market it for its open space and for its accessibility to open space.  18 

At the end of 29-3/4 Road there is a sign that says this road from here on end is 19 

accessible for the Old Spanish Trail users - - hiking, biking, walking, horseback riding.  20 

OSTA, the local chapter, is supposedly a review agency for anything pertaining to the Old 21 

Spanish Trail.  This pertains to access to the Old Spanish Trail.  To my knowledge and I 22 

talked…by the way I talked with the president of OSTA this evening.  She could not make 23 

the meeting.  She asked me to represent her and the national association as well.  She 24 



 

 

never received a packet.  OSTA never received a review packet.  It is a review agency at 1 

least according to City of Grand Junction.  It should have received one.  It did not. 2 

I have here a letter that was just received today and I apologize for the 3 

lateness but because of this issue that came to the forefront of OSTA just recently we did 4 

receive this letter.  I did pass it on via e-mail to City planning staff.  I don‘t know if you‘ve 5 

seen it.  I do have copies that I‘d like to give you.  I don‘t want to read all of it but it does 6 

reflect OSTA‘s concern about access to the Old Spanish Trail.  Minimizing it and indeed 7 

compromising it the safety of people using 29-3/4 Road to access the Old Spanish Trail in 8 

that area.  They do ask the Planning Commission to deny this petition because the safety 9 

issue and it does…it …it does concern them.  Yet another access point to the Old 10 

Spanish Trail and public lands which again we market is being compromised by this 11 

development or, excuse me, by this industrial plan.  The president does say he has asked 12 

the national association‘s president as well as preservation and stewardship committee to 13 

discuss these issues further and to take appropriate steps to further register and publicize 14 

their concerns including notification of the National Historic Trail staff as a partnership of 15 

the National Trails System and appropriate U.S. Department of Interior agencies.  The 16 

Old Spanish Trail does come under the jurisdiction of the Interior Department. 17 

Any questions?  And can I hand these to you? 18 

MS. COX: Mr. Chairman, you do have copies of that…that letter that she 19 

references. 20 

MS. FELMLEE: You do have copies?  Have you seen…have you seen 21 

this letter like I said it just came in?  One last thing, just a show of hands, how many 22 

people here are against this?  Thank you. 23 



 

 

MR. STEVES: Good evening.  My name‘s Peter Steves.  I live at 2982 1 

Craig Street.  I‘ve been a resident there for 20 years now.  I‘d like to say first of all that I 2 

agree with the speakers previous to me.  I‘d like to point out also that the…our property 3 

values are gonna significantly suffer by this development.  It‘s…there‘s been two houses 4 

for sale on my street for over a year now and I believe that something….it has to do with 5 

the proposed development of the gravel pit.  I do realize the economy has been slower 6 

lately but I would like to say that if this goes through that there‘s not gonna be anyway 7 

most of us can…can get out of there ‗cuz our property values will be lowered.  I also have 8 

a…several children and I…that access the bus stops and the thought of having gravel 9 

trucks that are approximately 11 feet wide going down a road side by side they‘re gonna 10 

be off the road and…and that kinda scares me a little bit.  Thank you. 11 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 12 

MS. SHIPLEY: I‘m Mary Shipley.  I live at 2981 Hayden.  We‘ve lived 13 

there for just a little bit over six years.  We moved to Orchard Mesa and 14 

specifically…specifically to that property because my husband was wanting to start…start 15 

a concrete countertop business and there‘s a shop there that would be large enough to 16 

do that.  The second reason we moved there was that we had been living at 30 Road and 17 

almost the interstate and you know very well that the racetrack‘s there.  And we knew that 18 

the airport would be there and the interstate traffic would be there but once the racetrack 19 

went in we couldn‘t even be outside and talk to each other because the noise was so 20 

loud.  So in order to have a quieter life also we moved there to this Hayden address. 21 

I‘m sure you‘ve been to the landfill lately and one of my concerns about the 22 

gravel pit going in is that every time the wind blows if there‘s any loose grocery bags or 23 

anything that can be loose no matter if there‘s that tall chain link fence and whatever else 24 



 

 

it‘s made out of surrounding the landfill, the plastic bags go everywhere.  If the barrier 1 

between our subdivision and the landfill is removed, we‘re gonna be the addition to that 2 

trashy area that hardly ever gets picked up.  And I want to say that I agree with about 3 

everything that‘s been said here tonight.  I do have health issues and I‘m not sure that the 4 

air quality is gonna be the quality that‘s been promised.  So I would…I appreciate you 5 

giving a second thought or a lot of thought into approving this subdivision.  Keep us in 6 

mind because the subdivision was there first and there‘s reasons we‘re each there.  7 

Thank you. 8 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. 9 

MR. McELHINEY:  Mr. Commissioner.  I‘m Steve McElhiney.  I live 10 

at 101 29-3/4 Road, directly across from this project.  I agree with everything everybody 11 

said tonight.  The road‘s too narrow.  Safety issues for the children.  I haven‘t got any 12 

anymore but…and I like access to the trail.  My wife and I both got health issues and 13 

being that close to this thing and the hours they‘re gonna keep it just…just this whole 14 

thing makes no sense.  A little tiny road they‘re gonna go down with these big trucks.  I 15 

drive truck for a living too so I know all about them.  Worked around gravel pits quite a bit 16 

of my life and I know about that and I just hope you guys say no to this project.  I‘d really 17 

appreciate it.  Thank you. 18 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 19 

MR. GORDON:  Ladies and gentlemen. 20 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Good evening. 21 

MR. GORDON: Jerry Gordon.  I live at 2975 Craig Street.  You can 22 

kinda hear everybody‘s emotional.   It is.  It‘s kind of a different thing.  You live in a real 23 

nice little quiet neighborhood like that and you look at all this as being planned.  You say, 24 



 

 

just think about it going in by your houses.  It really kinda makes you think.  One...one 1 

thing I have heard from Whitewater Gravel and from DuCrays that they all drilled that area 2 

and looked for gravel and stuff and then...and that‘s why DuCrays shut their pit down.  3 

There‘s only like 10, 12 feet of…of pit run there.  And like I say it‘s hearsay.  The DuCrays 4 

used… 5 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Sir, could you speak into the 6 

microphone? 7 

MR. GORDON:  Oh, I‘m sorry.  The DuCrays used to…they 8 

hauled their material over to the dump like you have said, sir.  And he said I talked to Mr. 9 

DuCray.  He has concerns.  They own about half a mile of private property there.  His 10 

concerns are that he has it already reseeded and everything then if somebody else did it 11 

that they would disturb that and one thing I thought maybe they need to get a bond.  I 12 

think they really need to look at that if they are gonna do this.  You know, I can‘t see it 13 

being passed tonight.  That just seems kinda lame to me.  But, you know, it seems like 14 

you guys still have questions and we have concerns that, you know, it…it really needs to 15 

be looked at long and hard.  They need to look at different avenues than 29-3/4 Road like 16 

you say. 17 

It…it‘s really kinda scary that‘s a downhill grade.  The trucks are coming in 18 

empty and they‘re going out full so it‘s a downhill grade.  They‘re gonna go down.  I 19 

measured out from the stop sign to the little frontage road.  It‘s like 63 feet and you 20 

always have to stay back 10 feet from a stop sign.  So it‘s gonna be 53 feet.  If one of 21 

these trucks…two of them happen to get down there, they‘re gonna block…block that 22 

frontage road.  You‘re not gonna have a place for an ambulance or anything to get into 23 

our little subdivision.  The next road is quite aways down.  We look at…I call that it‘s 24 



 

 

gonna be Mertle‘s road - - 29-3/4 Road is.  It ends up we‘re gonna have to exit out on the 1 

road down by the dump there (inaudible). 2 

All the traffic‘s gonna be re-rerouting kind of that one guy was saying.  It‘s 3 

gonna go through that other subdivision.  So it‘s gonna just…it‘s gonna be interesting, 4 

real interesting.  So they…they really need to know how much gravel is up there.  I…I 5 

kind of wonder if they‘re not doing it to a good subdivision and that‘s fine.  Like I said we 6 

want to see things going to and…one thing I see about the landscape and they‘re talking 7 

about putting that into the base of a hill.  The hill‘s like a hundred feet above it so you‘re 8 

gonna have a hundred feet tall landscaping?  I doubt that.  So the landscaping doesn‘t 9 

really mean much to us. 10 

Usually when you see a gravel pit it seems like it‘s out in a flat area.  They 11 

dig a dip and then you‘ve got a berm around it so the noise stays in there and stuff.  This 12 

is gonna be up on top of a mountain.  So it‘s gonna be…everybody‘s gonna be able to 13 

see it.  You‘re gonna hear it.  You hear that beep, beep, beep of the backup alarms going 14 

and stuff.  It‘s gonna be interesting. 15 

The existing pit of DuCrays is like that one said it is to the…to the south and 16 

it‘s at the ridgeline.  It‘s down underneath.  It‘s like 50 foot deep so it‘s…you really don‘t 17 

even see it from our…our area so that‘s…and the Mountain Region, they…I live right 18 

there on the corner.  They‘re about 75 feet from me.  They have…they have a few trucks 19 

that go by and that‘s it. 20 

One thing everybody says about kids and adults and people walking on the 21 

roads, is that the trucks are gonna take up the road.  It…it…if it ever did go through it‘d 22 

seem wise to have curbs and sidewalks ‗cuz I seen tonight in some of the rebuttals that 23 

oh, kids shouldn‘t be playing in the street.  These kids gotta walk to their friends‘ house 24 



 

 

down this road.  Adults gotta walk down this road to walk their dog and stuff.  With these 1 

trucks you‘re not gonna be able to walk on the road so…One thing I think about is that 2 

they have to truck all the water in to keep that vegetation growing, keep all the dirt down 3 

so there‘s more trucks.  It‘s kind of a…I couldn‘t believe they didn‘t have a city water tap 4 

or I guess you can‘t use water out of…of the irrigation canal for this.  So it‘s…there‘s 5 

another…and that‘s kinda lame having to haul water into drop dust.  That‘s kind of 6 

(inaudible). 7 

Like I say usually gravel pits make a pond.  That was one of my things.  It 8 

seems like a poor spot for a gravel pit and dangerous so, something to think about.  9 

Twenty-five miles an hour.  I drive a sedan, pickup.  Twenty-five miles an hour is going 10 

right along on that little road.  That‘s what these guys can do.  You think you have a load 11 

of gravel pit going downhill at 25 miles an hour.  That‘s kinda…there needs to be…if it 12 

ever does through they‘re needs to be stipulations.  They need to…we have way too 13 

many trucks…that‘s…300 trucks – that‘s crazy.  I bet there‘s probably you guys saying 14 

the road‘s steady.  I bet there‘s probably not 60 vehicles going down that or that…that 15 

road in a day.  You‘re just…it‘s totally gonna change that.  They said they looked at 16 

different things and like I say if…if that…that little road next to the frontage road gets 17 

blocked that would be really kinda scary.  Thank you very much.  God bless you. 18 

MS. SMITH:  My name is Shelley Smith.  I live at 135 29-3/4 Road.  19 

I‘m just gonna call a spade what it is.  They‘re taking that ridge down.  They‘re asking for 20 

a C-U-P on that permit to put houses up there.  The first time they…they approached the 21 

City for that, they were denied.  The reasons are still the same.  The area hasn‘t changed 22 

other than the fact that Red Tail Ridge Subdivision has been in there.  The amount of 23 

gravel that they‘ve sold…they…they claim that they need for their first pretense was the 24 



 

 

29 Road overpass.  They‘re not using that for that.  I noticed that they just kindly didn‘t 1 

mention that today. 2 

In the new proposals from City staff it states that Mr. Weaver and Schooley 3 

have to be in charge of maintenance for 29-3/4 Road.  They‘re not gonna do that.  4 

They‘re taking the easy way out here and our neighborhood is going to have to pay for it.  5 

We purchased our home ten years ago.  It was bare land.  We have horses.  There are 6 

several other…other neighbors have horses.  We live right on the corner.  Right there 7 

at…at the highway.  There has been eight accidents within the last year there.  It‘s blind 8 

when you come out of 29-3/4 Road to the highway.  They can extend it, yes.  But when a 9 

big truck comes in and they‘re turning up…up 29-3/4 Road, we all know how those little 10 

cars are gonna come out and dart out and there‘s gonna be more collisions there.  If 11 

they‘re going to maintain this gravel extraction, then they need to take it out a different 12 

area.  Don‘t take the cheap way out here because somebody‘s life is worth money.  13 

Thank you. 14 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 15 

MS. KELCHNER: Okay, hi.  My name is Jennifer Kelchner and I‘m 16 

hearing impaired and I live at number 105 (inaudible).  And the one thing that‘s (inaudible) 17 

probably because I live so close to the hill.  (Inaudible) the road that we have is so thin.  18 

You‘ve got the canal right across the road.  That‘s the last thing that we need to worry 19 

about is going in and out to our property.  And I have four kids.  I have three of them here 20 

with me and they love to ride their bikes down the road.  Because there‘s no park close by 21 

that they‘re gonna go play.  I can‘t keep them off the road.  The last thing that I have to 22 

worry about is all the trucks going down the road from 6 o‘clock in the morning ‗til 6 23 

o‘clock at night. 24 



 

 

I‘m not always going to be able to keep an eye on them.  Okay?  I can‘t stop 1 

them from going on the hill because they like to go for a walk up there.  They see people 2 

going horseback riding.  They‘re gonna want to follow them up there and I‘m thinking 3 

they‘re kids.  They want to have fun.  (Inaudible) up there and on the road because it‘s so 4 

close.  The last thing that we have to worry about is the trash coming over, the smell of 5 

the canal.  I don‘t want to worry about (inaudible) across from my property.  So I…I know I 6 

read the papers (inaudible) is quiet.  It is peaceful but to have a truck coming down the 7 

road 300 times a day from 6 in the morning until 6 o‘clock.  I think it‘s just plum crazy.  I‘m 8 

sure all of us like our privacy.  So we have a young family that we have to raise.  9 

(Inaudible) if something happened to them.  And I‘m sure all of us have horses and dogs.  10 

We go for a bike ride.  We go horseback riding.  We ride our bikes up there.  In the 11 

wintertime there‘s snow up there.  That‘s the perfect place to go sledding.  So I‘m only 12 

here for them.  I‘m speaking on their behalf because they don‘t want to come up here and 13 

talk.  Okay?  Thank you. 14 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 15 

MR. WEBER: Hi.  My name is Ed Weber.  I live at 2976 Craig Street 16 

and to let you all know I agree a hundred percent.  Also come wintertime different times of 17 

the year of course you all…everybody knows the ice and everything and it‘s not good that 18 

way.  The roads are not acceptable.  Everybody‘s gotta go out.  Wants to walk, play, got 19 

kids, grandkids.  Just I hope you don‘t let it go.  It‘s not a safe place to be with trucks 20 

coming down.  It‘s all downhill – 100 percent.  Down there, there‘s no room like has been 21 

made before for…on the frontage road and everything for the trucks to stop.  It blocks off 22 

emergency access if they double up.  And so, that‘s pretty much what it is there.  Thank 23 

you for your time.  I appreciate it. 24 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 1 

MS. ROCKOW: Hi.  My name is Melanie Rockow.  I live at 122 29-3/4 2 

Road.  I grew up in this neighborhood.  I moved to Glenwood Springs.  Six years ago I 3 

chose to move back to Grand Junction to raise my young son and I chose to move to this 4 

neighborhood because it‘s where I have my father‘s memories where I played and I know 5 

all the neighbors.  We don‘t have to lock our doors at night.  We don‘t have to worry about 6 

leaving things in the driveway.  Most of all, we don‘t have to worry about our children 7 

going back and forth from neighbor‘s houses to greet each other and play and ride their 8 

bikes.  My son rides the elementary school bus.  He‘s picked up at 8:30 in the morning.  9 

The bus stop is on the west side of 29-3/4 Road across from Meeker Street.  Children 10 

come both from the west and the south side of 29-3/4 Road.  The children on the east 11 

side are going to have to cross 29-3/4 Road to get to the bus stop.  They‘re also standing 12 

on a spot of dirt that‘s about two feet wide before they‘re in a field waiting for the bus. 13 

During the winter…we had a terrible winter this year.  The snow was built up 14 

from the plow that did come by.  The children were standing in the road.  My front door is 15 

20 feet from this road and my concern is that if there‘s snow and there‘s ice and there‘s 16 

children standing out there, they play.  You know what happens if one of these trucks is 17 

coming too fast?   What happens if their brakes go out?  There‘s no safe place for these 18 

children to stand out there and wait for the school bus five days a week.  So I hope that 19 

you guys take into consideration not only the safety issues but also the quality of life and 20 

the community that we have in this neighborhood.  You know, everybody is…knows 21 

everybody.  Everybody knows their kids.  Everybody knows each other‘s dogs.  And I just 22 

hope that the quality of life and the safety and the health issues aren‘t sold to make 23 

somebody else rich.  Thank you for your time. 24 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. 1 

MR. JACOBS: Good evening, sir.  My name is Lacey Jacobs.  I live at 2 

3-0-0-9 Highway 50.  I haven‘t seen these people in many, many years.  I moved into 3 

Grand Junction and into Orchard Mesa back in 1993 and I stayed here until about 1999.  I 4 

left the area and went to the Front Range.  I came back just last year and this whole area 5 

has changed dramatically.  The demographics of this…the community has changed - - 6 

younger people.  And what‘s really interesting is is that I can‘t add any more than that 7 

which you‘ve already listened to - - the emotion of these people tonight. 8 

I think their greatest concern is their children and the operation of…of what 9 

they will see as certainly a turn down to the general condition of the neighborhood.  I‘m a 10 

little bit to the south of these people and one of the greatest pleasures I‘ve had being a 66 11 

year old man and which is one of the reasons what brought me back was that I always 12 

enjoyed watching horses and watching the kids play.  And I don‘t have children that are of 13 

that age so they‘re not affected.  They live in…in other areas and other states.  But I 14 

certainly agree with these people that the general…the general feeling would be that 15 

the…the conditions that this operation might be would certainly hinder what the very 16 

purpose of these people coming into Orchard Mesa was. 17 

And if anything I could ask that what you might do is certainly consider one 18 

and two other facts is…is that Grand Junction Pipe when they made an application for 19 

their operation, their hours of operation were certainly restricted and not allowed to be 20 

presented at 6 o‘clock in the morning.  They were forced to take their trucks and…and 21 

send their operations out almost into Fruita and come down the highway that way.  So 22 

that would not disturb the general neighborhood.  There‘s other trucking operations in this 23 

neighborhood and they are also under a restriction as far as time is concerned.  So 24 



 

 

whatever your decision is, I ask that you certainly consider maybe amending if in fact you 1 

do agree that you should grant these people a conditional permit.  Certainly I would ask 2 

that you consider giving them and asking them to change their hours of operation so that 3 

it…it meets the general needs of the people a little more personal.  And that‘s pretty much 4 

all I have.  Thank you very much. 5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Thank you. 6 

RYAN:  Sorry.  I just wanted to add something kind of in 7 

defense of all the trucking issues that we have in the neighborhood.  Those people live 8 

there, you know.  So it‘s not like we‘re talking about people that don‘t know any better that 9 

want to make a lot of money or anything, you know.  We‘re talking about our homes not 10 

just a gravel pit and, you know, those people that‘s their home also - whether it‘s their 11 

place of business as well.  So if we‘re talking about people that are going to be living on 12 

the gravel pit, then cool.  But, you know, they know…they…they keep their respect and 13 

boundaries because they live there as well. 14 

MS. BISHOP: Good evening.  My name is Jackie Bishop.  I live right 15 

where they‘re going to take the hill down.  I‘m probably one of the very closest.  My 16 

husband, Jim Bishop, has written two letters that you both have gotten lately.  I can‘t…I 17 

don‘t have graphs and I don‘t have pictures and I don‘t…I can‘t tell you everything that‘s 18 

good and bad.  All I can tell you is I agree with all of my neighbors and I would like each 19 

of you to look at each of these people.  Each one of these people represent a home that 20 

lives in one of these three subdivisions that is going to be affected by a gravel pit.  21 

I‘m…I‘m wondering how much we have to lose. 22 

Everybody that lives there knows that we have more wind up there than 23 

anything.  When we had our picnic I would say maybe 20 percent of all of the people that 24 



 

 

could have come, came.  The wind was so strong that we couldn‘t even talk.  We were 1 

yelling.  We have that a lot and with that great big beautiful barrier hill that kids climb, 2 

horses go, we‘ve done this for years.  Our home has been there for 30 years.  We live 3 

right on the canal – right on it.  And (inaudible) pick my house…my…my kitchen window 4 

is the barrier hill.  I walk up there with dogs and neighbors everyday.  Everyday the wind 5 

has blown tons of refuse from the…the dump and sometimes the smell is horrible and 6 

there isn‘t a windy day that goes by that all of us don‘t say thank God that barrier hill is 7 

there so that we don‘t have the wind and the smell, the dust and everything. 8 

I understand about free enterprise.  I think that‘s wonderful but can you tell 9 

me is there another gravel pit in this whole area that is in a subdivision that is going to 10 

affect hundreds of homes?  And these hundreds of homes are going to have…everything 11 

is going to go against them, okay?  Our property values are going to just drop.  We‘re 12 

going to have bad environmental issues.  We‘re gonna have tremendous safety issues - - 13 

all for what?  We don‘t get anything but devalued in our lovely neighborhoods and we will 14 

not get anything for expenses.  We‘re not gonna make any money on this.  All we are 15 

gonna do is lose.  And I know that times are hard and there are folks that have come in 16 

here that are first time homebuyers and there are people that are retiring thinking they 17 

have a lovely little neighborhood to live in.  Granted, we have not been asked to go on a 18 

home tour of our neighborhood or anything like that but we love our homes as well as 19 

anybody else does in any part of this town.  And I think putting a project like this in a small 20 

quiet subdivision is absolutely ludicrous.  Thank you. 21 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you.  Is there anyone else from the 22 

public who would like to comment? 23 



 

 

MS. MANGELS:  Hello.  I‘m Donna Mangels.  I live at 105 29-3/4 - 1 

- right across the street from where this is happening.  That was… is my daughter, my 2 

grandkids up there minus my grandson and I‘m up here pleading on behalf of my 3 

grandkids.  When John and Jennifer bought the property on a dead end street up against 4 

BLM land they figured safe, quiet.  The dogs can run, the kids can run.  Any given 5 

day…yesterday‘s paper - - that‘s the way it is.  Front page.  Kids are on the road with their 6 

bikes, with the dogs, with their skateboards, playing basketball.  Horses are up and down 7 

the road.  In wintertime they‘re on the hill on their sleds.  In the…in the summertime they 8 

take their bikes up there and they have their little ramps.  It‘s very safe.  It‘s very…it‘s a lot 9 

of fun up there for the kids and there‘s kids on that road constantly. 10 

So I‘m here as a grandmother pleading for the safety of my grandkids as 11 

well of all the safety of all the other kids and people.  There‘s people that come in on 12 

horseback that don‘t even live in the neighborhood or for their dirt bikes or whatever, their 13 

four-wheelers.  There‘s a lot at stake here.  So I‘m…I‘m pleading, please deny this 14 

petition.  Thank you. 15 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 16 

MS. ZEHNER: I just want to make sure that I could give this to you and 17 

who do I need to hand it to – the petition? 18 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  That‘s fine. 19 

MS. ZEHNER: And then I also want to say my mom and sister couldn‘t 20 

be here and they both own homes up there as well.  It‘s not just a neighborhood.  It‘s 21 

our…it‘s our family up there and I want to thank all the neighbors.  We‘ve gotten to know 22 

each other very well because of this.  So if anything else there‘s one good thing that‘s 23 

happened.  And again I do plead that you guys do deny this.  Thank you. 24 



 

 

MR. KERBY:  Hello.  My name is Frank Kerby.  I live at 130 29-3/4 1 

Road and I‘d just like to add one thing to my letter that I don‘t think enough of an effort 2 

was made to communicate with the DuCrays.  So that‘s all I have to say.  You might be 3 

interested in speaking to them.  Thank you. 4 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you.  Would anyone else from the 5 

public like to comment?  Seeing no one else…okay. 6 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  My wife already spoke but 7 

I‘m just wondering if…if you let them take the barrier hill down and find all these problems 8 

that are true that all these people are talking about, how you gonna solve that problem?  9 

How can you put that hill back up?  Because the smell and the environmentals from that 10 

dump, all the issues will come right down through there with the wind.  Because it blows 11 

every single day from the north to the south and once you make a decision, it‘s hard to 12 

put it back up then.  It‘s too late.  Thank you very much. 13 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you.  Okay, once again does 14 

anyone else from the public like to comment on this issue at this time?  Seeing none, I‘m 15 

gonna close the public hearing and I would like the applicant to come up and address 16 

some of the issues that have been stated here and then we may have more questions for 17 

him. 18 

MR. JONES:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  The applicant has worked 19 

diligently with staff to ensure that the proposal before you tonight is a quality design.  It 20 

provides the absolute best in access, phasing, screening and reclamation.  I‘d like to 21 

spend some time going into more so than…than I had previously what was entailed when 22 

analyzing the three options that were before us for a haul route. 23 



 

 

This is an overview map showing the proposed site.  The three options - - 1 

the 30 Road corridor, the southern route through the private property and the Mesa 2 

County landfill which sits here and 29-3/4 Road.  And this is the culvert that was spoken 3 

about under 29-3/4 Road for the Orchard Mesa Canal.  A significant amount of time was 4 

spent at the beginning of this project analyzing haul routes and utilizing the project team 5 

which consisted of a traffic engineer, staff from Mesa County, R-T-P-O, the City of Grand 6 

Junction and Colorado Department of Transportation to evaluate and determine the most 7 

appropriate haul route for the application.  Many different scenarios were explored and 8 

discarded as it became evident that 29-3/4 Road was the most viable route. 9 

The 30 Road connection was evaluated and this is a access road plan.  10 

What you‘re looking at is Highway 50 here, the frontage road, 30 Road.  I‘ll just briefly 11 

explain the…the different scenarios that we went through.  This is an existing street right-12 

of-way.  It‘s a…it‘s a half right-of-way for 30 Road in this section before it accesses the 13 

Schooley-Weaver site.  The difficulty of this option as you can see from the slide is the 14 

elevation difference between the site and the short distance to Highway 50.  This resulted 15 

in design grades for a truck haul route of nearly 12 percent with 9 to 15 foot high retaining 16 

walls required in order to construct a haul route within the half through driveway.  It 17 

basically looked like a highway overpass if it were to be constructed.  Not to mention 18 

some constructability and safety concerns of bringing loaded trucks off of a 12 percent 19 

haul route into an intersection directly adjacent to Highway 50.  I heard mention of a 5 20 

percent from some of the neighbors of 29-3/4 Road.  Well you can certainly imagine what 21 

12 percent would look like. 22 

This also resulted in approximately 8 to 9 feet of fill at the intersection of the 23 

frontage road and when you combine S-curves to bring the horizontal alignment of the 24 



 

 

frontage road back to the existing grade, you‘re looking at S-curves of somewhere in the 1 

neighborhood of 300 feet plus to the east and to the west of the intersection of the 2 

frontage road. 3 

We also looked at another scenario with lowering the…utilizing a siphon for 4 

the Orchard Mesa Canal to lower the grade of the haul route closer to 10 percent.  The 5 

Orchard Mesa Irrigation District did not seem willing to allow a siphon for the canal.  And 6 

the other problems that I just went through regarding retaining walls, fill and the frontage 7 

road and still something close to the 10 percent haul route still exists even with this 8 

option. 9 

The traffic engineer of City staff and CDOT concurred that the 29-3/4 Road 10 

route was the most viable.  Such an option is that through the Mesa County landfill which 11 

I had spoken about.  The problems of private property and Mesa County owned property. 12 

And the third option was 29-3/4 Road.  A thorough evaluation of the road 13 

section completed with supplemental borings of the road and as I mentioned the…the 14 

asphalt‘s 8 to 9 inches thick.  Most of your roads are 3 and 4 inches thick.  Our 15 

measurements of the road resulted in something closer to 24 feet but nonetheless a level 16 

3 traffic study was completed for the project as a requirement of the CDOT access permit.  17 

The traffic study was conservative in its approach and actually evaluated 29-3/4 Road 18 

and Highway 50 at nearly twice the number of trucks than were proposed with this 19 

application; however, it was reduced to 300 trucks…trips per day working with staff. 20 

I also heard a comment from the…one neighbor, I believe, Mr. Parrott. that 21 

the current 29-3/4 Road intersection didn‘t meet standards.  As part of a level 3 traffic 22 

study you‘re required to evaluate the intersection in a.m. and p.m. hours.  Traffic counts at 23 

eastbound, westbound, northbound, southbound for both State Highway 50 and 29-3/4 24 



 

 

Road was completed and as part of the analysis a level of service review was completed.  1 

Now, there‘s basically five categories of level of service when looking at a traffic study – A 2 

being the best and then once you get down below D, it‘s…it‘s pretty much unacceptable.  3 

What the study concluded was that these intersections are operating almost all of them 4 

within the level A or B.  There‘s only two or three at a level C - - so well above a level of 5 

service D.  I felt that was important to note given the comment that the intersection didn‘t 6 

meet current standards. 7 

Improvements to Highway 50 will be completed as well.  There‘s 8 

approximately 1,182 lineal feet of re-striping that‘s to be completed in Highway 50 to add 9 

a left-turn acceleration lane and extending the current right turn deceleration lane.  So if 10 

anything, these improvements are going to be a…a benefit to the existing intersection - 11 

not only for trucks but for the existing residences in the neighborhood.  A CDOT access 12 

permit was granted for this application on May 17th. 13 

I‘d like to talk a little bit about buffering.  There was quite a few comments 14 

about landscaping and…and buffering.  This is an exhibit which I believe was in your 15 

packets and it takes the four closest residence and cuts cross-sections through them.  16 

This is a profile view of section 1 - - this is 29-3/4 Road.  The residence is on the west 17 

side of 29-3/4 Road and an approximate site line has been taken from that home.  18 

The…the dash line represents the existing grade and the dashed line here is the 19 

approximate intermediate grade now and…and the final grade being that solid black line 20 

here.  Now what…what the approximate intermediate grade line shows is that the method 21 

proposed with this gravel pit is one that is going to start on the back side and work its way 22 

in here thus leaving this barrier to the residences until the end.  In addition to that, a 23 

landscape area consisting of pods was proposed and we worked with a…a…Barry 24 



 

 

Tompkins, landscape architect, who came up with some very good concepts as proposed 1 

in the landscape plans that you have in your packets. 2 

This residence on the other side of the canal accordingly will have no sight 3 

into it once it‘s finally graded and again you can see the concept with the intermediate 4 

grade.  This is the section 2 which shows the home on to the north.  This is the Orchard 5 

Mesa Canal.  And again the…the landscape area with a berm.  Now there‘s gonna be a 6 

combination of berming with the landscape again as it was proposed on the landscape 7 

plan.  And then this is the final profile.  Again, a home on the north side of the canal with 8 

its view here and then landscape area with a berm that will drop down into the proposed 9 

final grade.  The intermediate grade design is such that it leaves this section until the end 10 

to…to take out. 11 

Noise and impact - - as I understand it, quite a bit of the noise and dust 12 

problems associated with a gravel mining pit‘s operations are associated with the type of 13 

processing, crushing and stockpiling that‘s done.  If you stand and…and watch a…a 14 

gravel mine, the great deal of the noise and dust problems that are associated with it 15 

come from that.  And this application is not proposing any of those items. 16 

Additionally, in order to further mitigate neighboring property concerns, the 17 

applicant is prepared to revise the hours of operation from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. to 18 

5 p.m.  I believe it was mentioned that the three bus stop times…of the three bus stop 19 

times the…the latest was 8:30 a.m. So a start up of the operation would be 8:30 to 20 

coincide such that that concern can be further mitigated.  It would essentially place the 21 

activities of the operation completely within the workday and avoid that morning bus 22 

schedule. 23 



 

 

Regarding the concern of children and the bus stop at the intersection of 29-1 

3/4 Road…this isn‘t a very good slide for this but…I believe the current bus stop is 2 

located here at the intersection of the frontage road and 29-3/4 Road. 3 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  It‘s on the corner of 4 

(inaudible) and Meeker is where the elementary (inaudible).  On the west side.  High 5 

school… 6 

MR. JONES:  Right here? 7 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  (Inaudible) highway. 8 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Down a little. 9 

MR. JONES:  Right here?  Right here?  Okay.  On the west side here 10 

on this corner? 11 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  So the children will be 12 

walking across that road to get to the bus stop. 13 

MR. JONES:  Okay, thank you for the clarification. 14 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  They also have to walk 15 

(inaudible). 16 

MR. JONES:  We attempted to contact the Mesa County School 17 

District 51 transportation coordinator, Mr. Dave Montoya.  We‘ve worked with Dave 18 

Montoya in the…in the past when designing subdivisions and bus shelters and things of 19 

that nature.  And we specifically contacted Dave Montoya to suggest a relocation of the 20 

bus stop potentially to something to the east maybe even to the intersection of Whitehead 21 

Drive.  The applicant‘s also willing to construct a bus stop shelter - - be it a raid shelter, a 22 

covered shelter - - to further mitigate some of the concerns we‘ve heard from the 23 

neighbors. 24 



 

 

I heard mention of the ridgeline development standards.  I‘m somewhat 1 

familiar with the ridgeline development standards given the subdivision designs we‘ve 2 

done in the past in the City of Grand Junction that have implemented the ridgeline 3 

development standards.  If you read the ridgeline development standards in the zoning 4 

ordinance, the intent and purpose of this section is to mitigate the construction of 5 

buildings, fences and walls.  Almost everyone of those items in bold points in the ridgeline 6 

development standards specifically references that.  This application is proposing none of 7 

these items. 8 

There was also reference made to the Mesa County review comments.  9 

This review comment letter dated May 26, 20-10 and I‘d just like to take a moment to go 10 

through these.  They were broken up into three different sections.  The first section was 11 

general comments.  The first comment was that the operation should be compatible with 12 

Mesa County land development standards, hours of operations and be in compliance with 13 

sections 5.2.13 c. through j.  We analyzed our application and compared it to these 14 

sections - c. through j.- and we meet all of them.  As a matter of fact the hours of 15 

operation in c. through j. under Mesa County‘s land development code allow the operation 16 

to go ahead to 7 p.m. 17 

The next comment was a signal on Highway 50.  That wasn‘t warranted with 18 

the proposal.  And that a notice of permit and an access will be required if the County still 19 

has partial jurisdiction to 29-3/4 Road.  It is my understanding that the City is intending to 20 

annex the other half of 29-3/4 Road so that basically makes that comment not applicable. 21 

There were comments about 29-3/4 Road right-of-way about maintenance.  22 

And again the applicant is signing a maintenance agreement for 29-3/4 Road.  And then 23 

they talked about the 30 Road alignment and I believe even a…a southern route through 24 



 

 

the solid waste facility was mentioned which is somewhat comical considering they - - 1 

Mesa County - - are the ones who denied the notice of intent to issue an access permit 2 

for that exact route. 3 

The 30 Road alignment comments talk a little bit about grade and the needs 4 

for a gate if it were to be developed but I don‘t believe that there was a whole lot of time 5 

spent looking at the cross sections and some of the constructability and safety concerns 6 

that I have gone over with you tonight. 7 

I‘d like to take a moment to read a section from the Colorado State Statute - 8 

section 34-1-301.  And this was a legislative declaration that was enacted in 1973.  The 9 

general assembly hereby declares that the state‘s commercial mineral deposits are 10 

essential to the state‘s economy.  The populous counties of the state face a critical 11 

shortage of such deposits.  Such deposits should be extracted according to a rational 12 

plan, calculated to avoid waste of such deposits and cause the least practicable 13 

disruption of the ecology and quality of life of the citizens of the populous counties of the 14 

state.  The general assembly further declares that, for the reasons stated in subsection 1 15 

of this section, the regulation of commercial mineral deposits, the preservation of access 16 

to and extraction of such deposits, and the development of a rational plan for extraction of 17 

such deposits are matters of concern in the populous counties of the state.  It is the 18 

intention of the general assembly that the provisions of this part 3 have full force and 19 

effect throughout such populous counties, including, but not limited to, the city and county 20 

of Denver and any other home rule city or town within each such populous county but 21 

shall have no application outside such populous counties. 22 

The statute was first adopted in 1963 and it has been in effect since 1973 as 23 

I mentioned.  Clearly the state sees the importance and the values of preserving and 24 



 

 

utilizing our natural resources and gravel is a natural resource that‘s used in nearly every 1 

construction that we do in the city and the county and the state. 2 

The C-U-P process in my opinion is as much about maintaining municipal 3 

control and…and jurisdiction over the use as it is in making sure the applicant is making 4 

every effort possible to be a good neighbor.  I…I believe you‘d have to agree that this has 5 

been done and that we would respectfully request your approval of the C-U-P application.  6 

And with that, I‘ll take any questions that you may have. 7 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  This is pretty basic but where 8 

do…where do you measure the 125 feet from?  Your property line to the… 9 

MR. JONES:  It‘s difficult to tell.  But the…from this picture, but it‘s 10 

basically measured from the residence and so it‘s a 200 foot buffer in this…in this area 11 

around the limits of grading that will be preserved. 12 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  Well, my next question would 13 

probably be more to the city staff, but are there any undeveloped lots nearby that will be 14 

precluded from building because of this limit? 15 

MS. COX:  Lisa Cox, Planning Manager.  I don‘t believe there 16 

would be any vacant lots that would be precluded from…from building.  This…assuming 17 

they would be built after the…the gravel mining operations had begun.  But I…I don‘t 18 

believe there‘d be any… 19 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  No I know that but what if in the 20 

next five years they decide they want to build, are they precluded then?  Well, if they 21 

violate the 125 feet? 22 

MS. BEARD:  Jamie Beard, Assistant… 23 



 

 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  …build on that lot is closer than 1 

that, what do you do? 2 

MS. BEARD:  Jamie Beard, the Assistant City Attorney, and it‘s not 3 

gonna preclude somebody else from building on their lot.  That requirement is specifically 4 

for the gravel pit in our approval of allowing them to go forward.  So they can go ahead 5 

and go forward if you approve it and somebody comes in later and they choose to put 6 

their house closer, then that‘s gonna be by their choice rather than by the gravel pit.  But 7 

they would be allowed to still come and build if there is an actual vacant lot that‘s 8 

available for purposes of putting on a residence. 9 

MR. JONES:   There‘s only one vacant lot and it‘s located right 10 

here. 11 

MS. BEARD:  But it‘s basically they come…come to the lot then with 12 

the knowledge that there is a gravel pit back there and where they choose to put their 13 

house then would be by their choice as long as they otherwise meet the requirements for 14 

I believe that that‘s still in Mesa County then their land code or if it is part of the city, then 15 

they‘ll still have to meet our requirements for putting a house in.  But it‘s not going to have 16 

an affect based on the gravel pit. 17 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Mr. Chairman, I have a 18 

question. 19 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Sure. 20 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Mr. Jones, when you asked 21 

Mr. Montoya, what was his response to moving the school bus stop? 22 

MR. JONES:  Unfortunately we tried contacting him last week and we 23 

simply played phone tag for three or four days.  Although in past experience with Mr. 24 



 

 

Montoya, he‘s very good to work with and I…I personally don‘t see that it would be an 1 

issue.  If you look at the ground, there‘s adequate area at the intersection of Whitehead 2 

and the frontage road to accommodate a bus shelter. 3 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  I‘m sorry but by the frontage 4 

road it‘s very close to the highway where there are big trucks going.  I don‘t want my 8-5 

year old child standing there where I can‘t see him.  Where I‘m at now on the corner 6 

across from the bus stop I can watch him and all the neighbors‘ children as opposed to 7 

look and see the bus stop from the inside of our community down to the frontage road by 8 

the highway where not only there‘s traffic but the potential for somebody to abduct one of 9 

our children because they‘re so far… 10 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay, well, thank you for the input.  Keep 11 

in mind that this is not an open forum at this time.  Does anybody else have questions? 12 

COMMISSIONER BURNETT:  I do.  I…how big are these?  What 13 

are the sizes of these trucks and will they be pulling additional trailers behind them? 14 

MR. JONES:  As I understand it, it‘s gonna be a mixture of medium 15 

sized trucks and large sized trucks.  Medium sized trucks being the simple tandem axle 16 

and then larger trucks being your belly dumps.  So I don‘t believe that you‘re gonna have 17 

any like double trailers being hauled. 18 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I‘ve…I‘ve got a couple of questions for 19 

you then.  As I understand it the…by the agreement the applicant is gonna be responsible 20 

for maintaining the…the road.  What plans are in effect for I guess I‘ll call it dropage from 21 

the trucks as they spill out of the trucks and, you know, how‘s that gonna be addressed? 22 

MR. JONES:  Well, every load is required by law to be covered so 23 

obviously that is first and foremost is done before any hauling is completed and before it 24 



 

 

leaves the site.  As part of the safety program I imagine there would be monitoring on 1 

a…on a periodic basis of 29-3/4 Road.  An initial evaluation on 29-3/4 Road in terms of its 2 

condition would be completed and then periodically be reviewed.  And then obviously if 3 

there was any complaints or code enforcement issues relative to a pothole or something 4 

like that. 5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  No, I‘m…I‘m talking about gravel escaping 6 

from the truck and then being on the side of the road or being in the middle of the road.  7 

Are there plans for doing regular street sweeping or what…what is the thoughts of the 8 

applicant? 9 

MR. JONES:  A weekly monitoring program to review any spilled 10 

material.  Street sweeping is as you mentioned is certainly an option to accommodate 11 

that.  But we don‘t anticipate a lot of spillage out of the trucks.  We certainly hope to 12 

minimize that. 13 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay.  Maybe I was hearing something 14 

weird I…I don‘t know.  Did I hear you say that the start probably wouldn‘t happen until 15 

8:30?  Did I hear that wrong or…? 16 

MR. JONES:  Well, given some of the comments from the 17 

neighborhood, we feel it would be better to move the 6 a.m. start time to 8:30 to 18 

accommodate that morning bus schedule. 19 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  So how would you feel about we as a 20 

Commission amending this to have the start time from 8:30 til 6? 21 

MR. JONES:  Amending the start time from 6 to 8:30? 22 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  The operation from…from 8:30 in the 23 

morning ‗til 6 in the evening. 24 



 

 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  5. 1 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Oh, 5? 2 

MR. JONES:  5, yeah.  Absolutely. 3 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 4 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: (Inaudible). 5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I‘m sorry.  We‘re…we‘re not having a 6 

public comment at this time.  Have you given any…any thought to the potential loss of 7 

access to the Old Spanish Trail and…and any way to mitigate that? 8 

MR. JONES:  We have and that‘s…that‘s difficult because there‘s no 9 

parking lot. 10 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  I understand. 11 

MR. JONES:  Yeah.  The road basically dead ends. 12 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Right. 13 

MR. JONES:  And our…our…our current operations and the 14 

proposed plan before you, we‘re really not going to be impacting the access to the Old 15 

Spanish Trail.  What I mean by that is, you know, we‘re not going out into the right-of-way 16 

beyond the point that the road is closed.  In terms of mitigating that, the only thing I can 17 

think of is if the DuCrays were of mind, then parking…some sort of parking lot could be 18 

developed there on their property at the end of the road to accommodate those who wish 19 

desired access to the trail. 20 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 21 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, in regards to that, I 22 

would like to look at Brian‘s staff‘s report on the page looking east and I would like to see 23 



 

 

where that trail access is on that photo if that‘s possible.  I believe it was titled looking 1 

east. 2 

MS. COX:  You can pull it up.  Is the overhead working? 3 

MR. RUSCHE:  Commissioner Williams, the photo that you‘re 4 

referring to actually doesn‘t go out far enough to show the trail but I have another 5 

photograph.  I need to zoom out I guess.  This is the…the site is outlined in yellow and 6 

the trail is on the far side of the map in brown.  According to the…the city‘s G-I-S, the 7 

distance between this property and the trail is approximately 4100 feet and that‘s…I 8 

measured that as the crow flies.  So I‘m not sure how access is gained to the trail via 29-9 

3/4 Road. 10 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Are you…is the brown you‘re talking 11 

about down in the lower left-hand corner of this?  Is that what you‘re talking about? 12 

MR. RUSCHE:  That‘s…that‘s the Old Spanish Trail. 13 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay.  I just wanted clarification on that.  14 

Do we have any other questions for the applicant at this time?  Hearing no other 15 

questions for the applicant, I do have a request for a five minute break.  We will resume at 16 

8:15.  We‘re in recess. 17 

*** A recess was taken between 8:10 p.m. and 8:15 p.m. *** 18 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  And are there any other questions for the 19 

applicant?  Hearing no other questions for the applicant or staff, I am going to close this 20 

hearing right now and we will have a discussion amongst the Planning Commission 21 

members.  So we‘re open for comment. 22 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  I guess I‘ll go first.  Mr. 23 

Chairman, the way I see things the primary role of a governing body is to protect the 24 



 

 

public welfare and safety.  I‘m torn because there‘s…there‘s a balancing act here 1 

between private property rights that are a foundation of our country but a public safety 2 

issue which is the role…the primary role of any government…government, excuse me.  3 

And because of that, I am going to be unable to support the approval of this permit the 4 

way it is proposed with its ingress and egress route being 29-3/4 Road. 5 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Thank you. 6 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW: Yes.  I‘m…I‘m opposed to it also.  I think 7 

the 29-3/4 Road has the potential to become a bottleneck whether through accidents, 8 

breakdowns, weather, school-related issues or whatever.  I think access onto Highway 50 9 

is gonna be a bigger problem because as I understand it everything turns left onto the 10 

project.  Although it wasn‘t discussed, I‘ve got a problem with the discrepancy between 11 

the CDOT permit and the City permit of two years‘ gap.  So I…I cannot support this. 12 

COMMISSIONER BURNETT:  I also for safety reasons alone am 13 

opposed to this. 14 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 15 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  For the property right, I am for it. 16 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS:  Mr. Chairman, while I appreciate 17 

the effort of the time zone change, there are still too many questions – the biggest one 18 

being safety on that road.  And also the…being the three year period for CDOT‘s portion 19 

of the permit and then the City giving five, I can‘t understand why that is.  So at this time 20 

I‘m gonna have to say no also. 21 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Ebe, did you want to continue? 22 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI:  No. 23 



 

 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  You know, frankly to be real honest with 1 

you, I started out opposing this measure as it kept going and kept going and then to be 2 

honest with you the applicant has offered to change his hours of operation from 8:30 3 

to…to 5 p.m.  It sounds to me like the applicant is doing everything they can to mitigate 4 

the impact of this project.  And again, you know, while I guess I would not necessarily like 5 

to have this in my neighborhood, I do find that it fits the zoning code.  It fits all the 6 

requirements that the City has asked for it.  As a strictly a property rights issue, I‘m going 7 

to have to probably vote for this measure.  So at this time I will entertain a motion on this 8 

motion.  Let‘s find it here.  One second here. 9 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  You got it?  Alright.  I got it.  10 

Ready? 11 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Yep. 12 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT:  Mr. Chairman, on the 13 

request for a Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver gravel pit application, 14 

Number C-U-P 20-10, excuse me, 2-0-1-0 – 0-0-8, to be located at 104 29-3/4 Road, I 15 

move that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings 16 

of fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report. 17 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT: Okay, all those in favor of this say so by saying 18 

aye. 19 

COMMISSIONER ESLAMI: Aye. 20 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Aye.  And opposed? 21 

COMMISSIONER CARLOW:  Aye. 22 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENRADT: Aye. 23 

COMMISSIONER BURNETT: Aye. 24 



 

 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMS: Aye. 1 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Okay. 2 

MS. COX:  Mr. Chairman, for purposes of clarification, could we 3 

just do a…a count of those for and against, please? 4 

CHAIRMAN ABBOTT:  Sure.  For – is myself and Ebe.  Is that 5 

right?  And then opposed?  And with that, I am going to call this session of the Grand 6 

Junction Planning Commission to a close.  Thank you for your time. 7 

 

 
MOTION: (Commissioner Schoenradt)  ―Mr. Chairman, on the request for a 
Conditional Use Permit for the Schooley-Weaver gravel pit application, number 
CUP-2010-008, to be located at 104 29-3/4 Road, I move that the Planning 
Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of fact, 
conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report.‖ 
 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion failed by a 
vote of 2 – 4.  Chairman Abbott and Commissioner Eslami for and Commissioners 
Schoenradt, Carlow, Burnett and Williams 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 8:20 p.m. 
 


