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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 2012 

MESA COUNTY OLD COURTHOUSE 
544 ROOD AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR 

6:30 P.M. – PRE-MEETING – ROOM 220 
7:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING – PUBLIC HEARING ROOM 

(NOTE LOCATION – ENTER BUILDING AT 6TH STREET ENTRANCE) 
 

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025 
 
 
Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance  
(7:00 p.m.)    
    Moment of Silence 
 
 
Council Comments 
 
 
Citizen Comments 
 
 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * *® 
 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meeting                     Attach 1 

         
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the March 7, 2012 Regular Meeting  
 
2. Setting a Hearing on the Hernandez Enclave Annexation, Located at 2956 D 

Road [File #ANX-2012-188]             Attach 2 
 
 A request to annex 0.527 acres of enclaved property, located at 2956 D Road.  

The Hernandez Enclave consists of one (1) parcel and no public right-of-way. 

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

http://www.gjcity.org/�
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 a. Notice of Intent to Annex and Exercising Land Use Control 
 

Resolution No. 13-12—A Resolution of the City of Grand Junction, Giving Notice 
that a Tract of Land Known as the Hernandez Enclave, Located at 2956 D Road, 
Consisting of Approximately 0.527 Acres, will be Considered for Annexation to 
the City of Grand Junction, Colorado and Exercising Land Use Control 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 13-12 
 
 b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 

Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado,  
Hernandez Enclave Annexation, Located at 2956 D Road, Consisting of 
Approximately 0.527 Acres 
 
Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for May 2, 2012 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
3. Setting a Hearing on Zoning the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation, 

Located at 2775 Riverside Parkway [File #ANX-2011-1314]         Attach 3 
 
 A request to zone the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation, located at 2775 

Riverside Parkway, which consists of one (1) parcel, to an I-1 (Light Industrial) 
zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Zoning the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation to I-1 (Light 

Industrial) Located at 2775 Riverside Parkway 
 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for April 4, 2012 
 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
4. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning One Parcel Located at 2170 Broadway [File # 

RZN-2011-1152]               Attach 4 
 
 A City initiated request to rezone approximately 4.846 acres, located at 2170 

Broadway, from an R-2 (Residential 2 dwelling units/acre) to an R-8 (Residential 8 
dwelling units/acre) zone district. 
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 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Property Located at 2170 Broadway from an R-2 
(Residential 2 Dwelling Units/Acre) to an R-8 (Residential 8 Dwelling Units/Acre) 
Zone District 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for April 18, 

2012 
 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
5. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning Four Properties Located at 2202, 2202 ½, 

2204 H Road, and 824 22 Road [File #RZN-2011-1215]         Attach 5 
 
 A City initiated request to rezone four properties located at 2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H 

Road, and 824 22 Road from M-U, (Mixed Use) to MXG-3, (Mixed Use General) 
zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Four Properties from M-U, (Mixed Use) to MXG-3, 

(Mixed Use General), Located at 2202, 2202 1/2, 2204 H Road, and 824 22 Road 
 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for April 18, 

2012 
 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
 
6. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning 92 Properties Located Between 12th Street 

and 17th Street along Main Street and the North Side of Colorado Avenue [File 
#RZN-2011-1221]               Attach 6 

 
 A City initiated request to rezone approximately 13 acres, located between 12th 

Street and 17th Street along Main Street and the north side of Colorado Avenue, 
from R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to an R-O (Residential Office) zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning 92 Properties from R-8 (Residential 8 DU/Ac) to an 

R-O (Residential Office) Zone District, Located Between 12th Street and 17th Street 
Along Main Street and the North Side of Colorado Avenue 
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 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for April 18, 
2012 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Senta Costello, Senior Planner 
 
7. Purchase Hot Mix Asphalt for Streets Division for 2012         Attach 7 
 
 This request is for the purchase up to 1,388 tons of hot mix asphalt for the Streets 

Division to be used for road work and repairs in 2012. 
 
 Action:  Authorize the Purchasing Division to Purchase Approximately 1,388 Tons 

of Hot Mix Asphalt, on Behalf of the Streets Division, from Elam Construction, Inc. 
for an Amount Up to $97,125 

 
Staff presentation: Greg Trainor, Utilities, Streets, and Facilities Director 

 Darren Starr, Streets, Storm Water, and Solid Waste 
Manager 

    Jay Valentine, Financial Operations Manager    
 
8. Recommendations for Revision of Outdoor Dining Lease         Attach 8 
 
 This request seeks Council action on DDA’s recommendations for revisions to the 

Outdoor Dining Lease that governs food and beverage service in areas of the 
public way in the Downtown Shopping Park (DSP) on Main Street, Seventh Street, 
and Colorado Avenue. 

 
 Action:  Approve the Revised Outdoor Dining Lease 
 
 Staff presentation: Harry Weiss, Downtown Development Authority Director 
    John Shaver, City Attorney 
 
9. Sole Source Purchase of Public Safety Technology for Backup and Disaster 

Recovery                Attach 9 
 
 This request is to sole source and purchase software, hardware, and 

implementation services for an integrated backup and disaster recovery system. 
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 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sole Source a NetApp/Syncsort 
Integrated Backup System Purchase through Reseller CDW Government, Inc. in 
the Amount of $384,500 

 
 Staff presentation:  Jim Finlayson, Information Technologies Director 
 
10. Award a Contract for the Matchett Property Farm Lease       Attach 10 
 
 The undeveloped park property at Matchett Park requires a contract to maintain 

and farm the property. The Park has been leased to a local farmer for the past 11 
years. A Request for Proposals process was conducted in late February 2012 with 
one individual submitting a proposal. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the Parks and Recreation Department to Enter into a Contract 

with Kenny Romisch of Romisch Farms in Palisade, Colorado for the Agricultural 
Responsibilities of the Matchett Farm 

 
 Staff presentation:  Rob Schoeber, Parks and Recreation Director 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 

 
11. Public Hearing—North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines 

and Standards and Historic Preservation Board Responsibilities and 
Authority [File #PLD-2012-80 and ZCA-2012-107]        Attach 11 

 
A request by the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District neighborhood to 
establish a new Plan for the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District 
Planned Development, including the North Seventh Street Historic Residential 
District Guidelines and Standards, to maintain and enhance the historic character 
of those properties, and to amend the Zoning and Development Code (“Code”) to 
authorize the Grand Junction Historic Preservation Board (“Board”) to review and 
approve applications for construction/alteration to sites and/or structures located 
on North 7th Street between Hill Avenue and White Avenue, as shown on the Site 
Location Map. 
 
Ordinance No. 4508—An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4403 for the 
Planned Residential Development – North 7th Street Consisting of Guidelines, 
Standards, and Review Process by which New Construction or Alterations within 
the Zone are Determined 
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Ordinance No. 4509—An Ordinance Amending Section 21.07.040 (Historic 
Preservation) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code Granting Authority to the 
Historic Preservation Board to Review and Decide Applications for Alteration or 
Construction within the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District According 
to the Guidelines and Standards of that District 

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance Nos. 4508 and 4509 in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Kathy Portner, Neighborhood Services Manager 
 
12. Public Hearing—Rezoning Properties in the Area of Patterson Road and 26 ½ 

Road from R-1 and R-5 to R-4, B-1, and R-8 [File #RZN-2011-1205]     Attach 12 
 

A request to rezone nine parcels totaling 13.365 acres located in the area of 
Patterson Road and 26 ½ Road.    
1.  The first subarea rezone is from R-1 (Residential - 1 unit per acre) to R-4 
(Residential – 4 units per acre) zone district;  
2.  The second subarea is from R-1 (Residential - 1 unit per acre) to R-4 
(Residential – 4 units per acre) zone district; and  
3.  The third subarea consists of rezones from R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) 
to B-1 (Neighborhood Business) and from R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) to R-
8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) zone districts.  

 
Ordinance No. 4510—An Ordinance Rezoning 632 and 642 26 ½ Road and a 
Parcel Located at the Eastern End of Northridge Drive Tax Parcel Number 2945-
023-00-065, from R-1 to R-4; Rezoning 2628, 2630, 2632, 2634 Patterson Road 
and an Unaddressed Lot Located between 2634 and 490 Patterson Road, Tax 
Parcel 2945-023-00-041, from R-5 to B-1; and Rezoning 2634 ½ Patterson Road 
from R-5 to R-8 

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4510 in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
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13. Public Hearing—Amending the Red Rocks Valley Planned Development, 
Outline Development Plan Phasing Schedule [File #PP-2006-217]      Attach 13 

 
The 139 acre Red Rocks Valley Planned Development consists of five phases 
located off of South Camp Road.  The applicants received Preliminary Plan 
approval for a Planned Development on August 1, 2007.  They request a ten year 
extension for the remaining Phases, all to be platted by March 1, 2022. 
 
Ordinance No. 4511—An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4109, which Zoned 
the Fletcher Annexation (Red Rocks Valley PD) to Planned Development, Located 
Approximately ½ Mile West of Monument Road on the North Side of South Camp 
Road 
 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4511 in Pamphlet Form 
 

 Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
 
14. Public Hearing—Rezoning Property Located at 513 Independent Avenue [File 

#RZN-2011-1207]             Attach 14 
 

A City initiated request to rezone one property totaling 0.22 +/- acres located at 
513 Independent Avenue from R-16, (Residential – 16 du/ac) to C-2, (General 
Commercial). 
 
Ordinance No. 4512—An Ordinance Rezoning One Property from R-16, 
(Residential – 16 DU/Ac) to C-2 (General Commercial), Located at 513 
Independent Avenue 
 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4512 in Pamphlet Form 
 

 Staff presentation: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
 
15. Public Hearing—Rezoning Six Properties Located on the East Side of 26 

Road, North of Patterson Road, and One Property Located East of Foresight 
Apartments, North and East of the 25 ½ Road/Patterson Road Intersection 
[File #RZN-2011-1210]            Attach 15 

 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 6.25 acres, located on the east 
side of 26 Road, north of Patterson Road from R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) to R-4 
(Residential 4 du/ac) and approximately 4.89 acres located east of Foresight  
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Apartments, north and east of the 25 ½ Road/Patterson Road intersection from 
CSR (Community Services and Recreation) to R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac). 
 
Ordinance No. 4513—An Ordinance Rezoning Six Properties from R-1 
(Residential 1 DU/Ac) to R-4 (Residential 4 DU/Ac) and One Property from CSR 
(Community Services and Recreation) to R-16 (Residential 16 DU/Ac), Located on 
the East Side of 26 Road, North of Patterson Road and East of Foresight 
Apartments, North and East of the 25 ½ Road/Patterson Road Intersection   

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4513 in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Staff presentation: Senta Costello, Senior Planner 
 
16. Public Hearing—Rezoning Two Parcels Located at 690 and 694 29 ½ Road; 

Two Parcels Located at 2910 Highline Canal Road and 725 29 Road; and One 
Parcel Located at 698 29 Road [File #RZN-2011-1154]       Attach 16 

 
 A City initiated request to: 

1)  Rezone 15.454 acres in two (2) parcels located at 690 and 694 29 ½ Road 
from an R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 dwelling units/acre) zone 
district; and 
2)  Rezone 27.537 acres in two (2) parcels located at 2910 Highline Canal Road 
and 725 29 Road from R-R (Residential Rural) and 2.769 acres in one (1) parcel 
located at 698 29 Road from a C-1 (Light Commercial), all to a B-P (Business 
Park) zone district.  

 
Ordinance No. 4514—An Ordinance Rezoning Properties Located at 690 and 694 
29 ½ Road from an R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 Dwelling Units 
Per Acre) Zone District, Rezoning Properties Located at 2910 Highline Canal Road 
and 725 29 Road from an R-R (Residential Rural) to a BP (Business Park) Zone 
District, and Rezoning Property Located at 698 29 Road from a C-1 (Light 
Commercial) to a BP (Business Park) Zone District 

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4514 in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Presenter Name: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
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17. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 
18. Other Business 
 
19. Adjournment 

 



 

 

Attach 1 
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL  

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
 

March 7, 2012 
 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 7th 
day of March, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were 
Councilmembers Bennett Boeschenstein, Teresa Coons, Jim Doody, Laura Luke, Bill 
Pitts, Sam Susuras, and Council President Tom Kenyon.  Also present were Acting City 
Manager Rich Englehart, City Attorney John Shaver, and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 
 
Council President Kenyon recognized the Girls Scouts, Troops 194 and 1108, and Boy 
Scouts Troop 388 who were in attendance. 
 
Council President Kenyon called the meeting to order.  Council President Kenyon asked 
Girl Scout Troops 194 and 1108 to post the colors and then lead the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  That was followed by a Moment of Silence. 
 
Proclamations 
 
Proclaiming March 12, 2012 as “Girl Scout Day" in the City of Grand Junction 
 
Proclaiming March 4 through March 12, 2012 as “Women in Construction Week” in the 
City of Grand Junction 
 
Proclaiming March, 2012 as “Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities Awareness 
Month” in the City of Grand Junction 
 
Council Comments 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein said he would like to recognize the arts in the community. 
They went to Gershwin's production "Crazy for You" at Mesa University and it was 
outstanding.  He also attended the symphony and it was outstanding.  He said he was 
glad Grand Junction is an arts community. 
 
There were no other Council comments. 
 
Citizen Comments 
 
Dr. David Shepard, 230 Red Sand Road, representing the Airport Users and Tenants 
Association, came forward and spoke regarding the airport.  He said it was a courtesy 
update but that has changed.  The Airport Board Chairman is angry with their 
organization.  There was a meeting on Sunday.  Those at the meeting came to the 
Council for help to transition the private organization to a non-profit.  They opened 
membership to anybody, including Airport Board Members.  They agreed on a Mission 
Statement with two missions which he read:  1) to promote the health of general aviation 
for the benefit of all citizens of the Grand Valley and 2) to encourage Airport management 
and public officials responsible for the Airport to meet high standards of good governance 



 

 

with openness and transparency.  He was surprised by the strong reaction from the 
Airport Board. 
 
Dr. Shepard said that nothing has progressed in solving their problems.  The Council has 
put the fence issue into the hands of three civic minded citizens, but that is all that has 
happened.  The Airport Board continues to be the same Airport Board.  They have spent 
thousands of dollars on a public relations campaign.  An individual consultant was 
brought in but he turned out to be a biased consultant.  Nothing has happened on the 
rewording of the leases.  The Airport Authority continues to have executive sessions on 
the boundaries of the law.  The Council has done nothing to help them.  Businesses are 
leaving, people are hurting.  Dr. Shepard said they are disappointed.  They are not buying 
the fact that Council is paralyzed because of the Authority on one side and the duty on 
the other side.  Council owns the problem with the Authority because they created it.  
Members of the Airport Users and Tenants Association expect Council to do something 
and that is their plea. 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Councilmember Doody read the Consent Calendar and then moved to approve the 
Consent Calendar items #1-16.  Councilmembers Pitts and Boeschenstein seconded the 
motion.  Motion carried. 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the February 13, 2012 Regular Meeting and the 

Minutes of the February 27, 2012 Special Session  
 
2. Setting a Hearing on North Seventh Street Historic Residential District 

Guidelines and Standards and Historic Preservation Board Responsibilities 
and Authority [File #PLD-2012-80 and ZCA-2012-107] 

 
 A request by the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District neighborhood to 

establish a new Plan for the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District 
Planned Development, including the North Seventh Street Historic Residential 
District Guidelines and Standards, to maintain and enhance the historic character 
of those properties, and to amend the Zoning and Development Code (“Code”) to 
authorize the Grand Junction Historic Preservation Board (“Board”) to review and 
approve applications for construction/alteration to sites and/or structures located 
on North 7th Street between Hill Avenue and White Avenue. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4403 for the Planned Residential 

Development – North 7th Street Consisting of Guidelines, Standards and Review 
Process by which New Construction or Alterations within the Zone are Determined 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Amending Section 21.07.040 (Historic Preservation) of the 

Grand Junction Municipal Code Granting Authority to the Historic Preservation 
Board to Review and Decide Applications for Alteration or Construction within the 
North Seventh Street Historic Residential District According to the Guidelines and 
Standards of that District 



 

 

 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinances and Set a Public Hearing for March 
21, 2012 

 
3. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning Eight Parcels, Located at 2608 and 2612 G 

Road; 719, 721, 725, 726 26 Road, and One Unaddressed Lot Directly North 
of 725 26 Road, from R-2 (Residential – 2 units per acre) to R-4 (Residential – 
4 units per acre) Zone District [File #RZN-2012-1219] 

 
 A City initiated request to rezone eight parcels totaling 42.79 acres, located at 

2608 and 2612 G Road; 719, 721, 725, 726 26 Road; and one lot directly north of 
725 26 Road from R-2 (Residential – 2 units per acre) to R-4 (Residential – 4 units 
per acre) zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning 8 Parcels from R-2 (Residential – 2 Units per Acre) 

to R-4 (Residential – 4 Units per Acre) Located at 2608 and 2612 G Road; 719, 
720, 721, 725, 726 26 Road; and an Unaddressed Parcel, Number 2701-344-00-
022 (Directly North of 725 26 Road) 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for April 4, 

2012 
 
4. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning One Parcel Located at 3015 D Road [File # 

RZN-2011-1151] 
 
 A City initiated request to rezone approximately 4.952 acres, located at 3015 D 

Road, from an R-E (Residential Estate) to an R-8 (Residential 8 dwelling 
units/acre) zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Property Located at 3015 D Road from an R-E 

(Residential Estate) to an R-8 (Residential 8 Dwelling Units/Acre) Zone District 
 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for April 4, 

2012 
 
5. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning 201 Properties Located Generally East of N. 

22nd Street and West of 28 Road, Between Grand and Hill Avenues [File # 
RZN-2011-1212] 

 
 A City initiated request to rezone 201 properties located generally east of N. 22nd 

Street and west of 28 Road, between Grand and Hill Avenues from R-8, 
(Residential – 8 du/ac) to R-12, (Residential – 12 du/ac). 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning 201 Properties from R-8, (Residential – 8 Du/Ac) to 

R-12, (Residential – 12 Du/Ac) Generally Located East of N. 22nd Street and West 
of 28 Road, Between Grand and Hill Avenues 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for April 4, 

2012 
 



 

 

6. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning Fourteen Properties Located South and West 
of the G Road and 24 ½ Road Intersection [File #RZN-2011-1216] 

 
 A City initiated request to rezone approximately 64 acres, located south and west 

of the G Road and 24 ½ Road intersection, from R-12 (Residential 12 
dwellings/acre) zone district to R-24 (Residential 24 dwellings/acre) zone district. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning 14 Properties from R-12 (Residential 12 

Dwellings/Acre) to R-24 (Residential 24 Dwellings/Acre) Located South and West 
of the G Road and 24 ½ Road Intersection 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for April 4, 

2012 
 
7. Setting a Hearing on Amending the Red Rocks Valley Planned Development, 

Outline Development Plan Phasing Schedule [File #PP-2006-217] 
 
 The 139 acre Red Rocks Valley Planned Development consists of five phases 

located off of South Camp Road.  The applicants received Preliminary Plan 
approval for a Planned Development on August 1, 2007.  They request a ten year 
extension for the remaining Phases, all to be platted by March 1, 2022. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4109 which Zoned the Fletcher 

Annexation (Red Rocks Valley PD) to Planned Development Located 
Approximately ½ Mile West of Monument Road on the North Side of South Camp 
Road 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for March 

21, 2012 
 
8. Purchase of Traffic Striping Paint for 2012 
 
 The City’s Transportation Engineering Division is responsible for applying 6600 

gallons of white and yellow paint to the City’s streets each year, striping centerlines 
on 400+ miles of streets and state highways.  Utilizing the CDOT contract prices 
saves the City more than $6,000 over the Multiple Assembly of Procurement 
Officials (MAPO) contract prices. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Purchase Order with 

Ennis Paint, Dallas, TX for the 2012 Traffic Striping Paint in the Amount of $57,651 
 
9. Amending 2012 City Council Meeting Schedule 
 
 The City Council has determined that changing the regular meeting dates of the 

City Council is necessary and appropriate.  The City Council will meet generally on 
the first and third Wednesday of each month. 

 
 Resolution No. 11-12—A Resolution of the City of Grand Junction Amending the 

2012 City Council Meeting Schedule 



 

 

 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 11-12 
 
10. Contract for the 2012 Asphalt Overlays Project 
 
 This request is to award a construction contract for the asphalt resurfacing project 

at various locations throughout the City of Grand Junction with the most notable 
locations being; Patterson Road from 24 Road to 24 ½ Road, 25 Road to 26 Road 
and 7th Street to 27 ½ Road, G Road from 26 Road to 27 Road and Grand Avenue 
from 7th Street to 12th Street. In all, a total of 10 locations were selected. 

  
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with Elam 

Construction, Inc. of Grand Junction, CO for the 2012 Asphalt Overlay Project in 
the Amount of $1,857,609 

 
11. Contract for Canyon View Park Parking Lot Expansions 
 
 Canyon View Park is the largest developed park within the park system, in City 

limits, in the Grand Valley, Mesa County, and on the Western Slope. The Park 
provides a multitude of different sports, drawing participants throughout the State 
as well as surrounding states. Parking has become a significant issue with multiple 
events occurring at the Park at the same time.  

 
 Action:  Authorize the Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with Vista 

Paving Corporation of Grand Junction, Colorado for the Construction of the 
Canyon View Park Parking Lot Expansion Project in the Amount of $173,862 

 
12. Contract for Canyon View Park Pump and Filtration Replacement Project 
 
 Canyon View is a 110 acre regional park made up of mostly natural turf fields, 

accommodating soccer, baseball, softball, football, rugby, lacrosse, open space 
practice fields as well as thousands of square feet of planting beds and trees. 
Irrigation water is a key factor in the success of the playing fields, as well as all the 
plant materials that are essential in the makeup of a park. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with Skyline 

Contracting of Grand Junction, Colorado for the Construction and Installation of 
the Canyon View Park Pump and Filtration System in the Amount of $251,758 

 
13. Purchase of a Front Load Refuse Truck 
 
 This purchase request is a Mack Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Refuse Truck to 

replace a diesel unit currently in the City’s fleet. This truck chassis will be fitted with 
a 2012 Heil Body and purchased from Western Colorado Truck. The price 
reflected is net of a $44,000 trade in allowance offered for the current truck. The 
Mack truck with Heil body was determined to be the best value when applying life 
cycle cost analysis. 

 



 

 

 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to Purchase a 
2013 Mack CNG Refuse Truck from Western Colorado Truck of Grand Junction, 
CO in the Amount of $228,236 

 
14. Purchase of Two Side Load Refuse Trucks 
 
 This purchase request is for two (2) Mack Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) 

Refuse Trucks to replace two (2) diesel units currently in the City’s fleet. These 
truck chassis will be fitted with a Labrie body and purchased from Faris Machinery. 
The price reflected is net of a $35,500 trade in offered for the current truck. The 
remaining replacement truck will be retained by Fleet for use as a reserve vehicle. 
The Mack truck with Labrie body was determined to be the best value when 
applying life cycle cost analysis. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to Purchase 

Two 2012 Mack CNG Refuse Trucks from Faris Machinery of Grand Junction, CO 
in the Amount of $559,606 

 
15. Contract for City Hall Auditorium Remodel Project 
 
 This request is to award a construction contract for the remodel of the City Hall 

Auditorium.  The project encompasses a reconfiguration of the room to allow for 
presenters to be seen by both the City Council and the audience (there will be a 
public presentation podium and a staff presentation podium) and a shifting of the 
fixed seating for better accessibility.  The project includes installation of upgraded 
technology for improved audio and video presentation to the public in the audience 
and viewing the broadcast via television or web.  While the auditorium is under 
construction, City Council and Planning Commission meetings will be held at the 
Mesa County Hearing Room in the Old Courthouse.  If the contract is awarded, the 
time frame for construction will be March 19 through May 15, 2012. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with Asset 

Engineering Limited of Grand Junction, CO for the City Hall Auditorium Remodel 
Project in the Amount of $325,000 

 
16. Purchase Crime Scene Response/Evidence Collection Vehicle 
 
 The 21st Judicial District Law Enforcement Forfeiture Board has awarded funding 

in the amount of $136,334 to the Grand Junction Police Department for the 
purchase of a new Crime Scene Response and Evidence Collection Vehicle.  The 
vehicle currently being used is a repurposed 1990 Chevy Van.  The current vehicle 
does not provide the necessary platform to properly respond or process a crime 
scene and lacks basic safety equipment. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Purchase and Equip a Crime 

Scene Response and Processing Vehicle for the Grand Junction Police 
Department in an Amount not to exceed $136,334 

 



 

 

ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 
 
Ratify a Contract for Food and Beverage Services at City-owned Golf Courses 
 
This approval would support the contract for PAT Services, LLC to operate the grill at 
Lincoln Park Golf Course and the restaurant at Tiara Rado Golf Course. The previous 
contract was terminated in December 2011 at the request of the previous vendor. 
Following a formal RFP process PAT, LLC, was interviewed by a panel of City staff and 
community members who unanimously supported their proposal. 
 
Rob Schoeber, Parks and Recreation Director, presented this item.  He explained the 
process and how the selection was conducted.  The two owners of the company have a 
lot of experience with the two golf courses.  He asked the two owners, Lonnie Miller and 
Jack Sommers, to come forward.  They introduced themselves and expressed their 
excitement in taking over the operations.  The City Council thanked them. 
 
Councilmember Coons moved to ratify the contract between City of Grand Junction and 
PAT Services, LLC to provide food and beverages services for Lincoln Park and Tiara 
Rado Golf Courses.  Councilmember Pitts seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll 
call vote. 
 
Contract for Architectural Services for the Avalon Theatre Addition and Renovation 
 
This request is to award an architectural services contract for the Avalon Theatre Addition 
and Renovation.  The services will reorder the proposed phases from the 2010 Avalon 
Theatre Master Plan and prepare bid documents for a large addition on the east side of 
the theatre that will help transform the 91 year old theatre into a full service performing 
arts center.  The DDA requests that the City fund $110,476 of the contract to cover a 
portion of the schematic design as its share of the project. 
 
Debbie Kovalik, Economic, Convention, and Visitor Services Director, introduced this 
item.  She lauded the events and the use of the facility and how it has improved.  She 
then described the history leading up to this point.  The proposal is a public-private 
partnership with the City, Downtown Development Authority, and the Symphony.  She 
introduced the representatives in attendance and asked Downtown Development 
Authority Director Harry Weiss to come forward. 
 
Harry Weiss, Downtown Development Authority Director, then expressed his excitement 
and the momentum building for this project.  He asked the City Council to support the 
advancement to the next stage.  This next phase is very challenging as it is the phase 
where the budget will be determined.  The primary partners will be leading the next phase 
and how the project can best be phased will be determined.  Schematic design is the first 
phase.  Then it will go to architectural design and the overall scheme will be refined.  That 
refined plan will be ratified again before construction documents are developed.  He 
presented the time frame with the bid package being ready by mid to late August with a 
fall construction schedule.  From the DDA’s perspective this type of facility will anchor 
revitalization of the downtown.  The request is that the City Council also financially 
support the project.  It is important to the community for all the partners to have an 
ownership in the success. 
 



 

 

Council President Kenyon asked what the DDA’s long term commitment is.  Mr. Weiss 
said the DDA is committing $3 million through their future bonding capacity. 
 
Councilmember Doody said the Mayor had said the City should invest in this project as 
the City owns the building and he is happy to see it happening.   
 
Council President Kenyon concurred and said they are excited to see these 
improvements and the success of the foundation, the philanthropy, the fund raising, the 
schematics, and designs; they are all exciting concepts for the community.  The 
development of the City's arts and performances meets the goal to become the most 
livable community west of the Rockies.  He is glad to see these improvements which are 
needed and should have been done a long time ago. 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein said he is pleased to serve on the DDA board and is 
pleased to be a part of the board funding some of the improvements.  The DDA is saying 
this is what it can do.  It is a wonderful theatre.  People love it and it is a treasure in the 
downtown. 
 
Council President Kenyon applauded the accomplishments of Director Debbie Kovalik, 
her work has proved that the community is interested in these activities and people are 
convinced it will get much better.  Her creative ideas have made the Avalon Theatre a 
successful venture. 
 
Councilmember Coons agreed and commended all the partners involved, noting it has 
been a long time coming.  She is pleased to see it going forward. 
 
Council President Kenyon clarified where the funding is coming from.  The Downtown 
Development Authority is a community that came together and taxes themselves to make 
these improvements. 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein moved to authorize the City Purchasing Division to enter 
into a contract with Westlake, Reed, Leskosky of Cleveland, OH for architectural services 
in the amount of $481,029.  Councilmember Pitts seconded the motion.  Motion carried 
by roll call vote. 
 
Public Hearing—Suncor Annexation and Zoning, Located at 2200 Railroad Avenue 
[File #ANX-2011-1328] 
 
A request to annex 45.43 acres of property, known as the Suncor Annexation, located at 
2200 Railroad Avenue and to zone the annexation, consisting of one (1) parcel of 
approximately 27.56 acres, along with 6.53 acres of railroad property, less 11.34 acres of 
public right-of-way, to an I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district.   
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:50 p.m.  
 
Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director, introduced this item. 
 
Brian Rusche, Senior Planner, presented this item.  He described the site, the location, 
and the request.  The property is currently used as a bulk fuel products loading/transfer 
terminal.  Mr. Rusche described a catwalk that crosses the railway that will be required for 



 

 

safety reasons.  He said the applicants are in attendance.  It is designated as 
Commercial/Industrial by the Comprehensive Plan - Future Land Use Map.  There is a rail 
spur which is currently only being used by Suncor.  The request does meet the criteria of 
the annexation and zoning regulations. The Planning Commission forwarded a 
recommendation of approval.   
 
Council President Kenyon asked if there were any public comments of concern at the 
Planning Commission.  Mr. Rusche said it was on Consent and approved unanimously. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:55 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Doody asked if the railroad crossing work was completed that was 
approved last summer.  Mr. Moore said it has been completed. 
 
Council President Kenyon noted that is the most dangerous crossing in the City.  Mr. 
Moore concurred noting the River Road crossing is the spur. 
 
Councilmember Susuras asked if the railroad was agreeable to their property being 
annexed.  City Attorney Shaver said that the railroad was not contacted because there is 
one linear parcel that exists throughout the City and it has historically not been treated as 
an annexable property because, for one thing, it is a right-of-way.  As long as the principal 
property was identified through a petition, it is legally sufficient. 
 
a. Accepting Petition  
 
Resolution No. 12-12—A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making Certain 
Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Suncor Annexation, Located at 2200 
Railroad Avenue, and Including a Portion of the Railroad Avenue and US Highway 6 & 50 
Right-of-Way, is Eligible for Annexation  
 
b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4501—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, 
Colorado, Suncor Annexation, Approximately 45.43 Acres, Located at 2200 Railroad 
Avenue and Including a Portion of the Railroad Avenue, River Road, and Highway 6 & 50 
Right-of-Way 
 
c. Zoning Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4502—An Ordinance Zoning the Suncor Annexation to I-1 (Light 
Industrial) Located at 2200 Railroad Avenue 
 
Councilmember Coons moved to adopt Resolution No. 12-12 and Ordinance Nos. 4501 
and 4502 and ordered them published in pamphlet form.  Councilmember Luke seconded 
the motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 
 



 

 

Public Hearing—Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendments [File #CPA-2011-1324] 
 
Proposed amendments to the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Map to eliminate the conflict between the land use designation and the current zoning of 
certain properties in the urban areas of Grand Junction. 
 
The proposed amendments contain 142 parcels and are generally located as follows: 
 
Area 1 – 41 parcels located north of Highway 6 and 50 and west of 24 Road; 
Area 2 – 25 parcels located north of Highway 6 and 50 and west of 25 Road; 
Area 3 – 18 parcels located north of Broadway and west of Riverside Parkway; 
Area 4 – 56 parcels located north of Franklin Avenue and west of N. 1st Street; 
Area 20 – 2 parcels located south of Fire Station #3 and east of 25 ½ Road. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:59 p.m.  
 
Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director, introduced this item and the next three 
items.  He explained why all these items are coming before the Council.  During the 
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan, a number of properties were identified that the 
zoning on the ground did not match the Comprehensive Plan.  This first item is to change 
the Comprehensive Plan to meet what is on the ground.  The next items will be rezoned 
to align the zoning with the Comprehensive Plan.  This has been a very public process 
with neighborhood meetings, open houses, and hearings before the Planning 
Commission.  The next item was moved up as requested by Councilmember Susuras as 
there were some pending sales. 
 
Councilmember Susuras thanked Mr. Moore and his Staff for doing that. 
 
Council President Kenyon asked Mr. Moore to elaborate on how the process has 
occurred.  Mr. Moore described in detail more of the process noting that the property 
owners and the adjacent property owners all had the opportunity to comment on the 
proposals. 
 
Council President Kenyon echoed Councilmember Susuras's thanks.  Mr. Moore thanked 
the Council for their support in this process as it is good to get these taken care of now so 
when the development picks back up they will be ready to go. 
 
Greg Moberg, Planning Supervisor, presented this item.  He first applauded the City 
Council for supporting the process that allowed the property owners to have input.  This 
first item demonstrates properties that were originally going to be rezoned but, after the 
public process, the recommendation is to change the Comprehensive Plan instead. 
 
Mr. Moberg then reviewed the location and the request for each one of the areas.  Area 1 
– 41 parcels located north of Highway 6 and 50 and west of 24 Road will change the map 
from Village Center to Commercial; Area 2 – 25 parcels located north of Highway 6 and 
50 and west of 25 Road would also change from Village Center back to Commercial; 
Area 3 – 18 parcels located north of Broadway and west of Riverside Parkway, the area 
around the shop, the proposal is to change the Map to Commercial Industrial; Area 4 – 56 
parcels located north of Franklin Avenue and west of N. 1st Street is mostly single family 



 

 

homes and currently zoned R-8 and there is a mixed of what is built and the 
Comprehensive Plan would be inconsistent with the R-8 zoning so the proposal is to 
change a portion of the area on the Future Land Use Map to Residential Medium; and 
Area 20 – 2 parcels located south of Fire Station #3 and east of 25 ½ Road, there is a mix 
of zonings and the Future Land Use is Residential Medium High and the proposal is to 
change two properties to Park.  An area will come forward for a rezone for recreational 
because it is used by the Little league. 
 
The requests are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and they meet the criteria of 
the Zoning and Development Code.  The Planning Commission recommended approval 
unanimously on February 14, 2012 and there was no public input. 
 
Councilmember Pitts had questions about Areas 1 and 2.  He asked if the proposed F ½ 
Road is to the north.  He asked about the boundary.  Mr. Moberg said the line was drawn 
parallel to the road and it is not property specific. 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if Residential will still be allowed when changing 
Village Center to Commercial because it was his understanding that Village Center was a 
mix between Commercial and Residential.  Mr. Moberg said C-1 does allow up to 24 units 
per acre of residential. 
 
Councilmember Luke asked, for clarification on the shops area, if the old designation 
conflicted with the uses there.  Mr. Moberg said that it could. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:19 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Susuras said amending the Comprehensive Plan meets Goals 6 and 12, 
with 12 being the City and County will provide appropriate commercial and industrial 
development opportunities, which he said this request certainly does this.  He also noted 
that the Planning Commission recommended approval. 
 
Ordinance No. 4503—An Ordinance Amending the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map 
 
Councilmember Susuras moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4503 and ordered it published in 
pamphlet form.  Councilmember Luke seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call 
vote. 
 
Public Hearing—Rezone of Two Parcels, Located at 355 29 Road and 2892 River 
Street [File #RZN-2011-1148] 
 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 5.939 acres, located at 355 29 Road 
and 2892 River Street, from R-2 (Residential 2 dwelling units/acre) zone district to R-4 
(Residential 4 dwelling units/acre) zone district. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:22 p.m. 
 



 

 

Brian Rusche, Senior Planner, presented this item.  He described the sites, the locations, 
and the request.  The property was annexed and subdivided in 1979.  The 1996 Growth 
Plan designated the properties as residential medium low.  The new Comprehensive 
Plan changed them to residential medium. The Pear Park Plan did designate this area 
for higher density.  The rezone supports a long range vision for the Pear Park area.  
The requested rezone of Lot 1 and Lot 4 from R-2 to R-4 will bring these two properties 
into conformance with the Future Land Use designation of Residential Medium and is 
the lowest zoning that meets that designation and bridges them with surrounding areas. 
The properties outside the City limits will have to be zoned when brought into the City.  
It was noted by a neighbor citizen that the property is transversed by high voltage power 
lines.  The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval.  The 
Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval.  The request does 
meet the criteria of the Grand Junction Municipal Code and the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if building houses would be allowed under the 
high voltage lines.  Mr. Rusche said they would not. 
 
Councilmember Susuras asked if the owners of the property had any objections.  Mr. 
Rusche said the church that owns the property is not concerned nor are any adjacent 
owners. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:27 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 4504—An Ordinance Rezoning Properties, Located at 355 29 Road and 
2892 River Street, from an R-2 (Residential 2 Dwelling Units/Acre) to an R-4 (Residential 
4 Dwelling Units/Acre) Zone District 
 
Councilmember Pitts moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4504 and ordered it published in 
pamphlet form.  Councilmember Luke seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call 
vote. 
 
Public Hearing—Request to Rezone Approximately 4.753 Acres, Located at 3032 N. 
15th Street [File #RZN-2011-1157] 
 
A City initiated request to rezone 4.753 acres, located at 3032 N 15th Street, also known 
as the Nellie Bechtel Apartments, from R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) to R-24 
(Residential – 24 units per acre).  The rezone will bring into conformance what is 
actually built on the ground to an appropriate zoning district; and the proposed rezone 
will bring the zoning into conformance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:29 p.m. 
 
Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner, presented this item.  She described the site, the location, 
and the request.  The property is the Nellie Bechtel apartments.  It was annexed into 
the City in 1982 with the apartments constructed in 1983.  The proposal meets Goal 1 
and Goal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.  The request will bring the zoning into 
conformance with the zoning and the Future Land Use designation.  The Blended Map 



 

 

also shows this property as residential high.  The density exceeds the current zoning. 
All the affected property owners were notified and an open house was held on 
November 9, 2011.  There was concern that Hilltop would buy the property and build 
higher density units and traffic would be increased.  The Planning Commission 
forwarded a recommendation of approval.  The requested zone is consistent with the 
goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and it meets the criteria of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code. 
 
Councilmember Susuras asked how the density was built with the existing zoning to 
begin with.  Ms. Bowers noted that it was a County project originally.  Councilmember 
Boeschenstein concurred and said it was built as affordable senior housing. 
 
Councilmember Luke asked if there would be traffic concerns if it was expanded to 
maximum capacity.  Ms. Bowers said that would be looked at if a new development 
came forward. 
 
John Ballagh came forward representing the owners of the Nellie Bechtel apartments.  
They received all the notices and Staff was very congenial with the concerns expressed.  
He felt the citizen’s concerns were really centered around the possibility of a very vertical 
building such as the Commons.  The owners are in support of the rezone. 
 
There were no other public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:38 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 4505—An Ordinance Rezoning the Nellie Bechtel Apartments from R-8 
(Residential – 8 Units per Acre) to R-24 (Residential – 24 Units per Acre), Located at 
3032 N. 15th Street 
 
Councilmember Pitts moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4505 and ordered it published in 
pamphlet form.  Councilmember Coons seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call 
vote. 
 
Public Hearing—Rezone Three Properties Located at 708 25 ½ Road, 2543 G Road, 
and 2522 F ½ Road [File #RZN-2011-1188] 
 
A City initiated request to rezone three properties located at 708 25 ½ Road, 2543 G 
Road, and 2522 F ½ Road from R-R, (Residential – Rural) to R-4, (Residential – 4 
du/ac) and R-5, (Residential – 5 du/ac). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:39 p.m. 
 
Scott Peterson, Senior Planner, presented this item.  He described the sites, the 
locations, and the request.  The Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2010.  All 
property owners were invited to an open house on November 9, 2011.  Two owners did 
submit support.  Two adjacent property owners objected to the rezone and those letters 
were included in the Staff report.  Other comments from adjacent property owners were 
no opinion, some traffic concerns on G Road, and increased density that they were not 
in favor of.  The request will be compatible with the area.  Originally Staff recommended 



 

 

R-8 but the Planning Commission thought R-5 was more appropriate.  One person 
testified about the proposed increase.  Staff does agree that R-5 is more appropriate. 
 
The request will bring the zoning into conformance with the zoning and the Future Land 
Use designation.  Mr. Peterson and the Planning Commission forwarded a 
recommendation of approval. 
 
Councilmember Pitts asked for clarification on the zoning changes.  Mr. Peterson 
explained the requested changes for each property. 
 
Councilmember Susuras noted that Mr. Peterson explained why the two letters of 
opposition were opposed to R-8 and then asked if the change will have any effect on 
the property taxes.  Mr. Peterson said it would change if it went to something other than 
residential. 
 
Councilmember Doody commented on the mention of traffic by adjacent property 
owners and noted that G Road is an arterial through that particular area and needs 
some improvement. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:49 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Susuras said it matches surrounding zoning and meets Comprehensive 
Plan Goals 5 and 6. 
 
Ordinance No. 4506—An Ordinance Rezoning Three Properties from R-R, (Residential 
Rural) to R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) and R-5, (Residential – 5 du/ac), Located at 708 25 
½ Road, 2543 G Road, and 2522 F ½ Road 
 
Councilmember Susuras moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4506 and ordered it published in 
pamphlet form.  Councilmember Pitts seconded the motion.   
 
Council President Kenyon asked the City Attorney if the motion was clear on which 
properties were being zoned what.  City Attorney Shaver answered it was. 
 
Motion carried by roll call vote. 
 
Public Hearing—Rezone 281 Properties, Located South and East of North 12th 
Street and Orchard Avenue [File# RZN-2011-1156] 
 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 65 acres, located south and east of 
North 12th Street and Orchard Avenue from R-8 (Residential 8 dwellings/acre) to R-12 
(Residential 12 dwellings/acre).   
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:52 p.m. 
 
Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director, introduced this item.  He explained how 
this was coming forward which included changing the Comprehensive Plan last fall to a 
density of around 12 units per acre.  The unique thing is that the Planning Commission 



 

 

did not recommend approval of the rezone request to R-12.  If the Council approves this 
item, it will take a super majority to approve. 
 
Councilmember Susuras asked if there is interest in building a high rise there.  Mr. Moore 
said not right now but that may be due to the economy.   
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if it would take a high rise to meet that density.  Mr. 
Moore said the density could be achieved with a three story building. 
 
There were questions on why they would want higher density in a single family area.  Mr. 
Moore said the discussion last fall was what is envisioned for the area long term. 
 
Councilmember Pitts asked Mr. Moore to describe the thoughts of the Planning 
Commission.  Mr. Moore deferred the question to Senior Planner Senta Costello to 
provide that insight. 
 
Senta L. Costello, Senior Planner, presented this item.  She described the sites, the 
locations, and the request.  There is a large population of single family homes, some 
businesses, some multi-family homes, a church, and a park.  She described the current 
zoning and the surrounding zoning.  The total area is about 65 acres. She described 
the history of zoning in the area.  The original Comprehensive Plan designation was too 
intense and that was changed to a lower density.  The area is very walkable with a 
number of services nearby.  It seemed to be a safe environment and she does not 
believe additional density would change that.  It is a compact neighborhood.  The 
request will bring the zoning into conformance with the Future Land Use designation 
without a lot of impact on the neighborhood.  The Planning Commission forwarded a 
recommendation of denial of the R-12 zone district as they saw a larger potential 
negative impact than a potential gain.  Through the neighborhood open houses, Ms. 
Costello spoke to eighteen residents with six in favor, six opposed, and six with no 
opinion.  Her observations showed that there are already units with additional density 
with minimal impact.  That indicates a desire to increase the density without taking 
down existing homes. 
 
Councilmember Coons asked if the full density proposed would be required for the 
increased number of units.  Ms. Costello said there are lots that are large enough that 
additional units could be built under the R-12 zoning.  It would not make the single 
family units non-conforming. 
 
Councilmember Pitts asked for clarification that only 18 people commented out of 281 
properties.  Ms. Costello concurred. 
 
James Barker, who owns one of the properties, was supportive of the change.  Many 
conversions take place and this change will allow those conversions to take place 
legally.  The University in that area is already building multiple units and housing is 
needed.  There is an apartment complex at 12th and Elm.  He has spoken to others that 
support it.  
 
Michael Hines, from Steamboat Springs, owns two properties in the area.  After he 
bought the two properties, he went to the Planning Department to see if he could add 
more units because the lots were so large.  At that time, adding units was not allowed 



 

 

on his properties.  As soon as he heard about the change he was all for it.  The rental 
industry in the City needs to be in this area. He knows he can add to these properties.  
He could add really nice units that would help the whole situation.  The University is 
going to keep growing. 
 
Councilmember Susuras asked what he would build.  He said he would likely build a 
small duplex.   
 
There were no other public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 9:16 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Pitts said as the University continues to grow and it is true there are large 
lots and small houses and some lots could be combined.  He doesn’t like overriding the 
Planning Commission, however, with the 18 public comments, the numbers, and the 
comments he just heard, he thinks it is a logical change so he is in favor. 
Councilmember Susuras asked Ms. Costello why Mr. Hines could not build previously.  
Ms. Costello said the Code was different then, but now the owner can count half of the 
adjacent right-of-way when calculating the density.  
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein said he had previously suggested that architect students 
be used to draw good and bad increases in density to have as examples to avoid creating 
a ghetto.  He agrees the area can stand more density.  He asked about the maximum 
height.  Ms. Costello said in R-8, it is three stories and in R-12, it is five stories.  He would 
support reasonable increased density.  Ms. Costello added that there is also a difference 
in lot coverage under the two zones; 70% in R-8 versus 75% in R-12.  
 
Councilmember Coons said she is usually not in favor of changing density in 
neighborhoods but this is close the University.  In the short term, not much will likely 
change, but they do need to take the long term view.  She will support the change. 
 
Councilmember Luke said she received a letter in favor.  However, when demand goes 
up and supply stays the same, rents go up.  From a development standpoint, the request 
makes sense and it sounds like something very do-able. 
 
Councilmember Doody said this is a great neighborhood with big lots.  It has services and 
businesses and is within a walkable distance plus the area is safe.  With Colorado Mesa 
University expanding there is a great opportunity for the homeowner to take advantage of 
their properties.  He will support the request. 
 
Council President Kenyon thanked the Planning Staff and he does think R-12 makes 
sense.  He will support it too. 
 
Ordinance No. 4507—An Ordinance Rezoning 281 Properties from R-8 (Residential 8 
Dwellings/Acre) to R-12 (Residential 12 Dwellings/Acre), Located South and East of N. 
12th Street and Orchard Avenue 
 
Councilmember Pitts moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4507 and ordered it published in 
pamphlet form.  Councilmember Coons seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call 
vote. 



 

 

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 
There were none. 
 
Other Business 
 
There was none. 
 
Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:29 p.m. 
 
 
 
Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 



 

 

 
 
 
Attach 2 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 
 

Subject:  Annexation of the Hernandez Enclave, Located at 2956 D Road 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution of Intent to Annex the 
Hernandez Enclave, Introduction of the Proposed Ordinance, and Set a Hearing for 
May 2, 2012 
Presenters Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                             Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
A request to annex 0.527 acres of enclaved property, located at 2956 D Road.  The 
Hernandez Enclave consists of one (1) parcel and no public right-of-way. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, the City is required to annex all 
enclaved areas within five (5) years. State law allows a municipality to annex enclave 
areas unilaterally after they have been enclaved for a period of three (3) years.  The 
property has been enclaved since May 20, 2007 by the Morning View Annexation. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers.  
   
 Annexation of this enclave will create consistent land use jurisdiction and allow 

for efficient provision of municipal services. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: The Zone of Annexation is scheduled before 
the Planning Commission on March 27, 2012. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget: The provision of municipal services will be consistent with 
adjacent properties already in the City.  Property tax levies and municipal sales/use 
taxes will be collected within the enclaved area upon annexation. 
 
Legal issues:  None. 
 
Other issues: None. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: No 

Date:   February 29, 2012  

Author:  Brian Rusche   

Title/ Phone Ext:  

Senior Planner x. 4058   

Proposed Schedule: Notice of Intent 

to Annex – March 21, 2012 

2nd Reading:  May 2, 2012 

File #:  ANX-2012-188  



 

 

 
Attachments: 
 
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation Summary 
3. Annexation Map 
4. Future Land Use Map 
5. Existing City/County Zoning Map 
6.  Resolution  
7. Ordinance  
 



 

 

 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2956 D Road 
Applicant:  City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Residential 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Uses: 
 

North Residential 
South Agricultural 
East Residential 
West Residential 

Existing Zoning: County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 
Proposed Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
South R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
East R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
West R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
The annexation area consists of 0.527 acres, encompassing one (1) parcel and no 
public right-of-way. 
 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, the City is required to annex all 
enclaved areas within five (5) years. State law allows a municipality to annex enclave 
areas unilaterally after they have been enclaved for a period of three (3) years.  The 
property has been enclaved since May 6, 2007 by the Home Lumber Annexation. 
 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed: 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

March 21, 2012 Notice of Intent to Annex (30 Day Notice), Exercising Land Use  

March 27, 2012 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

April 18, 2012 Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

May 2, 2012 Public Hearing on Annexation and Zoning by City Council 

June 3, 2012 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 
 
 
 



 

 

 

HERNANDEZ ENCLAVE ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2012-188 
Location:  2956 D Road 
Tax ID Number(s):  2943-174-00-172 
# of Parcels:  1 
Estimated Population: 2 
# of Parcels (owner occupied): 1 
# of Dwelling Units:    1 
Acres land annexed:     0.527 
Developable Acres Remaining: 0.527 

Right-of-way in Annexation: None 

Previous County Zoning:   County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 
Proposed City Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
Current Land Use: Residential 
Future Land Use: Residential 

Values: 
Assessed: $8980 
Actual: $112,810 

Address Ranges: 2956 D Road 

Special Districts:  
  

Water: Ute Water Conservancy District 
Sewer: Central Grand Valley Sanitation District 
Fire:   Grand Junction Rural Fire District 
Drainage: Grand Valley Drainage District 
School: Mesa County Valley School District #51 
Irrigation: Grand Valley Irrigation Company 
Pest: N/A 

 
 



 

 

 

Annexation/Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 
 

 



 

 

 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 

  

SITE 



 

 

Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use 
Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 

Figure 4 
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NOTICE OF INTENT 
ON PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Grand Junction, Colorado, held on the 21st of March, 2012, the following 
Resolution was adopted: 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION  
GIVING NOTICE THAT A TRACT OF LAND KNOWN AS THE 

 
HERNANDEZ ENCLAVE 

 
LOCATED AT 2956 D ROAD 

 
CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 0.527 ACRES 

 
WILL BE CONSIDERED FOR ANNEXATION 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

 AND EXERCISING LAND USE CONTROL 
 
WHEREAS, on the 21st day of March, 2012, the Public Works and Planning 

Director filed with the City Clerk of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, a request that 
the City Council of the City of Grand Junction commence proceedings to annex to the 
City of Grand Junction a certain tract of land in the County of Mesa, State of Colorado, 
commonly known as the Hernandez Enclave and more particularly described as 
follows: 
 

HERNANDEZ ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
That certain parcel of land bounded on the North and West by the Flint Ridge III 
Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance 3656, as same is recorded in Book 3724, 
Page 542, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and bounded on the East and 
South by the Parham Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance 3349, as same is 
recorded in Book 2856, Page 425, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado. 
 
CONTAINING 22,950 Square Feet or 0.527 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 

WHEREAS, the area proposed to be annexed is entirely contained within the 
boundaries of the City of Grand Junction and said area has been so surrounded for a 
period of not less than three (3) years, pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-106(1); 

 



 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 

1. That the City Clerk of the City of Grand Junction is hereby directed to give notice 
of the City Council’s intent to annex the aforementioned area, pursuant to the 
Municipal Annexation Act of 1965.   
 

2. That the ordinance annexing the subject area was introduced and given first 
reading on this 21st day of March, 2012, with a second reading and public 
hearing on the proposed annexation ordinance to be held on the 2nd day of May, 
2012, in the Mesa County Public Hearing Room, located at 544 Rood Avenue, 
City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at 7:00 PM. 
 

3. Pursuant to the State’s Annexation Act, the City Council determines that the City 
may now, and hereby does, exercise jurisdiction over land use issues in the said 
territory.  Requests for building permits, subdivision approvals, and zoning 
approvals shall, as of this date, be submitted to the Public Works and Planning 
Department of the City. 

 
ADOPTED the ___ day of ________, 2012. 
  

Attest: 
 
 
        _________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
___________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE  
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
HERNANDEZ ENCLAVE ANNEXATION  

 
LOCATED AT 2956 D ROAD 

 
CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 0.527 ACRES 

 
WHEREAS, on the 21st day of March, 2012, the City Council of the City of Grand 

Junction gave notice that they will consider for annexation to the City of Grand Junction 
the following described territory, commonly known as the Hernandez Enclave; and 

 
WHEREAS, a hearing and second reading on the proposed annexation 

ordinance was duly held after proper notice on the 2nd day of May, 2012; and  
 
WHEREAS, the area proposed to be annexed is entirely contained within the 

boundaries of the City of Grand Junction and said area has been so surrounded for a 
period of not less than three (3) years, pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-106(1); and 

 
WHEREAS, the requirements of Section 30, Article II of the Colorado 

Constitution have been met, specifically that the area is entirely surrounded by the 
annexing municipality. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

HERNANDEZ ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
That certain parcel of land bounded on the North and West by the Flint Ridge III 
Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance 3656, as same is recorded in Book 3724, 
Page 542, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and bounded on the East and 



 

 

South by the Parham Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance 3349, as same is 
recorded in Book 2856, Page 425, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado. 
 
CONTAINING 22,950 Square Feet or 0.527 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 

 
 

Attest: 
 
 

___________________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

Attach 3 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 

 

Subject:  Zoning the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation, Located at 2775 
Riverside Parkway 
Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Public Hearing for April 4, 2012 
Presenters Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                             Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  A request to zone the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation, 
located at 2775 Riverside Parkway, which consists of one (1) parcel, to an I-1 (Light 
Industrial) zone district. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
The 2.375 acre Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation consists of one (1) parcel, 
located at 2775 Riverside Parkway.  The Sturgeon Electric Enclave was enclaved by 
the Home Lumber Annexation on May 6, 2007.  The property is occupied by Sturgeon 
Electric, a specialty contractor for electrical infrastructure.  It currently zoned County I-2 
(General Industrial).  Refer to the County Zoning Map included in this report. 
 
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.  The proposed zoning of I-1 (Light Industrial) conforms to the 
Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map, which has designated the property as 
Industrial. 
 
The property is located within the proposed Greater Downtown Area Plan, specifically 
the Rail District.  The proposed Future Land Use map would continue to designate the 
property as Industrial.  The proposed zoning of I-1 (Light Industrial) would be consistent 
with the proposed Future Land Use map under consideration with the Greater 
Downtown Area Plan. 
 
The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code have all 
been met.  See attached Staff Report/Background Information for additional detail. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 

Date:  February 28, 2012 

Author:  Brian Rusche    

Title/ Phone Ext:  

Senior Planner x. 4058 

Proposed Schedule:  1st Reading; 

Wednesday, March 21, 2012 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable): Wednesday, April 4, 2012 

File #: ANX-2011-1314 



 

 

 
Zoning this enclave will create consistent land use jurisdiction and allow for 
efficient provision of municipal services.  The proposed zoning of I-I (Light 
Industrial) conforms to the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map, 
adopted in 2010, which has designated the property as Industrial.  The proposed 
zone will provide consistency with the adjacent properties with similar land uses. 

 
Board or Committee Recommendation:  On February 28, 2012 the Planning 
Commission forwarded a unanimous recommendation of approval of the I-1 (Light 
Industrial) zone district. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  None. 
 
Legal issues:  None. 
 
Other issues:  There are none. 
 
Previously presented or discussed:  A Resolution of Intent to Annex was adopted on 
February 13, 2012. 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation / Site Location Map 
3.   Aerial Photo Map 
4. Comprehensive Plan - Future Land Use Map 
5. Existing City and County Zoning Map 
6. Zoning Ordinance 



 

 

 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2775 Riverside Parkway 

Applicant:  City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Use: Industrial 
Proposed Land Use: Industrial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Union Pacific Railroad Yard 
South Industrial 
East Industrial 
West Industrial 

Existing Zoning: County I-2 (General Industrial) 
Proposed Zoning: I-I (Light Industrial) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North I-1 (Light Industrial) 
South I-1 (Light Industrial) 
East I-1 (Light Industrial) 
West I-1 (Light Industrial) 

Future Land Use Designation: Industrial 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background: 
 
The 2.375 acre Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation consists of one (1) parcel, 
located at 2775 Riverside Parkway.  The Sturgeon Electric Enclave was enclaved by 
the Home Lumber Annexation on May 6, 2007.  The property is occupied by Sturgeon 
Electric, a specialty contractor for electrical infrastructure.  It currently zoned County I-2 
(General Industrial).  Refer to the County Zoning Map included in this report. 
 
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.  The proposed zoning of I-1 (Light Industrial) conforms to the 
Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map, which has designated the property as 
Industrial. 
 
The property is located within the proposed Greater Downtown Area Plan, specifically 
the Rail District.  The proposed Future Land Use map would continue to designate the 
property as Industrial.  The proposed zoning of I-1 (Light Industrial) would be consistent 
with the proposed Future Land Use map under consideration with the Greater 
Downtown Area Plan. 
 



 

 

2. Grand Junction Municipal Code – Chapter 21.02 – Administration and 
Procedures: 
 
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 I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map designation of Industrial. 
 
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 current zoning is County I-2 (General Industrial), which was 
approved in 1979. 
 
In 1998, Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction adopted the Persigo 
Agreement.  Under this agreement, the City is required to annex all enclaved 
areas within five (5) years.  The property has been enclaved since May 6, 2007 
by the Home Lumber Annexation. 
 
The proposed zoning of I-I (Light Industrial) conforms to the Comprehensive Plan 
– Future Land Use Map, adopted in 2010, which has designated the property as 
Industrial. 
 

2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
Response:  The existing building was constructed in 1982, after the property 
was zoned in Mesa County for industrial use. 
 
The adjacent property on the west and south was annexed as Home Lumber in 
2007, creating the enclave of the subject property.  After the annexation, a Pro 
Build lumber yard was constructed on the property. 
 
Other properties with frontage along the Riverside Parkway are a mix of 
industrial service businesses with outdoor storage yards. 
 

3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or 
 
Response:  The existing land use is already served by the appropriate 
infrastructure. 
 

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 predominate zoning of properties along Riverside Parkway from 
27 ½ Road east to 28 Road is I-1 (Light Industrial).  As noted earlier, they are a 
mix of industrial service businesses with outdoor storage yards. 
 
The proposed zone will allow the existing use of the property to continue and 
provide consistency with the adjacent properties with similar land uses. 
 

5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 
from the proposed amendment. 
 
Response:  The annexation of unincorporated areas adjacent to the City is 
critical to providing efficient urban services.  The proposed zoning designation 
will ensure continued operation of the facility. 

 
Alternatives:  The following zone districts would also be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map designation of Industrial for the property: 
 

1. I-O (Industrial/Office Park) 
2. MU (Mixed Use) 
3. I-2 (General Industrial) 

 
Some of these alternatives may not permit the existing land use, creating a 
nonconforming situation.  However, if the City Council chooses an alternative zone 
designation, specific alternative findings must be made. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
After reviewing the Sturgeon Electric Enclave Zone of Annexation, ANX-2011-1314, for 
a Zone of Annexation, the Planning Commission made the following findings of fact and 
conclusions: 
 

1. The proposed I-1 (Light Industrial) 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. 
 



 

 

Annexation / Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 
 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use 
Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 

Figure 4 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 

 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE STURGEON ELECTRIC ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
TO I-1 (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL) 

 
LOCATED AT 2775 RIVERSIDE PARKWAY 

 
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 Sturgeon Electric Enclave Annexation to the I-1 (Light Industrial) 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 I-1 (Light Industrial) 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 I-1 (Light Industrial): 
 

STURGEON ELECTRIC ENCLAVE ANNEXATION 
 
A certain enclaved parcel of land lying in the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast 
Quarter (NE 1/4 NE 1/4) of Section 24, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute 
Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
ALL of that certain parcel of land bounded on the North by the Riverside Parkway 
Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction Ordinance Number 4319, as same is 
recorded in Book 4782, Page 921, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and 
bounded on the East, South and West by the Home Lumber Annexation, City of Grand 
Junction Ordinance Number 4059, as same is recorded in Book 4402, Page 966, Public 
Records of Mesa County, Colorado. 
 
CONTAINING 103,472 Square Feet or 2.375 Acres, more or less, as described 
 



 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 

 



 

 

 
AAttttaacchh  44  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone One Parcel Located at 2170 Broadway 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Introduce the Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Hearing for April 18, 2012 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 4.846 acres, located at 2170 Broadway, 
from an R-2 (Residential 2 dwelling units/acre) to an R-8 (Residential 8 dwelling 
units/acre) zone district. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
The subject property was annexed into the City of Grand Junction on December 7, 
2003 as the Church on the Rock Annexation.  At the time of the annexation, the 
property was designated as Residential Medium-Low, along with other properties along 
the east side of Rio Hondo Road, pursuant to the Redlands Area Plan, adopted in June 
2002.  The zoning assigned to the property upon annexation was R-2 (Residential 2 
du/ac).  The R-2 zoning was consistent with the existing Growth Plan and the Redlands 
Area Plan. 
 
In 2010, the Comprehensive Plan was adopted.  The Comprehensive Plan created 
several “centers” throughout the community as locations for concentrating development 
and providing a mix of uses.  The adopted Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use 
Map created a Neighborhood Center beginning at the Monument Village Shopping 
Center and extending along Broadway to include the church property.  Refer to the 
Comprehensive Plan map included in this report. 
 
After adoption of the Comprehensive Plan, it became apparent that there were areas 
around the City that had conflicts between the Future Land Use designation of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the respective zone districts associated with the properties.  
Each area was evaluated to determine what the best course of action would be to 
remedy the discrepancy. 
 

Date: February 28, 2012  

Author:  Brian Rusche  

Title/ Phone Ext:  

Senior Planner / 4058 

Proposed Schedule:  

1st Reading - March 21, 2012 

2nd Reading (if applicable):  

2nd Reading – April 18, 2012 

File # (if applicable):  RZN-2011-

   
    

   



 

 

The current R-2 zoning of this property is now in conflict with the Future Land Use 
designation of Neighborhood Center Mixed Use.  This designation can be implemented 
with a variety of zones, but the goal of concentrated development necessitates higher 
density.  Therefore the requested rezone of this property from R-2 to R-8 will bring it 
into conformance with the Future Land Use designation of Neighborhood Center Mixed 
Use. 
 
The current use, Religious Assembly, is permitted in the proposed R-8 zone district. 
 
Property owner(s) were notified of the proposed zone change via a mailed letter and 
invited to an open house to discuss any issues, concerns, suggestions or support.  The 
open house was held on December 14, 2011.  No comment sheets were received 
regarding the Area 18 proposal.  Four (4) contacts have been made to date with 
neighboring property owners, including one e-mail attached to this report.  None of 
these contacts expressed opposition to the proposed change.  No public testimony was 
offered before the Planning Commission at their February 28, 2012 meeting.   
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 3: The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the Community.   
 

The proposed R-8 zone district will provide the opportunity for concentrated 
development and/or density along an established corridor in an urbanizing area 
of the valley.  Additional development and/or density allows for more efficient use 
of City services and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City and therefore the 
community. 

 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Grand Junction Planning Commission met on February 28, 2012 and forwarded a 
unanimous recommendation of approval to the City Council. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget: N/A 
 
Legal issues: None. 
 
Other issues: None. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: No. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Background information 
Rezone criteria  
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 



 

 

Future Land Use Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
E-mail to neighbor 
Ordinance   



 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2170 Broadway 
Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Church on the Rock 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land use(s) proposed 

Surrounding Land Use: 

North Single Family Residential 

South Single Family Residential 

East Single Family Residential and Agricultural 

West Single Family and Undeveloped Commercial 
Existing Zoning: R-2 (Residential 2 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family 4 du/ac) 
South County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family 4 du/ac) 
East County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family 4 du/ac) 

West County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family 4 du/ac) 
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Future Land Use Designation: Neighborhood Center Mixed Use (NCMU) 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
Section 21.02.140(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 

In order for the rezoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a 
finding of consistency with the Grand Junction Municipal Code must be made per 
Section 21.02.140(a) as follows: 
 

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 
 
Response:  The existing property is currently zoned R-2, however the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifies this property as 
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use.  The existing zoning is not in compliance with 
this designation; therefore the proposed rezone to R-8 zoning will bring this 
property into compliance with the Future Land Use Map. 
 
This criterion has been met. 

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



 

 

 
Response:  New development has occurred within the now designated 
Neighborhood Center since the church was annexed, including the Ace 
Hardware and adjacent retail strip mall, along with the Grand Junction Fire 
Department Station #5.  Approximately four (4) acres on the west side of Rio 
Hondo Road was annexed in 2009 as the Monument Village Commercial Center 
in anticipation of additional development.  
 
This criterion has been met. 
 

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

 
Response:  Broadway is also known as State Highway 340 and is designated as 
a minor arterial connecting Fruita through the Redlands to downtown Grand 
Junction.  The subject property is across the street from Fire Station #5, which 
serves the Redlands.  It is also ¼ mile west of Redlands Middle School. 
 
Adequate infrastructure exists to accommodate, with upgrades as necessary, 
additional development on this parcel. 
 
This criterion can be met. 

 
(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 Redlands neighborhood currently has no property with an R-8 
zoning. 
 
The property is currently being used for religious assembly.  There are eight (8) 
known places of worship within the Redlands Neighborhood; all but one is 
located on or just off Broadway. 
 
This criterion is met. 

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

 
Response:  The proposed R-8 zone district will provide the opportunity for 
concentrated development and/or density along an established corridor in an 
urbanizing area of the valley.  Additional development and/or density allows for 
more efficient use of City services and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City 
and therefore the community. 
 
This criterion is met. 
 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Area 18 Rezone, RZN-2011-1152, a request to rezone the property 
from an R-2 (Residential 2 dwelling units/acre) to an R-8 (Residential 8 dwelling 
units/acre) zone district, the following findings of fact and conclusions have been 
determined: 
 

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

4. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code have all been met. 

 
 



 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 

 
 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Figure 4 
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 From:  Brian Rusche 
To: Bruce Derrick 
CC: jbishop@bishdevco.com 
Date:  12/19/2011 3:32 PM 
Subject:  Re: Rezoning - 2170 Broadway 
Attachments: Mailing_18.pdf 
 
Mr. Derrick, 
  
Thank you for your interest in the above referenced project. 
  
The proposed rezone (RZN-2011-1152) under consideration includes only the existing church parcel (2947-231-00-950). 
  
This property is proposed to be zoned R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) in order to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation 
of Neighborhood Center.  This is a City initiated rezone and no development is proposed at this time.  The church would remain an 
allowed use within the new zone district. 
I have attached a map of this request, which is also available at the following website:  
http://www.gjcity.org/ProposedRezoneNo4.aspx ( http://www.gjcity.org/ProposedRezoneNo2.aspx )  
The schedule for this request is also posted.  Although the open house has already be held, public comments may be accepted prior 
to the Planning Commission hearing, scheduled for February 28, 2012.  
  
If you have any further questions, please let me know. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
  
Brian Rusche 
Senior Planner 
City of Grand Junction 
Public Works and Planning 
(970) 256-4058 
 
 
>>> "Bruce Derrick" <bderrick@derrickinterests.com> 12/17/2011 11:53 AM >>> 
 
 
Brian, 
 
I received the attached notice of the pending re-zoning application for 
property rear our property. 
 
In an effort to visualize the property in question, is it the site of 
the church? If not, which property is this? 
 
Thank you, 
Bruce Derrick   



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT 2170 BROADWAY  

FROM AN R-2 (RESIDENTIAL 2 DWELLING UNITS/ACRE)  
TO AN R-8 (RESIDENTIAL 8 DWELLING UNITS/ACRE) ZONE DISTRICT 

 
Recitals. 
 
On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as Title 31 of 
the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would be 
justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land 
Use Map and the zoning of these properties. 
 
The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial and the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate land uses 
located in the surrounding area. 
 
An Open House was held on December 14, 2011 to allow property owners and interested 
citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to make 
comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A display 
ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to encourage public 
review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on the City website 
with information about how to submit comments or concerns. 
 



 

 

After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

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

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 

Development Code have all been met. 
 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property shall be rezoned R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac): 
 
SEE ATTACHED MAP. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  55  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone Four Properties Located at 2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H Road, and 824 
22 Road 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Public Hearing for April 18, 2012 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to rezone four properties located at 2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H 
Road, and 824 22 Road from M-U, (Mixed Use) to MXG-3, (Mixed Use General) zone 
district. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
In 2010, the current Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the City designating these 
four (4) properties as Neighborhood Center on the Future Land Use Map.  These 
properties are presently zoned M-U, (Mixed Use) which is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation of Neighborhood Center.  The 
Comprehensive Plan describes Neighborhood Center Mixed Use as an area which 
includes limited employment, residential, open space and limited retail focused on uses 
that provide convenience items to the immediate neighborhood.  Residential uses are 
encouraged to integrate with commercial uses.  The M-U zone district is inconsistent 
with the Neighborhood Center designation because it allows manufacturing and 
production, industrial services – indoor operations and storage; contractors and trade 
shops – indoor operations and storage; warehouse and freight movement – indoor 
operations and storage and wholesale sales – no flammable materials or liquids.  None 
of these uses are deemed appropriate; therefore the City is proposing that these 
properties be rezoned to MXG-3. 
 
Form Based Districts are new zoning districts that were added to the 2010 Zoning and 
Development Code and are intended to implement the Neighborhood Center, Village 
Center, Downtown Mixed Use and the Mixed Use Opportunity Corridors identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  The form districts are intended to create 
pedestrian-friendly urban areas where higher density mixed uses and mixed building 
types promote less dependence on the automobile.  The form districts are intended to 
be used in combination to create mixed use centers.  The centers are intended to 
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transition in scale to existing neighborhoods, as with this rezone proposal, from the 
existing industrial land uses to the south and west to the existing residential properties 
to the north and east. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan Neighborhood Center designation, as identified with this 
rezone application, would implement up to a maximum of three-story in height buildings 
or zone districts (MXG-3, MXR-3 & MXS-3), thus the number three distinction, not 
meaning dwelling units per acre.  For background information, the Village Center 
designation is implemented with 3 to 5-story districts and the Downtown Mixed Use 
designation is implemented with 3, 5 and 8 story districts. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
The proposal to rezone this area to MXG-3 is consistent with the following goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 

Policy A:  To create large and small “centers” throughout the community that 
provide services and commercial areas. 

 
These four properties at the intersection of 22 and H Roads are designated as a 
Neighborhood Center.  The idea of a Neighborhood Centers is that it would be 
convenience-oriented, serving the immediate neighborhood as well as some drive-to 
clientele.  The proposed MXG-3 district would implement the Neighborhood Center 
designation by creating a pedestrian-friendly urban area where higher density mixed 
uses and mixed building types promotes less dependence on the automobile. 
 
Goal 5:  To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs 
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages. 
 

Policy B:  Encourage mixed-use development and identification of locations for 
increased density. 

 
The MXG-3 zone district allows multi-family development which would include 
apartments and townhouses both of which would provide increased density and a 
broader mix of housing types that would meet the needs of a variety of incomes, family 
types and life stages. 
 
Goal 7:  New development adjacent to existing development (of a different density/unit 
type/land use type) should transition itself by incorporating appropriate buffering. 
 
The proposed MXG-3 zone district provides a transition zone between the existing 
industrial development to the west and south and the existing single-family residential 
development to the north and east. 



 
 

 

 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services, the City will sustain, develop 
and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 
The MXG-3 zone district would create the opportunity for future commercial and 
residential mixed use development enhancing the health and diversity of the City’s 
economy. 
 
Therefore, the MXG-3 zone district implements the Neighborhood Center designation of 
the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested rezone at their 
February 28, 2012 meeting. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
N/A. 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A. 
 
Other issues: 
 
None. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H Road and 824 22 Road  

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Use: Single-family residential (detached) and accessory 
private shop building 

Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single-family residential (detached) 

South Commercial/Industrial 

East Single-family residential (detached) 

West Commercial/Industrial (Diesel Services) and Single-
family residential (detached) 

Existing Zoning: M-U, (Mixed Use) 
Proposed Zoning: MXG-3, (Mixed Use General) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North County - PUD, (Planned Unit Development) 
South County – PUD, (Planned Unit Development) 
East County – RSF-R, (Residential Single Family – Rural) 

West City – I-1, (Light Industrial) and County – RSF-R, 
(Residential Single Family – Rural) 

Future Land Use 
Designation: Neighborhood Center 

Zoning within density 
range? X Yes  No 

 
Additional Background: 
 
To date, the City has had only two requests for the MXG zone districts.  The MXG-3 
district does however promote buildings to be constructed near the front property line, 
with parking lots in the rear of the property.  The MXG-3 zone allows multi-family 
residential development with no maximum density and commercial development with 
the exception of commercial parking and the recreation and entertainment indoor use 
categories. 
 
Allowed building types in the MXG zone district include general, apartment, townhouse 
and civic categories.  See Section 21.03.090 of the Zoning and Development Code for 
additional clarification and examples. 
 
The property owners were notified of the proposed rezone change via mail and invited 
to an Open House which was conducted on December 14, 2011 to discuss any issues, 



 
 

 

concerns, suggestions or support for the rezone request.  Project Manager has not 
heard from any of the affected property owners concerning this proposed rezone.  
Other adjacent property owners in the area have contacted City Staff but did not have a 
preference concerning the proposed rezone of these properties or as long as the 
properties remain in a transition area and not allow the encroachment of industrial 
development. 
 
Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Zone requests must meet all of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 

 
Response:  The existing properties are currently zoned M-U, (Mixed Use), 
however the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifies these 
properties as Neighborhood Center Mixed Use.  The existing zoning is not in 
compliance with the Future Land Use Map designation, therefore the proposed 
rezone to MXG-3, (Mixed Use General) will bring these properties into 
compliance with the Future Land Use Map. 

 
(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 and/or condition of the area has changed little over 
the years as the properties have developed as single-family residential detached, 
with commercial/industrial development to the west and south.  The proposed 
rezone will bring the zoning of the properties into compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and bring the existing single family 
homes into conformity.  Presently, single-family detached residential is not an 
allowed land use in the M-U zone district.  However, single-family detached 
residential would be an allowed land use in the MXG-3 zone district. 

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

 
Response:  Presently, sanitary sewer service is not available in the immediate 
vicinity and would have to be extended from the west along H Road at the 
developer’s cost, when future development would occur.  Ute Water is presently 
available in H and 22 Roads.  Therefore, public and community facilities are 
adequate, or will be adequate, to serve the properties at the time when future 
development would occur. 

 
 
 



 
 

 

 
(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 proposed rezone is in conjunction with a City wide initiated 
rezone to remove conflicts that were created when the Comprehensive Plan was 
adopted. 

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

 
Response:  The proposed rezone to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) will continue to 
provide the opportunity to transition and buffer future development from the 
existing industrial land uses to the south and west to the existing residential 
properties to the north and east. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 

 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan 
Figure 3 

 

Existing City and County Zoning 
Figure 5 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING FOUR PROPERTIES FROM M-U, (MIXED USE) TO 
MXG-3, (MIXED USE GENERAL) 

 
LOCATED AT 2202, 2202 1/2, 2204 H ROAD, AND 824 22 ROAD 

 
Recitals. 
 
 On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as 
Title 31 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
 The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
 When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would 
be justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future 
Land Use Map and the zoning of this property. 
 
 The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown 
on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Neighborhood Center and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 
 An Open House was held on December 14, 2011 to allow property owners and 
interested citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to 
make comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A 
display ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to 
encourage public review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on 
the City website with information about how to submit comments or concerns. 
 



 
 

 

 After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances 
of the City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the 
proposed zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

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

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met. 

 
 After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the 
City Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following four properties shall be rezoned MXG-3, (Mixed Use General).  See 
attached map. 
 
2202 H Road (Parcel # 2701-303-00-524) 
2202 1/2 H Road (Parcel # 2701-303-12-001) 
2204 H Road (Parcel # 2701-303-12-002) 
824 22 Road (Parcel # 2701-303-00-514) 
 
Introduced on first reading this _____ day of ________, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 



 
 

 

 
AAttttaacchh  66  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone 92 Properties Located Between 12th Street and 17th Street along 
Main Street and the North Side of Colorado Avenue 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Introduce the Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Hearing for April 18, 2012 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Senta Costello, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 13 acres, located between 12th Street 
and 17th Street along Main Street and the north side of Colorado Avenue, from R-8 
(Residential 8 du/ac) to an R-O (Residential Office) zone district.   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Area 12 is located in the Keith’s Addition Subdivision, platted in 1890 and East Main 
Street Subdivision, platted in 1936 and has historically been zoned for single family, 
multi-family and civic uses.  The current zoning for the entire area is R-8 (Residential 8 
du/ac). 
 
In 2000, a new Zoning and Development Code was adopted and contained several new 
zone districts, the R-O (Residential Office) being one of them.  It is a zone district that is 
intended to allow property owners the opportunity to convert existing residences or 
construct new structures for office uses, while maintaining the residential character of 
the neighborhood and to minimize and mitigate potential impacts of the commercial 
use. 
 
In 2010, the Comprehensive Plan was adopted which included new Future Land Use 
designations throughout the City.  The purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to outline 
the vision that the community has developed for its future.  After adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan, it became apparent that the zoning of several areas around the 
City were in conflict with the Future Land Use Map.  Each area was evaluated to 
determine what the best course of action would be to remedy the discrepancy.  This 
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was necessary to provide clear direction to property owners on what the community 
envisioned for the areas in question. 
Area 12 is an area that is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Map.  The area is 
currently zoned R-8 which places it in conflict with the Future Land Use designation of 
Urban Residential High Mixed Use.  Upon evaluation, it was determined that rezoning 
this property from R-8 to R-O would be the best course of action to bring the area into 
conformance with the current Future Land Use designation. 
 
The R-O zone district is intended to provide low intensity, nonretail, neighborhood 
service and office uses that are compatible with adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
Development regulations and performance standards are intended to make buildings 
compatible and complementary in scale and appearance to a residential environment.  
The change to the R-O zone district will serve as a buffer between the traditional 
commercial to the south and the residential to the north and offers additional use 
opportunities to the residents and property owners while maintaining the residential 
character of the neighborhood.  
 
The property owners were notified of the proposed rezone change via mail and invited 
to an Open House which was conducted on December 14, 2011 to discuss any issues, 
concerns, suggestions or support for the rezone request.  Three written comments were 
turned in at the Open House, all in opposition to the proposal.  Two emails from 
property owners have been received, both in support of the proposal.  All comments are 
attached to this report. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 6:  Land Use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 

 
The area is centrally located for ease of access for residents and customers, 
delivery services, transit, shopping, restaurants and other service business.  The 
R-O zone district allows for the existing homes to remain, requires new 
construction and/or additions to maintain specific residential characteristics and 
provides opportunities to property owners for new uses within the existing homes 
in the neighborhood. 

 
Goal 7:  New development adjacent to existing development (of a different density/unit 

type/land use type) should transition itself by incorporating appropriate buffering. 
 

The change to the R-O zone district will serve as a buffer between the traditional 
commercial to the south and the residential to the north and offers additional use 
opportunities to the residents and property owners while maintaining the 
residential character of the neighborhood. 

 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 



 
 

 

The Grand Junction Planning Commission heard this request at its February 28, 2012 
meeting.  A recommendation of approval was forwarded to City Council with a vote of 5-
0. 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
N/A 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
Rezone criteria with Staff recommendation 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Citizen comments 
Ordinance   



 
 

 

1. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: Located between 12th Street and 17th Street along 
Main Street and the north side of Colorado Avenue 

Applicants: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Use: Single Family, Multi-Family 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land uses proposed 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family, Multi-Family 
South Commercial, Single Family, Multi-Family 
East Commercial, Multi-Family 
West Commercial, Single Family 

Existing Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: R-O (Residential Office) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
South R-O (Residential Office) / C-1 (Light Commercial) 
East R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
West R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Urban Residential Mixed Use 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
2. Section 21.02.140(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Grand Junction Municipal Code must be made per Section 
21.02.140(a) as follows: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 

 
Response:  With the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan, the current zone 
district is no longer a valid option.  Rezoning the properties to R-O would bring 
them into compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

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

 
Response:  There has not been any change in the character or condition of the 
area. 

 



 
 

 

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

 
Response:  The area has sanitary and storm sewer service, City water service, 
and trash and recycle pick-up.  The area is centrally located for ease of access 
for emergency and delivery services, transit, shopping, restaurants and other 
service business. 

 
(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:  There is approximately 81 acres within the city limits currently zoned 
R-O.  This equates to less than 1% of the total acreage of zoned parcels within 
the city limits (21,200 acres).  The change to the R-O zone district will add 
acreage to the zone district which will serve as a buffer between the traditional 
commercial to the south and the residential to the north. 

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

 
Response:  The change to the R-O zone district will serve as a buffer between the 
traditional commercial to the south and the residential to the north and offer additional 
use opportunities to the residents and property owners. 
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Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
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From:  "Tom Ramler" <tramler@coloradomesa.edu> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  11/15/2011 10:40 AM 
Subject:  Proposed Rezoning to Area 12 
Attachments: Tom Ramler.vcf 
 
Good Morning Ms Costello, 
  
I am writing this email for inclusion as a public comment regarding the Proposed Rezone Map Area 12.   
  
My wife and I own the property located at 1522 Main St, Grand Junction which is within the proposed rezone area and we are in support of the 
proposed rezoning.   
  
The City of Grand Junction through proper planning as well as their focused investment of resources has created a wonderful space on Main 
Street east of the convention center.  While adequate parking has been provided in the downtown area for those who chose to visit by car, 
provision has also been made for bicyclists by the creation of bike lanes on Main Street and 12th Street.  The proposed zoning change would 
allow office uses that are compatible with the adjacent residential neighborhoods and would further encourage the use of alternative means of 
transportation.  Grand Valley Transit Route 7 currently runs on 12th street and provides easy access to the proposed rezone area and, by 
extension, the community serving offices that would be allowed along Main Street. 
  
I am familiar with some of my neighbors on Main Street and I am aware of several folks who have been quietly operating home based businesses 
in the area for years.  Their business activities have only served to conserve and enhance economic, social and aesthetic values of the community 
while protecting and maintaining the integrity and character of established neighborhoods.  The proposed zoning change is simply allowing 
business activities to legally continue that are already established. 
  
Proper planning insures the logical and orderly growth and development of the physical elements of the City.  The proposed rezoning will allow 
property owners to focus their investments and partner with the City and community to build upon the foundation laid during the initial 
downtown project.  Businesses have the opportunity to thrive when they have a clear understanding of what the long term plans are for the area 
they are servicing.  Your approval of the Proposed Rezoning Map Area 12 will provide the direction required. 
  
Sincerely 
  
Tom & Brenda Ramler 
1522 Main Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
 
  
  
Please note that my new email address is tramler@coloradomesa.edu 

 



 
 

 

From:  Rachel May <raylynmay@gmail.com> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  12/5/2011 3:25 PM 
Subject:  Proposed Rezoning to Area 12 
 
Greetings Ms. Costello, 
 
My intention for writing this email is for it to be included as a public 
comment regarding the Proposed Rezone Map Area 12. 

 
I am the property owner of 1532 Main St, Grand Junction which is within the 
proposed rezoning area and I am in full support of the proposed R/O 
rezoning. 
 
I am aware that Main St west of 12th and most of Colorado Ave have the R/O 
designation and do well combining small businesses with residential homes. 
I feel strongly that as Rocky Mtn Health Care Plans have become a model for 
the nation, so too could the city planning of Grand Junction and Main St in 
particular in demonsrating how local residents can get their needs met by 
simply walking or riding their bikes. The state of Colorado is already the 
forerunner of fitness and outdoor activities, expanding the zoning on Main 
St to allow for more business would continue in kind with the idea of 
Coloradan's outdoor lifestyle. 
Please pass the proposed rezoning changes to Area 12. Thank you. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Rachel May 
1532 Main Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING 92 PROPERTIES 
FROM R-8 (RESIDENTIAL 8 DU/AC) TO AN R-O (RESIDENTIAL OFFICE) ZONE 

DISTRICT 
 

LOCATED BETWEEN 12TH STREET AND 17TH STREET ALONG MAIN STREET 
AND THE NORTH SIDE OF COLORADO AVENUE 

 
Recitals: 
 
On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as Title 31 of 
the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would be 
justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land 
Use Map and the zoning of these properties. 
 
The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Urban Residential Mixed Use and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 
An Open House was held on December 14, 2011 to allow property owners and interested 
citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to make 
comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A display 
ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to encourage public 
review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on the City website 
with information about how to submit comments or concerns. 



 
 

 

After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

1. The requested zone(s) is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met. 

 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following properties shall be rezoned R-O (Residential Office). 
 
See attached map. 
 
Introduced on first reading this ______ day of ______, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
. 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 



 

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  77  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 

 
 
Subject:  Purchase Hot Mix Asphalt for Streets Division for 2012 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the Purchasing Division to 
Purchase Approximately 1,388 Tons of Hot Mix Asphalt, on Behalf of the Streets 
Division, from Elam Construction, Inc. for an Amount Up to $97,125 
 
Presenter(s) Name & Title: Greg Trainor, Utilities, Streets, and Facilities Director 
                                              Darren Starr, Streets, Storm Water, and Solid Waste 
                                              Manager 
                                              Jay Valentine, Financial Operations Manager 

 
 
Executive Summary:  
 
This request is for the purchase up to 1,388 tons of hot mix asphalt for the Streets 
Division to be used for road work and repairs in 2012. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Each year the City’s Streets Division is required to pave, re-pave, and repair numerous 
streets throughout the City.  As part of our Utility cuts, pot hole patching, and street 
repairs needed to prepare for this year’s chip seal program an estimated amount of hot 
mix was bid out.  
 
A formal Invitation for Bid was issued via BidNet (an on-line site for government 
agencies to post solicitations), advertised in The Daily Sentinel, and sent to the 
Western Colorado Contractors Association (WCCA).  Two companies submitted formal 
bids, which were found to be responsive and responsible, in the following amounts: 
 

Company Location Price/Ton 
Elam Const. Inc. Grand Junction, CO $69.94 
Oldcastle SW Group, 
Inc. dba United Co. Grand Junction, CO $71.00 

 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and 
natural resources.  

Date: 3-7-12   

Author: Darren Starr 

Title/ Phone Ext: Manager/ #1493 

Proposed Schedule: 3-21-2012 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):   



 
 

 

 
Providing hot asphalt repair to distressed street areas, pot holes, and utility cuts will 
help to ensure smooth and safer traffic flow, while extending the life of the roadways 
and realizing a long term cost savings. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
N/A 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
$97,125 is budgeted in the General Fund-Streets Division for this expenditure. The 
exact amount of material that is needed for the season is still unknown, but will not 
exceed the amount budgeted. At the current price of $69.94 per ton, this purchase will 
not exceed 1,388 tons. 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 
 
Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
N/A 
 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  88  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Recommendations for Revision of Outdoor Dining Lease 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation:  Approve the Revised Outdoor Dining Lease 
 
Presenter(s) Name & Title: Harry Weiss, Downtown Development Authority Director 
                                              John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
This request seeks Council action on DDA’s recommendations for revisions to the 
Outdoor Dining Lease that governs food and beverage service in areas of the public 
way in the Downtown Shopping Park (DSP) on Main Street, Seventh Street, and 
Colorado Avenue.   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
The City of Grand Junction leases portions of the public way in downtown to local 
restaurants for outdoor dining. The DDA administers the lease on behalf of the City and 
receives feedback from restaurant operators, other downtown businesses, and the 
general public about outdoor dining operations and impacts. In response to a number of 
issues raised over time, the DDA requested that staff review the lease agreement to 
identify potential improvements for both operators and the public, and to address   
inconsistent and deficient wording in the lease agreement. 
 
In general the DDA is recommending greater discretion be given to restaurant operators 
regarding business operations and the removal of unnecessary restrictions that impede 
that discretion. The DDA also recommends that those sections of the lease agreement 
that deal with standard matters such as Notice, Events of Default, Cure of Violations, 
Remedies, etc., be revised to conform more closely with standard commercial leasing 
practices. 
 
The following are the major revisions that pertain to existing City policies and practices:  
 
Premises Description 
The current agreement specifies only one type of configuration for the leased premises 
when in fact there two types of configurations – one immediately abutting the restaurant 
façade, and the other located some distance away from the facade and necessitating 
an easement across the pedestrian way from the restaurant to the service area. Non-

Date: March 8, 2012 

Author:  Harry Weiss  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Exec. Director, 

GJDDA, ext. 4134   

Proposed Schedule: March 21, 2012 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):  N/A  

File # (if applicable):  N/A 



 
 

 

conforming configurations are treated as “grandfathered” at the time of renewal of the 
lease.  
 
The DDA recommends modifying the premises description to provide for the selection 
of a configuration which shall be fully described in an attached Exhibit A depicting the 
exact location and dimensions of the premises. In any event, the leased premises shall 
be configured on a case by case basis to maintain adequate pedestrian access along 
the sidewalk and avoid conflicts with fixed improvements installed in the vicinity.  
Other sections of the lease agreement that conflict with the revised premises 
description shall be eliminated or revised to conform to the new premises section. 
 
Year-Round Operation 
Though the term of the lease runs for a full year, the current lease agreement prohibits 
outdoor dining service during the period of November 15 – March 30. This prohibition 
stems from an assumption that the winter season is not consistently conducive to 
outdoor dining and concerns about the ease of snow and ice removal. 
 
The DDA feels that this is an unnecessary limitation that restricts operators’ flexibility in 
determining how best to serve their clients and take advantage of milder weather often 
experienced during the winter season. Furthermore, activity and vibrancy along the 
public way is a desired goal for downtown, and the suspension of outdoor dining for 3 ½ 
months is at odds with that objective.  
 
DDA recommends that the suspension of operations during the winter season be 
deleted. Operators shall remain responsible for removing all snow and ice, and 
maintaining their equipment and fixtures in the leased premises.  
 
Allowed Uses: 
Currently food and beverage service ending at 1 AM, and liquor service by valid license 
are the only permitted uses in the premises.  
 
DDA recommends that tableside food preparation not using fuel-based cooking, and 
low volume live music also be permitted.  
 
Improvements & Fixtures: 
Battery-powered electric lighting only is allowed in the premises. Operators have asked 
for the ability to use wired low level electric lighting such as Christmas lights in the 
premises. DDA recommends permitting such lighting provided access to power source 
does not cross the pedestrian ROW or otherwise create a hazardous condition. 
 
Maintenance Standards: 
With the shift to year-round operation, furniture and equipment must be set up and 
maintained for business. If an operator opts to suspend operation during winter months, 
furniture and equipment shall be stored off premises. 
 
DDA further recommends the addition of a new maintenance standard requiring steam 
and/or power washing of the sidewalk surface in the premises twice a year. Pursuant to 
current policy, salting for ice removal shall be prohibited.   



 
 

 

Signage: 
Currently no signage is allowed in or around the premises except for menu signs that 
comply with GJ City Code. 
 
Many restaurants take advantage of free materials supplied by vendors that carry 
product identification and logos – table umbrellas in particular. This can represent a 
significant savings to operators who would otherwise incur the cost of shading devices.  
 
While DDA acknowledges the expense restaurants may bear for equipping the 
premises, we feel this is substantially offset by the nominal lease rate of $1/square 
foot/year charged by the City. DDA strongly believes the public interest is best served 
by prohibiting third part advertising in the public way. We recommend, however, that 
operators be allowed to place their own business identification/logos on umbrellas in the 
leased premises. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 

Goal 4: Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City 
Center into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 

 
The revisions to the City’s Outdoor Dining Lease further the vibrancy of downtown 
by allowing year-round operation and greater flexibility for business operators while 
maintain the highest standards of appearance and minimizing nuisances in the 
area.  

 
Goal 8:  Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development.   

 
Outdoor dining in the public way contributes meaningfully to the character and 
vibrancy of downtown. The proposed revisions balance the objectives for aesthetic 
consistency and quality with the operational needs of local restaurants.  

 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Downtown Development Authority met on Thursday, February 23, 2012, to review 
the proposed changes to the outdoor dining lease, and voted unanimously to forward 
the proposed revisions tor City Council adoption. 
  
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
None. 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 



 
 

 

Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
Draft Revised Lease Agreement 



 
 

 

DOWNTOWN OUTDOOR DINING LEASE AGREEMENT 
 THIS LEASE AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into as of  this 
____ day  of _________20___, by and between THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, 
COLORADO, a municipal corporation, as Lessor, (hereinafter “City”) and,  
_____________________________________________ as Lessee, (hereinafter 
“Lessee”), and the Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority as Lessor’s 
Administrative Agent, (hereinafter “DDA”).  

RECITALS: 

The City by Ordinance No. 3650 and subsequently amended by Ordinance No. 4120 
established a Sidewalk Restaurant commercial activity permit for restaurants in the 
Downtown Shopping Park (DSP) on Main Street, Seventh Street and Colorado Avenue.  

In accordance with that authority, the City Council and the DDA desire to make certain 
areas of the sidewalk in the DSP and at other locations as authorized available by lease 
to proximate land owners and/or lessees that want to make use of a portion of the 
public way for outdoor dining with or without alcohol service. 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, terms and conditions 
contained herein, it is agreed as follows: 

1. Demise of Premises. 
Option A:  The City does hereby lease to Lessee the Premises (hereinafter “Premises”) 
comprising approximately ________ square feet of the public way located in front of 
and immediately across the sidewalk from 
_________________________________________. The City does hereby grant an 
easement across the sidewalk situated between the Lessee’s business and the 
Premises for the purpose of transporting alcohol beverages and food to and from the 
Premises. Said easement runs concurrently with this Agreement. The Premises, the 
easement area, and the location of Lessee’s primary business facility are more 
particularly described in the attached Exhibit A.  

Option B: The City does hereby lease to Lessee the Premises (hereinafter “Premises”) 
comprising approximately ________ square feet of the public way located in front of 
and immediately abutting the Lessee’s business. The Premises and the location of 
Lessee’s primary business facility are more particularly described in the attached 
Exhibit A.   

A brief description of the Lessee’s business is attached as Exhibit B. 

2. Term. 
The term of this Agreement shall be for a period of one (1) year to commence on 
__________________. Upon signature by all parties this Agreement supersedes all 
prior leases, and terminates on __________________.  

3. Rental. 
Lessee shall pay rent to Lessor at the rate of $1.00 per square foot per year and in  the 
total sum of $__________, which sum shall be payable in advance   at the offices of the 
City Clerk, Grand Junction City  Hall, 250 North 5th Street, Grand Junction, Colorado  
81501. If the rent payment is not paid in full when due, a Lease shall not issue. 



 
 

 

4. Permitted Uses and Hours or Operation. 
Lessee agrees to use the Premises for the purpose of selling and dispensing food 
and/or beverages to the public. The Premises may be open to the public during 
Lessee’s normal business hours, but in no event shall food and/or beverage service 
extend beyond 1:00 A.M. Service of alcoholic beverages shall be permitted provided 
Lessee holds a valid State and City liquor license. Tableside preparation of food shall 
be permitted pursuant to applicable health and safety regulations; however, fuel-based 
cooking or food preparation is expressly prohibited in the Premises. Live acoustic music 
performance is permitted on the Premises, provided any amplification utilized shall not 
result in a sound level exceeding 55 decibels measured at a distance of 20 feet from 
any of the Premises boundaries. 

5. Assignment or Subletting Prohibited. 
Lessee shall not have the right to assign the lease or to sublet the Premises in whole or 
in  part without the prior written consent of the City. 

6. Compliance with Legal Requirements. 
Lessee shall comply with all applicable  requirements of any governmental or quasi-
governmental body including City, County, State or Federal agencies, boards, councils 
and commissions having jurisdiction respecting any operation conducted on the 
Premises by Lessee or any equipment, installations or other property placed upon, in or 
about the Premises by Lessee.  

Lessee further agrees to comply with all rules of the DDA relating to the use of the 
Premises. Prior to commencing alcohol service in the Premises, Lessee shall include 
the Premises in the licensed service area as required by the liquor laws of the State and 
City.   

Lessee shall not discriminate against any worker, employee or job applicant, or any 
member of the public because of race, color, creed, religion, ancestry,  national 
origin, sex, age, marital status, physical handicap, status or sexual orientation, family 
responsibility or political affiliation, or otherwise commit an unfair employment practice. 

7. Taxes. 
Lessee shall timely list for taxes and pay all tax assessments of whatever kind or nature 
assessed against or on Lessee's possessory interest, improvements, furnishings, 
fixtures, inventory, equipment and other property situated or placed upon, in or about 
the Premises.  All such amounts shall be paid prior to delinquency.   

8. Utilities. 
Lessee shall make arrangements for all utilities, if any, needed at the Premises and is 
responsible for payment of the fees and charges arising out of the provision and/or use 
of the utility service(s).   

9. Improvements and Personal Property. 
All construction, improvements, installations, furniture, fixtures and/or equipment on the 
Premises shall comply with the following: 

a. Lessee may place furniture, fixtures and equipment in the Premises so long as the 
same do not endanger any passersby or patrons, and are secured to resist wind. No 
portion of the Lessee’s furniture, fixtures or equipment shall extend beyond the 



 
 

 

boundaries of the Premises nor impede pedestrian traffic on the sidewalk adjoining the 
Premises. The terms of this paragraph shall be construed to include but not be limited 
to perimeter enclosures, planters, signs, tables, chairs, shade structures, umbrellas 
while closed or open and any other fixtures, furniture or equipment placed or utilized by 
the Lessee. The Lessee may store its fixtures on the Premises at its own discretion and 
shall accept and retain full responsibility and liability for any damage to or theft of such 
fixtures.  Required perimeter fencing shall be continuously maintained during the term 
of this Agreement. 

b. Lessee shall provide a physical demarcation of the perimeter of the Premises, such 
as planters or stanchions, subject to DDA approval of the form and location of the 
same, to facilitate monitoring of potential encroachments beyond the Premises. If 
alcohol service is permitted in the Premises, the perimeter of the Premises shall be 
enclosed by a fixed perimeter enclosure no less than thirty (30) inches in height, the 
material, design and installation of which shall be approved by the DDA. Openings in 
the enclosure shall not be less than 44 inches wide. If there is a gate it must swing 
inward to prevent obstruction of the sidewalk.   

c. No gas lighting shall be permitted in the Premises. Battery powered lights, candles in 
wind-protected enclosures, and low wattage electric lights, such as Christmas lights, 
shall be allowed. Under no circumstances shall electrical wires, extension cords or 
similar wiring, cables or conduit extend beyond the Premises into the public way, 
(easement area or otherwise) nor cross pedestrian paths, nor be placed so as to create 
a tripping hazard. Any suspended lighting must be securely installed to prevent 
dislodgement, sagging, or other hazard. 

d. Signs are expressly prohibited on the Premises, except for the following: i) menu 
signs in compliance with the City  sign code, and ii) Lessee’s business identification 
signage, such as Lessee’s business logo displayed on umbrellas. Signs shall be subject 
to approval by the DDA and City. Third party business identification or logos, such as 
product identification signage, are expressly prohibited on the Premises.  

e. Lessee shall not utilize sidewalk trash and/or recycling receptacles for refuse 
generated within the Premises. Lessee may provide a private trash and/or recycling 
receptacle within the Premises provided that it is emptied and maintained on a regular 
basis.  

f. Lessee shall remove any personal property, including but not limited to 
improvements, enclosures, furniture, fixtures, equipment or structures installed by it or 
at its direction on the Premises promptly upon expiration without renewal of this 
Agreement. Failure to remove said property within ten (10) days of expiration shall be 
deemed an abandonment of said property, and result in ownership thereof transferring 
to the DDA which shall have the right to dispose of said property as its own. 

10. Safe and Sanitary Condition. 
Lessee shall at all time keep the Premises in good repair and free from all litter, dirt, 
and debris, and in a clean and sanitary condition.  Lessee shall not permit nor suffer 
any disorderly conduct or nuisance whatsoever, which would annoy or damage other 
persons or property by any alteration to the Premises or by any injury or accident 
occurring thereon. Lessee shall be responsible, subject to applicable law regulating the 



 
 

 

discharge of contaminants to the sewer for power-washing or steam cleaning the 
sidewalk surface of the Premises twice yearly. 

11. Lessor and Agent not Liable for Damages or Injuries. 
Lessor and its Administrative Agent shall not be responsible to Lessee or to any other 
person or entity for damages or injuries arising out of the Lessee’s use of the Premises. 
 Lessor and/or its Administrative Agent are not an insurer for Lessee’s activities and 
 Lessee shall obtain appropriate insurance against  potential damages, injury, lost 
profit or advantage and any and all other claims as determined in the Lessees sole and 
absolute discretion. Lessee shall indemnify and hold harmless the City of Grand 
Junction and the DDA and its employees, elected and appointed officials, against any 
and all claims for damages or personal injuries arising from the use of the Premises.  

12. Insurance. 
Lessee agrees to furnish Certificates(s) of Insurance at least fifteen (15) days prior to 
the commencement of the term of this Agreement as proof that it has secured and paid 
for a policy of public liability insurance covering all public risks related to the leasing, 
use, occupancy, maintenance and operation of the Premises. Insurance shall be 
procured from a company authorized to do business in the State of Colorado and be 
satisfactory to the City. The amount of insurance, without co-insurance clauses, shall 
not be less than the maximum liability that can be imposed upon the City under the 
laws of the State, as amended. Lessee shall name the City and the DDA as named 
insureds on all insurance policies and such policies shall include a provision that written 
notice of any non-renewal, cancellation or material change in a policy by the insurer 
shall be delivered to the City no less than ten (10) days in advance of the effective date.  

13.  Inspection, Access and Improvements by City and/or DDA. 
Lessee agrees to permit the City, its designated representatives, and/or the DDA to 
enter upon the Premises at any time to inspect the same and make any necessary 
repairs or alterations to the sidewalks, utilities, meters or other public facilities as the 
City may deem necessary or proper for the safety, improvement, maintenance or 
preservation thereof. Lessee further agrees that if the City shall determine to make 
changes or improvements affecting the Premises which may affect any improvements 
placed by the Lessee, that the Lessee, by execution of this Agreement, hereby waives 
any and all right to make any claim for damages to the improvements (or to its 
leasehold interest) and agrees to promptly remove any furniture, fixtures, equipment 
and structures as necessary during such construction periods. The City agrees to 
rebate all rents in the event it undertakes major structural changes that continue for a 
period in excess of 14 continuous days during a lease period. 

14. Delivery and Condition of Premises upon Expiration or Termination.  
Lessee agrees to surrender and deliver up the possession of the Premises in 
substantially the same condition as received, ordinary wear and tear and approved 
improvements excepted, promptly upon the expiration of this Lease or upon five (5) 
days’ written notice in the case of the termination of this Lease by City by reason of a 
breach in any provisions hereof.   

15. Limitation of Rights Demised.  
The City by this demise hereby conveys no rights or interest in the public way except 



 
 

 

the right to the uses on such terms and conditions as are described herein and retains 
all title thereto. 

16. Sale or Transfer of Lessee’s Business Interest 
Lessee hereby affirms that Lessee is the owner and/or lessee of the abutting or 
approximate property and agrees that on sale or other transfer of such interest, Lessee 
will so notify the City of the transfer in interest and all right and interest under this Lease 
shall terminate. 

17.  Attorney’s Fees. 
If legal action is taken by either party hereto to enforce any of the provisions of this 
Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover from the other party all of its 
cost, including reasonable attorney’s fees.  If the City and/or DDA uses in-house 
counsel to prosecute or defend any action arising out of or under this Agreement the 
City and/or DDA shall be entitled to recover the value of those services at the prevailing 
rate of private litigation counsel in Grand Junction. 

18. Waiver. 
No failure by Lessor to exercise any rights hereunder to which Lessor may be entitled 
shall be deemed a waiver of Lessor's right to subsequently exercise same. Lessee shall 
gain no rights nor become vested with any power to remain in default under the terms 
hereof by virtue of Lessor's failure to timely assert his rights. It is further agreed that no 
assent, expressed or implied, to any breach of any one or more of the covenants or 
agreements herein shall be deemed or taken to be a waiver of any succeeding or any 
other breach. 

19. Default. 
a. Each and every one and all of the following events shall constitute an Event of 
Default: 
 i) If Lessee files a petition in bankruptcy or insolvency or for reorganization under 
any bankruptcy act or voluntarily takes advantage of any such act or makes an 
assignment for the benefit of creditors; 
 ii) if involuntary proceedings under any bankruptcy law, insolvency or 
receivership action shall be instituted against Lessee, or if a receiver or trustee shall be 
appointed for all or substantially all of the property of Lessee and such proceedings are 
not dismissed, or the receivership or trusteeship vacated, within ten (10) days after the 
institution or appointment; 
 iii) if Lessee fails to pay any sum due from it in strict accordance with the 
provisions of this Lease, and/or fails to pay any tax or assessment of the State, City or 
DDA and does not make the payment within ten (10) days after written notice thereof. 
For the purposes hereof, all sums due from Lessee shall constitute rentals whether 
denominated as rentals or otherwise elsewhere herein and Lessee has absolutely no 
right of offset; 
 iv) if Lessee fails to fully perform and comply with each and every condition and 
covenant of this Lease Agreement, and such failure or performance continues for a 
period of thirty (30) days after notice thereof; 
 v)  if Lessee vacates or abandons the Premises; 
 vi)  if the interest of Lessee is transferred, levied upon or assigned to any other 
person, firm or corporation whether voluntarily or involuntarily except as herein 
permitted; 



 
 

 

 vii) if Lessor, in any four month period during the Term, or spanning consecutive 
Terms, gives any notice to Lessee pursuant to subparagraphs iii) or iv) above, 
notwithstanding Lessee's cure of default within the allowable period or periods. 

b. Upon the occurrence of any Event of Default as set forth above, Lessor shall have 
the right, at its option, to utilize any one or more of the following rights: 
 i) to cancel and terminate this Lease Agreement and all interests of the Lessee 
hereunder by giving notice of such cancellation and termination not less than ten (10) 
days prior to the effective date of such termination. Upon the expiration of said ten (10) 
day period, the Lessee shall have no further rights under this Lease Agreement (but 
such cancellation shall not serve to release or discharge the damages Lessee owes to 
Lessor); and/or 
 ii) to make any payment required of Lessee herein or correct any condition 
required to be corrected by Lessee, and Lessor shall have the right to enter the 
Premises for the purpose of correcting any such condition and to remain on the 
Premises until the complete correction of such condition. However, no expenditure by 
Lessor on behalf of Lessee shall be deemed to waive or release Lessee's breach 
hereof and Lessor shall retain all rights to proceed against Lessee as set forth herein; 
and/or 
 iii) to reenter the Premises immediately with or without order of court and without 
claim  of trespass, remove the property of Lessee and store such property in a public 
warehouse or such other location selected by Lessor, all at the expense of Lessee. 
After such reentry, Lessor shall have the right to terminate this Lease Agreement by 
giving ten (10) days notice of termination to Lessee, but without such notice, the reentry 
by Lessor shall not terminate this Lease Agreement. On termination, Lessor may 
recover from Lessee all damages resulting from Lessee's breach, including the cost of 
recovery of the Premises and placing them in satisfactory condition; and/or 
 vi) all other rights and remedies provided by law to a Lessor with a defaulting 
Lessee including all such money damages as Lessor shall be entitled pursuant to the 
law of damages. 

c. In the event of any conflict between any of the provisions hereof regarding the 
amount of time that must elapse without cure after notice of breach before the same 
constitutes an Event of Default, then the provisions establishing the least amount of 
time to cure after notice shall prevail. 

d. Upon any breach hereof, regardless of whether such breach is, or becomes, an 
Event of Default; Lessor shall be reimbursed by Lessee for any reasonable attorney's 
fees incurred by Lessor in connection with such breach. 

20. Notices and Written Consents. 
All notices and written consents required under this Agreement shall be in writing and 
either hand delivered or mailed by first class certified mail to the following parties: 

To Lessor:  City of Grand Junction c/o City Attorney  
    250 North 5th Street  
    Grand Junction, Colorado  81501 

To Lessee:            
             
             



 
 

 

To Agent: Downtown Development Authority c/o Executive Director 
  248 South 4th Street 
  Grand Junction, CO 81501 
Notices shall be deemed served upon posting the same s addressed above and sent as 
First Class United States mail. 

21. Binding Effect and Complete Terms.  
The terms, covenants, conditions and agreements herein contained shall be binding 
upon and inure to the benefit of and shall be enforceable by Lessor and Lessee and by 
their respective heirs, successors and assigns. All negotiations and agreements of 
Lessor and Lessee are merged herein. No modification hereof or other purported 
agreement of the parties shall be enforceable unless the same is in writing and signed 
by the Lessor and Lessee. This Lease supersedes all prior leases between Lessor and 
Lessee. 

22. Construction of Lease.  
This Lease shall not be construed more strictly against either party regardless of which 
party is responsible for the preparation of the same. 

23. Performance Standards.   
It is the intention of all parties hereto that the obligations hereunder and actions related 
hereto will be performed in accordance with the highest standards of commercial 
reasonableness, common sense and good faith. 

24. Authorization of Parties. 
Each individual executing this Lease as director, officer, partner, member, or agent of a 
corporation, limited liability company, or partnership represents and warrants that he or 
she is duly authorized to execute and deliver this Lease on behalf of such corporation, 
limited liability company, or partnership and that reasonable evidence of such 
authorization will be provided to the other party upon request. 

25. Administrative Agent. 
In conformance with the City’s delegation of management responsibilities and authority 
concerning the Downtown Shopping Park and others areas of the public way in 
downtown Grand Junction,  the City designates the DDA to serve as its Agent for the 
administration and enforcement of this Agreement. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed and sealed this Lease 
Agreement, this day and year first above written.  

 

Lessor: City of Grand Junction  Lessee: 

 

              
By: Richard Englehart, Acting City Manager By: 

 

 



 
 

 

Agent: Downtown Development Authority 

 

            
By: Harry M. Weiss, Executive Director 



 
 

 

Exhibit A: Proposed Lease Area (include dimensions and a sketch): 



 
 

 

Exhibit B: Brief Description of Business / DDA Certification: include date, who prepared 
and lessee signature or initials 

Business Name (name of insured): _______________________________________ 

DBA (if needed): _______________________________________ 

Applicant / Relationship to Business: ___________________________________ 

Contact Phone and Email: ___________________________________________ 

Type of Food/Beverage to be served in leased area: _______________________ 

Days of Operation / Operating Hours: ___________________________________ 

How this operation will benefit Downtown Grand Junction: 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Number of tables to be used in the leased area: __________ 

Number of chairs to be used in the leased area: __________ 

Semi-permanent or movable structures including carts, stands, signs, etc: ______ 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Describe any musical or vocal presentations or effects to be used in the leased area:  

_________________________________________________________________ 

Copies of Current  

Permits & Licenses Obtained:  State Sales Tax    ________ 

     City Sales Tax    ________ 

     Liquor License   ________ 

     Restaurant/Food Service  ________ 

Proof of Liability Insurance Coverage Provided?    ________ 

DDA Certification: The Downtown Development Authority hereby finds that this 
application is proper, that all applicable permits have been obtained or will be obtained, 
that it is in compliance and will further the goals and objectives of the Plan of 
Development for Downtown Grand Junction, and that no current application exists for 
this location. 

Signed: __________________________  Date: ____________ 

If denied, state reason: 
_________________________________________________________________ 

  



 
 

 

Exhibit C: Assurances, Hold Harmless and Indemnity Agreement  

The Applicant assures the Downtown Development Authority and the City of Grand 
Junction that if a lease is issued, s/he will comply with all of the requirements and 
provisions of Grand Junction City Ordinance 3609, all other applicable ordinances and 
laws, and the Plan of Development for Downtown Grand Junction. The applicant further 
assures that s/he has obtained or will obtain all of the necessary and required permits 
or licenses to engage in the business or activity proposed. 

I, ___________________________, applicant for a Lease to conduct activities in the 
Downtown Shopping Park area, agree that I shall: 

(a) Hold harmless the City of Grand Junction, its officers and employees, and the 
Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction, its officers and employees, from 
any claims for damage to property or injury to persons which may arise from or be 
occasioned by any activity carried on by me within the Downtown Shopping Park, and 

(b) Indemnify the City of Grand Junction, its officers and employees, and the 
Downtown Development Authority, its officers and employees, against any claim, loss, 
judgment, or action, or any nature whatsoever, including reasonable attorney fees, that 
may arise from or be occasioned by any activity carried on by me within the Downtown 
Shopping Park. 

I realize that consideration for this release is the granting of a lease to me by the City of 
Grand Junction, and I realize and agree that this Hold Harmless/ Indemnity Agreement 
shall take effect whenever I begin to conduct the type of activities for which the lease 
has been applied or when the permit is issued, whichever is earlier. I also understand 
and agree that this agreement shall apply to any activities which I carry on which are 
done in violation of the terms of this lease.  

 

  Executed this ____day of _____________________, 20___. 

 

       Signed: _________________________ 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  99  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Sole Source Purchase of Public Safety Technology for Backup and Disaster 
Recovery 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sole 
Source a NetApp/Syncsort Integrated Backup System Purchase Through Reseller 
CDW Government, Inc. in the Amount of $384,500 
 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Jim Finlayson, Information Technologies Director 
 

 
 
Executive Summary:  
 
This request is to sole source and purchase software, hardware, and implementation 
services for an integrated backup and disaster recovery system.  
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Data storage requirements continue to grow at an exponential rate at the City as we 
continue to rely on more complex and media rich technologies.  The invaluable data 
generated by the numerous mission critical systems used to support the City’s 
operations make the need for proper backup and disaster recovery capabilities 
absolutely essential.  Over the past several years, we have outgrown our backup 
system capabilities for critical Public Safety applications.  The proposed system will 
allow IT (Information Technologies) to consolidate the many different backup devices 
currently used in the Police Data Center into a single integrated system.  It also 
significantly enhances our disaster recovery and continuity of operations capabilities by 
providing an ongoing replication of public safety data at our City Hall Data Center and 
the replication of administration systems data at our new Police Data Center. 
 
Syncsort was selected as the City’s backup solution in 2007 after an extensive review 
of the available backup options.  Syncsort continues to be an industry leader in backup 
solutions, providing data management systems for more than 50 federal agencies, 
including all four branches of the US Military, and hundreds of large commercial 
organizations.  The Syncsort backup solution has proven to be reliable and cost 
effective.   
 

Date:  March 9, 2012 

Author:  Jim Finlayson  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Information 

Technologies Director  

Proposed Schedule:  March 21, 

2012 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):   



 
 

 

The selection of a backup system is a complex process which has to take into account 
our unique combination of operating system software, network software, servers, 
storage devices, network architecture and management capabilities.  As data storage 
requirements and computer systems have grown, our investment in backup software 
has grown to keep pace.  The proposed solution allows us to take advantage of that 
investment by converting existing licenses to the new integrated hardware/software 
solution at no additional cost.   
  
The new system adds a high volume data storage device at City Hall and an identical 
device at the new Police Building so that data at both major City data centers are 
continuously backed up at a remote site.  An existing tape backup system at City Hall 
will then be used to backup the data for both data centers to tape so that they can be 
stored at an offsite location for a worst case disaster recovery capability. The new 
system takes advantage of the latest data reduction and deduplication technology to 
reduce backup times and storage requirements. 
  
This unique disaster recovery and backup system is a proven industry solution that 
provides a simple, cost effective data protection and disaster recovery capability.  It is 
built by Syncsort, Inc. using proprietary hardware provided by NetApp, Inc., and is 
distributed through CDW Government.  The proposed contract includes all equipment, 
installation, and the first year of required maintenance support.  Ongoing maintenance 
is estimated at $67,000 annually.  
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 11: Public safety facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in planning 
for growth.  
 
The new IT disaster recovery system will provide a more reliable method of preserving 
and recovering data in case of system failure.    
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
N/A 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
The funding to purchase the data management system was budgeted in the General 
Fund CIP while the first year maintenance and installation costs associated with this 
project are budgeted in the IT Internal Service Fund. The breakdown is as follows:  
 
Project Budget- General Fund      $310,000  
Project Budget – IT Internal Service Fund   $100,000 
Contract Amount         $384,500 
Amount Remaining          $  25,500. 
 
 
 



 
 

 

Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
N/A 
 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1100  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Award a Contract for the Matchett Property Farm Lease 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the Parks and Recreation 
Department to Enter into a Contract with Kenny Romisch of Romisch Farms in 
Palisade, Colorado for the Agricultural Responsibilities of the Matchett Farm  
Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Rob Schoeber, Parks and Recreation Director 
                                                

 
 
Executive Summary:  
The undeveloped park property at Matchett Park requires a contract to maintain and 
farm the property. The Park has been leased to a local farmer for the past 11 years. A 
Request for Proposals process was conducted in late February 2012 with one individual 
submitting a proposal.  
   
Background, Analysis and Options:  
The Matchett property consists of 222 acres, of which 113.5 acres have been leased to 
local farmers since 2000 for the purpose of plowing, irrigating, cultivating, and fertilizing 
all farmable lands. In an effort to improve the overall condition of the park property, 
revisions have been made to the new contract. The revisions include: 
 

• Reduce the farmable acreage from 113.5 acres to 110.3 acres 
 

• Require that the Lessee must now apply water in accordance to Furrow Irrigation 
Guidelines as stated by the Colorado State University Extension Tri River Area 
 

• Modify the lease to state that the Parks and Recreation Department will now be 
responsible to maintain by spraying, cutting, or physical means, all weeds or 
unwanted vegetation in roadways, walkways, areas adjacent to ditches, and 
open areas not a part of the lease agreement. The Lessee will still be 
responsible for maintaining and preserving the irrigation structures, ditches, 
pipes and other irrigation facilities and appurtenances on the property.  
 

The lease continues to allow livestock on the property at an additional monthly cost of 
$.30 per animal. Mr. Romisch has stated he intends to take advantage of this option 
and will most likely have a maximum of 50-60 cattle on the property during the fall and 
winter months. The term of the contract will be April 1, 2012 – January 31, 2017, and 

Date: March 9, 2012  

Author:  Rob Schoeber_ 

Title/ Phone Ext: Parks Director 

Ext. 3842  

Proposed Schedule:  March 

21, 2012 

2nd Reading  

(If applicable):    

File # (if applicable):  
   

 



 
 

 

the Lessee will have the right to renew the contract for (5) additional (1) year periods. 
The $5,000 annual rent payment will remain the same, as will the Lessee’s 
responsibility to pay for any excess water. In addition, the property will continue to be 
available to the general public for daytime access to the roads and trails for non-
motorized purposes, including, but not limited to, walking (with leashed pets), running, 
bicycling, and horse riding.  
 
A formal Request for Proposal was developed and sent to a source list of local farmers 
and a legal notice was published in the Daily Sentinel.  One proposal was received from 
Kenny Romisch of Romisch Farms in Palisade, Colorado, which was found to be 
responsive and responsible. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 8: Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development.  
 
The continuation of the farm lease ensures the property will be well kept and 
maintained.   
 
Goal 10: Develop a system of regional, neighborhood and community parks protecting 
open space corridors for recreation, transportation and environmental purposes.  
 
The farming of this property allows for the land to remain open and available for public 
use.  
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
N/A 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
The agricultural lease generates $5,000 per year in General Fund revenue.  
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
Map 



 
 

 

 

PATTERSON ROAD 

N 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1111  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards 
and Historic Preservation Board Responsibilities and Authority 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Public Hearing of Proposed Ordinances and 
Adopt North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                               Kathy Portner, Neighborhood Services Manager   

 
 
Executive Summary:  
 
A request by the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District neighborhood to  
establish a new Plan for the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Planned 
Development, including the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines 
and Standards, to maintain and enhance the historic character of those properties, and 
to amend the Zoning and Development Code (“Code”) to authorize the Grand Junction 
Historic Preservation Board (“Board”) to review and approve applications for 
construction/alteration to sites and/or structures located on North 7th Street between Hill 
Avenue and White Avenue, as shown on the Site Location Map, attached. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
The North Seventh Street Historic Residential District (“District”) includes the properties 
along North 7th Street from Hill Street to White Avenue on the east side of North 7th and 
from Hill Street to the alley between White and Grand avenues on the west side of 
North 7th Street. (See Site Location Map, attached.)  The District is a nationally 
recognized historic neighborhood.  It has been placed on the National Register of 
Historic Places, and is the only neighborhood in the City with this recognition.  The 
neighborhood is proud of the designation and has been seeking, in various ways over 
time, to establish a process and standards through which to maintain and enhance its 
historic character. 
 
Over the past two years, an organized group within the District has been working 
together, with broad input from the people in the neighborhood, to develop design 
guidelines and standards intended to preserve its historic nature and quality.  The result 
of this long and sustained effort is the attached “North Seventh Street Historic 
Residential District Guidelines and Standards” (“Guidelines and Standards”) which City 
Staff and the neighborhood now request that the City adopt for the District.  The 
Guidelines and Standards include a streetscape and property inventory showing the 

Date: February 22, 2012 

Author:  Kristen Ashbeck  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior Planner / 

1491  

Proposed Schedule: 1st Reading 

March 7, 2012 

2nd Reading:  Public Hearing 

March 21, 2012. 

File # s:  PLD-2012-80 and ZCA-

2012-107   

   
    



 
 

 

defining characteristics of the District and each structure within it, and establish criteria 
for development intended to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of the major 
exterior elements that characterize the historic nature of the District. 
 
Prior to this effort, the City adopted Ordinance No. 2211 in 1984 establishing a planned 
residential zone for the part of this North 7th Street neighborhood consisting of the 
properties on North 7th from Hill Street to Grand Avenue.  On February 17, 2010, at the 
urging of an organized neighborhood group, City Council adopted Ordinance No. 4403 
and repealed Ordinance No. 2211.  Ordinance No. 4403 established a Development 
Plan for that Planned Development (PD) zone and outlined a process by which building 
and site alterations would be reviewed and decided by City Council.  That process, 
however, did not include detailed guidance for decision-making regarding historic 
preservation or design. 
 
At the February 17, 2010 City Council meeting, the City Council requested that 
Planning staff work with the neighborhood on specific guidelines and standards for 
historic preservation and design.  To that end, the neighborhood conducted a series of 
meetings and a property owner poll to discuss and determine the direction for the 
guidelines and standards.  Several drafts of the document were prepared and reviewed. 
 The poll and notices of the meetings were provided to the neighborhood and to the 
owners of the three properties south of Grand Avenue.  The last neighborhood meeting 
was held in July 2011 to review the final draft that was then proposed to the City. 
 
Since that time, the document has been reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board, 
which has indicated its approval of the guidelines and standards generally and of its 
proposed expanded role of reviewing and deciding development applications in public 
hearings.  City staff has also worked with neighborhood representatives to refine the 
document so that it better implements the desires of the residents and to provide a 
review process.  This work included development of an ordinance to expand the role 
and responsibility of the Board to include review and decision-making for changes to 
sites and structures within the District and a process for appealing decisions of the 
Board to the City Council. 
 
The Guidelines and Standards are proposed as a new plan (“Plan” or “the Plan”) for the 
Planned Development zone within the historic district and as an advisory document for 
those properties that are within the District boundaries but not within the PD zone 
district.  The properties that are outside the PD zone district are located at 327 N. 7th 
(the Doc Shores House), 337 N. 7th (the White House), and 310 N. 7th (the R-5 School 
or Lowell School).  Inclusion of these properties in the District is considered important to 
the neighborhood because of their contributing structures and because they are part of 
the National Registry.  The owners of the properties outside the PD zone district have 
been notified of all neighborhood meetings and polled along with the PD property 
owners.  At this time, however, the City has not taken the legislative action(s) necessary 
to designate a historic district including those properties or to designate these structures 
as historic in accordance with Section 21.07.040 of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 Until such time, the application of the Guidelines and Standards to these properties will 
be advisory, such that compliance is voluntary on the part of the owners of those 
properties. 
 



 
 

 

Generally, approval of the proposed ordinances will: 
 

• Establish a new Plan for the North 7th Street properties that are zoned PD 
(properties north of Grand Avenue and south of Hill Street) 

• Apply the Guidelines and Standards to the three properties south of Grand 
Avenue that are zoned B-2 in an advisory manner 

• Retain the underlying zone district of R-8 for uses allowed in the PD zone district 
• Establish bulk standards for all properties within the District (mandatory for the 

PD zone district properties; advisory for the three non-PD properties) 
• Establish a review process for all changes to structures and sites in the District, 

including an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness, review by Public 
Works and Planning staff and decision-making by the Grand Junction Historic 
Preservation Board (advisory only with respect to the non-PD properties) 

• Provide guidelines and standards by which changes to structures and sites in the 
District are reviewed that primarily address maintenance and enhancement of 
the major exterior elements that characterize the District and the structures 
within it such as streetscape, site development features, mass and proportion of 
buildings, rooflines, siding, windows, doors and porches and similar features 

 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
The requested amendment of the Planned Development Plan incorporating the 
Guidelines and Standards (the Plan) and the proposed Code amendment authorizing 
the Board to review and decide certain development applications within the District are 
each consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential Medium for 
that portion of the District north of Grand Avenue and Downtown Mixed Use for the 
properties south of Grand Avenue.  They are also consistent with the following 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies: 
 
Goal 6:  Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 
 

These ordinances will encourage preservation of the historic structures and 
characteristics of this unique nationally designated historic area. 

 
Goal 8:  Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development. 
 
Policies: 
A.  Design streets and walkways as attractive public spaces; 

C.  Enhance and accentuate the City ‘gateways’ including interstate interchanges, and 
other major arterial streets leading into the City; 

Preservation of this historic neighborhood will help to ensure that the North 7th 
Street corridor, including the street, median, detached sidewalks and 
landscaping features, retains its historic character and beauty, providing an 
enduring historic gateway into the downtown. 

 



 
 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the request at its 
February 14, 2012 meeting. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
NA 
 
Legal issues: 
 
NA 
 
Other issues: 
 
NA 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
City Council discussed this item at its January 11, 2012 workshop. 
 
Attachments: 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Existing Future Land Use Map 
Existing Zoning Map 
Results of Neighborhood Survey 
Letter from Historic Preservation Board 
Proposed Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4403 
North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards (also 
serves as Exhibit A to the proposed ordinance amending Ordinance No. 4403) 
Proposed Ordinance Amending the Zoning and Development Code  
 



 
 

 

 
SITE LOCATION/AERIAL PHOTO LOCATION MAP



 
 

 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

 

 



 
 

 

EXISTING ZONING MAP 
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250 North 5th Street  Grand Junction  CO  81501 
 
 
Grand Junction City Council          
  February 8, 2012 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction  CO  81501 
 
 
RE:  Historic Preservation Board Review of Proposed North Seventh Street Historic Residential District 
 Guidelines and Standards 
 
 
Dear Mayor Kenyon and Members of the City Council: 
 
The Historic Preservation Board reviewed the proposed North Seventh Street Historic Residential 
Guidelines and Standards at its August 2, 2011 meeting.  Upon discussion, the Board came to consensus 
on the ideas outlined below and would like to forward its thoughts to the Planning Commission as the 
document moves forward for adoption. 
 
Generally, the Board supports approval of the Guidelines and Standards and agreed that the document 
was needed to maintain the character of the District and avoid continued degradation of the properties 
in the future.   The Board agreed that the appendix with the property inventory information 
represented a good “time stamp” of what the district looks like today for future reference as it evolves 
and changes are proposed/made to the structures.  Application of the Guidelines and Standards will 
lead to improved consistency in decision-making about what happens in the District and to the 
individual buildings. 
 
The Historic Preservation Board has the ability and will review items prescribed by the 
document and has the tools to carry out the review as necessary.  The Board confirmed that it 
was comfortable with the role and responsibility that the proposed Guidelines and Standards 
create for the Historic Preservation Board. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact the Historic Preservation Board if you have questions 
concerning this information. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
David P. Bailey 
Grand Junction Historic Preservation Board 



 
 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. _____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 4403 FOR THE PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT – NORTH 7TH STREET CONSISTING OF 
GUIDELINES, STANDARDS, AND REVIEW PROCESS BY WHICH NEW 

CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATIONS WITHIN THE ZONE ARE DETERMINED  
 
Recitals: 
 
After thorough review, deliberation and consideration the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction has determined that the existing Planned Development zone created by 
Ordinance No. 4403 should be amended. 
 
The approximately 6.63 +/- acres currently zoned Planned Residential Development – 
North 7th Street by Ordinance No. 4403 remain zoned PD – Planned Development with 
a default zone of R-8, all in accordance with the Zoning and Development Code (Code); 
however, by and with this ordinance a new Development Plan (“Plan”) for the PD zone 
district, governing construction or alteration of sites and/or structures within the zone 
district, is adopted. 
 
In the public hearing on February 17, 2010, the City Council identified the need for 
standards and a review process for alterations to and construction of structures and 
sites within the unique, historic 7th Street neighborhood.  The City Council charged the 
neighborhood residents and City staff to develop such standards and review process. 
 
In response to that charge, the neighborhood residents, in a series of meetings and 
through a poll indicating the residents’ desires with respect to enhancing and 
maintaining the historic character of the neighborhood, developed the North Seventh 
Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards.  An organized 
neighborhood group presented the Guidelines and Standards to City staff.  City staff 
and the neighborhood group then refined the Guidelines and Standards and included a 
process for review of applications for alteration/construction. 
 
After thorough review, deliberation and consideration, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction finds that it is in the interest of the public to adopt the North Seventh 
Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards as the new Plan for the 
Planned Residential Development – North 7th Street zone district. 
 
The bulk, development, improvement, architectural and design standards shall be 
derived from the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and 
Standards.  The R-8 default zone standards and the development standards of the  
Zoning and Development Code shall determine uses in the PD zone district and shall 
determine other development standards in the event that the Guidelines and Standards 
are silent on a development standard that is addressed by the Zoning and Development 
Code (as an example only and not by way of limitation, number of parking spaces 
required for a given use). 
 



 
 

 

The Plan is intended to replace the prior development plan established by Ordinance 
No. 4403, including the review process established therein by which City Council was 
designated as the decision-maker.  Under the Plan, the Director of the Department of 
Public Works and Planning shall initially determine whether the character of any 
proposed development application complies with the Zoning and Development Code 
and is consistent with the Guidelines and Standards, and make recommendations to 
the Historic Preservation Board.  The Historic Preservation Board shall make decisions 
on applications for alteration/construction.  That application/grant of approval is known 
as a Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
The Plan is also intended to replace the surveys, descriptions and depictions of 
properties within the zone district that were included in Ordinance No. 4403. 
 
In addition, the City Council finds that the following three North 7th Street properties 
south of Grand Avenue are important to the North Seventh Street Historic Residential 
District because of their historic character, because of the contributing nature of their 
structures, and because of their inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places:  
the property located at 327 N. 7th Street (known as the Doc Shores House), the 
property located at 337 N. 7th Street (known as the White House), and the property 
located at 310 N. 7th Street (known as the Lowell School).  Because these properties 
are not within the Planned Residential Development – North 7th Street, however, the 
application of the Guidelines and Standards to alterations/construction on these 
properties is, until such time as further legislative action is taken, advisory only. 
 
The City Council finds that the content of the Plan established by this ordinance is 
consistent with and satisfies the criteria of the Code and is premised on the purposes 
and intent of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Furthermore, the City Council has determined that the Plan achieves long-term 
community benefits by establishing a process, guidelines and standards for review of 
development in a unique, nationally recognized historic neighborhood in the City. 
 
The City Council finds that the review process established in and by this ordinance will 
afford the highest quality development consistent with the needs and desires of the 
community. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION: 
 
That Ordinance No. 4403 is hereby amended as follows. 
 
The properties within the Planned Residential Development – North 7th Street zone 
district as described and zoned in Ordinance No. 4403 shall be subject to the North 
Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards. 
 
In addition to the underlying zoning regulations described in Ordinance 4403, the 
design standards of the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines 
and Standards (Exhibit A) shall apply. 
 



 
 

 

Initial determination of compliance with the Guidelines and Standards shall be made by 
the Director, who shall then make a recommendation to the Historic Preservation 
Board.  The Historic Preservation Board shall hear and decide applications for 
alteration/construction within the PD zone district.  A decision of the Historic 
Preservation Board may be appealed to the City Council. 
 
In addition, be it ordained that the design standards of the North Seventh Street Historic 
Residential District Guidelines and Standards (Exhibit A) shall apply to the property 
located at 327 N. 7th Street (known as the Doc Shores House), the property located at 
337 N. 7th Street (known as the White House), and the property located at 310 N. 7th 
Street (known as the Lowell School) in an advisory manner.  That is, the Historic 
Preservation Board and/or the Director may make advisory recommendations based on 
the Guidelines and Standards for development applications on these properties. 
 
If this ordinance becomes invalid for any reason and/or the Guidelines and Standards 
are found to be inapplicable, incomplete or otherwise deficient to determine and 
application, then the Planned Residential Development – North 7th Street zone district 
properties shall be fully subject to the standards of the underlying zone district (R-8). 
 
Introduced on first reading this 7th day of March 2012 and authorized the publication in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Passed and adopted on second reading the _____ day of    2012 and 
authorized the publication in pamphlet form. 
 
 
 
         
President of the City Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
         
City Clerk  
 



 

 

EXHIBIT A 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.07.040 (HISTORIC PRESERVATION) OF 
THE GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE GRANTING AUTHORITY TO THE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD TO REVIEW AND DECIDE APPLICATIONS 
FOR ALTERATION OR CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE NORTH SEVENTH STREET 

HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ACCORDING TO THE GUIDELINES AND 
STANDARDS OF THAT DISTRICT 

 
Recitals. 
 
In 1984, the 6.63+/- acre North 7th Street neighborhood was zoned Planned 
Development by Ordinance No. 2211.  On February 17, 2010, Ordinance No. 2211 was 
repealed and Ordinance No. 4403 was enacted rezoning the neighborhood Planned 
Residential Development – 7th Street.  In March 2012, the Plan for the Planned 
Residential Development – 7th Street was amended, and the North Seventh Street 
Historic Residential District Guidelines and Standards were adopted as the new 
Development Plan for that neighborhood. 
 
The guidelines and standards that comprise the 2012 amendments were developed by 
the North 7th Street residents after a neighborhood poll, a series of meetings and with 
collaboration of the residents.  The City planning staff and the Grand Junction Historic 
Preservation Board were consulted as well. 
 
The neighborhood and City staff desire and recommend that the Historic Preservation 
Board be charged with the interpretation, implementation and application of the 
Guidelines and Standards to the covered properties in the North Seventh Street Historic 
Residential District, as defined by the Guidelines and Standards document. 
 
After thorough review, deliberation and consideration, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction has determined that the Historic Preservation Board, with its interest 
and expertise in matters of historic preservation, is the appropriate body to review and 
decide Certificate of Appropriateness applications in the North Seventh Street Historic 
Residential District and to apply the Guidelines and Standards to those applications, 
subject to review on appeal by the City Council. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT SECTION 21.07.040(b) AND 21.07.040(g) ARE AMENDED 
TO GRANT AUTHORITY TO THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD TO REVIEW 
AND DECIDE APPLICATIONS FOR ALTERATION OR CONSTRUCTION WITHIN 
THE NORTH SEVENTH STREET HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
A subsection (ix) to Section 21.07.040(b)(6) (Powers and duties of Board) shall be 
added as follows: 
 



 
 

 

(ix)     Review and conduct hearings to decide applications for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for alteration to a site and/or structure in the North 
Seventh Street Historic Residential District. 

All other provisions of Section 21.07.040(b) shall remain in full force and effect. 

Section 21.07.040(g) shall be amended as follows (additions are shown underlined, 
deletions are struck-out): 

(g) Review of Alterations. 

(1)  City Registry.  The owner of any historic structure or site on the City 
Registry designated pursuant to subsection (e) of this Section is requested to 
consult with the Historic Board before making any alteration.  The Historic 
Board shall determine if the alteration is compatible with the designation. In 
reviewing a proposed alteration, the Historic Board shall consider design, 
finish, material, scale, mass and height.  When the subject site is in an 
historic district, the Historic Board must also find that the proposed 
development is visually compatible with development on adjacent properties, 
as well as any guidelines adopted as part of the given historic district 
designation.  For the purposes of this section, the term “compatible” shall 
mean consistent with, harmonious with and/or enhances the mixture of 
complementary architectural styles either of the architecture of an individual 
structure or the character of the surrounding structures.  The Historic Board 
shall use the following criteria to determine compatibility of a proposed 
alteration: 

(1) (i) The effect upon the general historical and architectural character of 
the structure and property; 

(2) (ii) The architectural style, arrangement, texture and material used on 
the existing and proposed structures and their relation and compatibility 
with other structures; 

(3)  (iii) The size of the structure, its setbacks, its site, location, and the 
appropriateness thereof, when compared to existing structure and the site; 

(4)  (iv) The compatibility of accessory structures and fences with the main 
structure on the site, and with other structures; 

(5)  (v) The effects of the proposed work in creating, changing, destroying, 
or otherwise impacting the exterior architectural features of the structure 
upon which such work is done; 



 
 

 

(6)  (vi) The condition of existing improvements and whether they are a 
hazard to public health and safety; or 

(7)  (vii) The effects of the proposed work upon the protection, 
enhancement, perpetuation and use of the property. 

(2)  North Seventh Street Historic Residential District.  The owner of any 
property within the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District shall 
comply with the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines 
and Standards. 

(i) Before making any construction or alteration to a site or structure, such 
owner shall make application to the City for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness.  The Director shall make review such application for 
compliance with the Guidelines and Standards and make an initial 
determination and recommendation to the Board.  The Director may include 
in that recommendation any conditions deemed appropriate to comply with 
the Guidelines and Standards and with the Zoning and Development Code. 

(ii) The Board shall have jurisdiction to review City staff recommendations 
and to decide applications for Certificates of Appropriateness at a public 
hearing.  The Board may include any conditions of approval deemed 
appropriate for compliance with the Guidelines and Standards.  No owner 
shall construct or alter a structure or site in the District without first obtaining 
a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Board. 

(iii) A decision of the Board may be appealed to City Council within 30 
days of the issuance of the decision.  Appeals to City Council shall be de 
novo. 

(iv) All reviews pursuant to this subsection (2) shall determine if the new 
construction or alteration is compatible with the historic designation as 
provided in the North Seventh Street Historic Residential District Guidelines 
and Standards.  In reviewing an application, consideration shall be given to 
design, siting, form, texture, setbacks, orientation, alignment, finish, 
material, scale, mass, height and overall visual compatibility, according to 
and with reference to the applicable Guidelines and Standards of the North 
Seventh Street Historic Residential District.  For purposes of this section, 
the term “compatible” shall mean consistent with, harmonious with and/or 
enhancing the mixture of complementary architectural styles either of the 
architecture of an individual structure or the character of the surrounding 
structures. 

 



 
 

 

Introduced on first reading this 7th day of March 2012 and authorized the publication in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Passed and adopted on second reading the _____ day of     2012 and 
authorized the publication in pamphlet form. 
 
 
 
         
President of the City Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
         
City Clerk 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1122  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone Properties in the Area of Patterson Road and 26 ½ Road from R-1 
and R-5 to R-4, B-1, and R-8  
Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Zoning Ordinance 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                               Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 

 
 
Executive Summary:  
A request to rezone nine parcels totaling 13.365 acres located in the area of Patterson 
Road and 26 ½ Road.    
 

1. The first subarea rezone is from R-1 (Residential - 1 unit per acre) to R-4 
(Residential – 4 units per acre) zone district;  
 

2. The second subarea is from R-1 (Residential - 1 unit per acre) to R-4 
(Residential – 4 units per acre) zone district; and  

 
3. The third subarea consists of rezones from R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) to 

B-1 (Neighborhood Business) and from R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) to R-
8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) zone districts.  

 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
In 2010, the Comprehensive Plan was adopted.  The Comprehensive Plan anticipated 
the need for additional dwelling units based on historic and projected population growth 
and the need for new and additional neighborhood services in Mixed Use Corridor 
areas.  The adopted Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map changed the 
designation in this area to two different categories, Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) and 
Business Park Mixed Use (8 – 16 dwelling units per acre).  Please refer to the 
Comprehensive Plan maps included in this report. 
 
After the Comprehensive Plan was adopted it became apparent that the zoning of some 
properties were in conflict with the new Future Land Use designation.  These conflicts 
were created because the zoning did not match the Future Land Use designation.  
These properties were grouped together in specific areas of the City.  However, isolated 
properties were also in conflict with the Future Land Use designation.  Each area or 
property has been or is being evaluated to determine what the best course of action 
would be to remedy the conflict.  For the nine properties which are the subject of this 
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report, Staff recommends three zoning designations.  Each will be discussed in detail 
below. 
 
Area 13 has nine (9) properties making up three subareas.  The first subarea is an 
unaddressed parcel, identified as tax parcel number 2945-023-00-065.  It is vacant land 
located at the eastern end of Northridge Drive.  The Main Line Grand Valley Canal 
boarders the property on the North and the East.  It is approximately 0.881 acres in 
size.  The existing zoning of R-1 (minimum lot size should be 1 acre) is proposed to be 
zoned R-4.  R-4 zoning will bring the lot into conformance with the existing Residential 
Medium designation.  The R-4 zoning designation is currently on the west and south 
sides of the subject parcel.  Across the canal the zoning designation is R-2, which fits 
the Future Land Use Map designation of Residential Low for that area.  The property 
owner (Dr. Merkel) submitted written comments in support of this change, a copy of 
which is attached.  The written comments also include comments on his property that 
abuts Patterson Road. 
 
The second subarea has two parcels.  The first one, a single-family residence, 
addressed as 642 26 ½ Road, is approximately 0.536 acres in size. R-1 zoning’s 
minimum lot size is one acre; therefore this lot also is non-conforming with the minimum 
lot size for R-1 zoning as well as the Comprehensive Plan, which is Residential 
Medium, 4-8 units per acre.  The second parcel is addressed as 632 26 ½ Road and is 
home to St. Paul Evangelical Lutheran Church.  This parcel is 1.749 acres.  The 
Comprehensive Plan for this lot is the same, Residential Medium, as the 
aforementioned parcel, and the proposed zoning is R-4 will bring it into conformance.  
The properties North and East are currently zoned R-4.  The property directly South is 
zoned R-O (Residential Office) and is vacant.  26 ½ Road boarders the subject parcels 
on the West side.  No written comments were received but the owner of the single-
family residence called and asked questions as to why the rezone.  Once it was 
explained it appeared to not be a concern for the property owner. 
 
The third subarea consists of five (5) parcels.  The parcels abut Patterson Road and 
are currently zoned R-5.  They are single-family detached houses addressed as 2628, 
2630, 2632, 2634 Patterson Road and parcel number 2945-023-00-041, which is a 
sliver of a lot, approximately .035 acres in size and is used as an access to 2634 ½ 
Patterson Road.  This is owned by the same owner (Van Dover) but is a separate lot. 
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Business Park Mixed Use and 
Patterson Road is designated as a Mixed Use Corridor.  The proposal is for B-1 
(Neighborhood Business) zoning.  B-1 is the zoning designation directly east of the 
subject parcels.  This area contains general offices and a small shopping center. 
 
The third subarea also includes one large lot, addressed as 2634 ½ Patterson Road, is 
9.004 acres in size and is proposed to be zoned R-8.  The property owner, Millye Van 
Dover wishes to “opt out” of the rezone.  She spoke with me on the telephone and had 
her renter provide a written comment sheet requesting that she not be rezoned.  
Another citizen attended the Open House on November 16, 2011 and expressed his 
displeasure with the proposed rezone for the VanDover property.  R-8 zoning is the 
least dense residential zoning allowed in a Business Park Mixed Use, which is for 
business, light industrial, employment-oriented areas with the allowance of multi-family 



 
 

 

development.  R-8 zoning allows for a single-family residence and will not create a non-
conforming use for this large lot with a single-family residence on it. 
 
All other property owners did not respond or they were very much in favor of the 
rezones (see Dr. Merkel’s written comments attached).  Dr. Merkel and another citizen 
pointed out that the property adjacent to and West of 2628 Patterson Road should be 
included in the rezone (also owned by Dr. Merkel). 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 
 
Goal 1 is met with the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan; the existing zoning is not in 
compliance with the Future Land Use Map, which has prompted the City initiated 
rezones to ensure that the zoning and land use designation of the Comprehensive Plan 
are consistent. 
 
Goal 6:  Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 
 
Goal 6 is met by rezoning to the appropriate zoning which supports the existing built 
environment. The rezones to B-1, R-8 and R-4 will allow the properties future 
development without having to rezone first.   
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval from their meeting of 
January 24, 2012. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
N/A 
 
Legal issues: 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
This item was presented on the Consent Agenda on February 13, 2012. 
 
Attachments: 
Background information  
Area 13 Map 
3 - Site Location Maps / Aerial Photo Maps 
3- Comprehensive Plan Maps / Existing City and County Zoning Maps 
Written Comments 
Ordinance 
 



 
 

 

Northridge Drive Property - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Locations: Not addressed tax parcel 2945-023-00-065 

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Uses: Vacant Land 
Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Uses: 

North Single-family residential 
South Vacant land 
East Single-family residential 
West Single-family residential 

Existing Zonings: R-1 (Residential – 1 unit per acre) 
Proposed Zonings: R-4 (Residential – 4 units per acre) 

Surrounding 
Zonings: 

North R-1 (Residential – 1 unit per acre) and R-2 
(Residential – 2 units per acre) 

South Generally R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 
East R-2 (Residential 2 units per acre) 
West R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4 – 8 du/ac)  
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

26 ½ Road Properties - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Locations: 642 26 ½ Road and 632 26 ½ Road. 

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Uses: Single-family Residential and Church 
Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Uses: 

North Single-family residential and vacant land 
South Vacant land 
East Church 
West Church 

Existing Zonings: R-1 (Residential – 1 unit per acre) 
Proposed Zonings: R-4 (Residential – 4 units per acre) 

Surrounding 
Zonings: 

North R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 
South R-O (Residential – Office) 
East R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 

West Generally R-1 (Residential 1 units per acre) and R-2 
(Residential 2 units per acre) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4 – 8 du/ac)  
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 



 
 

 

Patterson Road Properties - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Locations: 
2628 Patterson Road; 2630 Patterson Road; 2632 
Patterson Road; 2634 Patterson Road: not 
addressed tax parcel 2945-023-00-041; 

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Uses: Single-family Residential 
Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Uses: 

North Vacant 
South Offices  
East Single-family residential and offices 
West Single-family residential 

Existing Zonings: R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre)  
Proposed Zonings: B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Surrounding 
Zonings: 

North R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) and  
R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 

South R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) 

East B-1 (Neighborhood Business) and PD (Planned 
Development) 

West R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) 
Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use (8 – 16  du/ac)  
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

2634 ½ Patterson Road - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Locations: 2634 ½ Patterson Road 

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Uses: Single-family Residential 
Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Uses: 

North Single-family residential and vacant 
South Single-family residential and offices 
East Single-family residential and offices 
West Single-family residential and vacant 

Existing Zonings: R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) 

Proposed Zonings: R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) 
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Surrounding 
Zonings: 

North R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) and  R-4 
(Residential 4 units per acre) 

South 
R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre), B-1 
(Neighborhood Business); PD (Planned 
Development) 



 
 

 

East R-4 (Residential 4 units per acre) and PD (Planned 
Development) 

West R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) and R-4 
(Residential 4 units per acre) 

Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use (8 – 16  du/ac)  
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
Zone requests must meet all of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 
 
Response:  The proposed rezones will alleviate the conflict between the current zoning 
and the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan as well as bring into 
conformance the minimum lot size standards for two of the lots. 
 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is 
consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
Response:  Development has occurred around the subject parcels. 
 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or 
 
Response:  Adequate public facilities and services currently exist and may be extended 
for future development of these properties. 
 
(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:  This criterion does not apply to these properties or this request as the 
proposal to rezone, is City initiated, to eliminate the conflict between the Future Land 
Use designation of the Comprehensive Plan and the existing zoning of the properties. 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Response:  The proposed B-1, R-8, and R-4 zones will provide the opportunity for 
additional residential density and commercial uses within the urbanized area of the 
valley, which is consistent with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan’s.  Higher 
densities and higher intensive commercial uses allow for more efficient use of City 
services and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City and therefore the community. 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Area 13 Rezone, RZN-2011-1205, a request to rezone certain 
properties from R-1 (Residential – I unit per acre) to R-4 (Residential – 4 units per 



 
 

 

acre); R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) to B-1 (Neighborhood Business) and R-5 
(Residential – 5 units per acre) to R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) the following 
findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

5. The requested zones are consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
6. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal 

Code have all been met. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING 632 AND 642 26 ½ ROAD AND A PARCEL LOCATED 
AT THE EASTERN END OF NORTHRIDGE DRIVE 

TAX PARCEL NUMBER 2945-023-00-065, 
FROM R-1 TO R-4; 

REZONING 2628, 2630, 2632, 2634 PATTERSON ROAD AND AN UNADDRESSED 
LOT LOCATED BETWEEN 2634 AND 490 PATTERSON ROAD 

TAX PARCEL 2945-023-00-041, 
FROM R-5 TO B-1; AND REZONING 2634 ½ PATTERSON ROAD 

FROM R-5 TO R-8 
 
 

Recitals. 
 
 On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as 
Title 31 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
 The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
 When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would be 
justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land 
Use Map and the zoning of these properties.    
 
 The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown 
on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 
 An Open House was held on November 16, 2011to allow property owners and 
interested citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to 
make comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A 
display ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to 
encourage public review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on 
the City website with information about how to submit comments or concerns.   



 
 

 

After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

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

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met. 

 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of rezoning Area 13 properties from R-1 (Residential – 1 unit per acre) to the R-
4 (Residential – 4 units per acre) zone district; R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) to R-8 
(Residential – 8 units per acre) zone district and from R-5 (Residential – 5 units per acre) 
to B-1 (Neighborhood business) zone district for the following reasons: 
 
 The zone district meets 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/or is generally compatible with appropriate land uses located in the 
surrounding area. 
 
 After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the R-4, R-8 and B-1 zone districts are established. 
 
 The Planning Commission and City Council find that the R-4, R-8 and B-1 zoning 
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 properties shall be rezoned R-4 (Residential – 4 units per acre): 
632 26 ½ Road 
642 26 ½ Road 
Tax parcel 2945-023-00-065, located at the Eastern end of Northridge Drive. 
 
The following properties shall be rezoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business): 
2628 Patterson Road 
2630 Patterson Road 
2632 Patterson Road 
2634 Patterson Road 
Tax parcel 2945-023-00-041, located between 2634 and 490 Patterson Road. 
 



 
 

 

The following property shall be rezoned R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre): 
2634 ½ Patterson Road. 
 
As shown on Exhibit “A” attached. 
 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the 13th day of February, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
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AAttttaacchh  1133  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Amend the Red Rocks Valley Planned Development, Outline Development 
Plan Phasing Schedule 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Zoning Ordinance 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                               Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 

 
 
Executive Summary:  
The 139 acre Red Rocks Valley Planned Development consists of five phases located 
off of South Camp Road.  The applicants received Preliminary Plan approval for a 
Planned Development on August 1, 2007.  They request a ten year extension for the 
remaining Phases, all to be platted by March 1, 2022. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
Red Rocks Valley Subdivision is approximately 138.97 acres in size, located in the 
Redlands bounded on the Southwest by South Camp Road, the Northwest by the last 
filing of Monument Valley Subdivision, the North and East by Redlands Mesa 
Subdivision and the South by private property.  The topography on this site varies from 
gentle to steep with approximately 160 feet of relief.  Red Canyon Wash and another 
minor wash cross through the parcel from Southwest to Northeast.  The 
Comprehensive Plan designates the land use classification for the area as Residential 
Low, which allows for a density range of .5 to 2 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The City’s previous Zoning and Development Code required a site analysis on any 
property over 50 acres in size.  The site analysis that was provided by the applicant 
included map overlays indicating development potential of all areas and a description of 
assumptions and methodology used to reach the applicant’s conclusions. Based on the 
site's physical constraints, Staff recommended and the Applicant requested a zoning 
designation of Planned Development (PD).  The Applicants, its designers and 
engineers, City Staff and outside review agencies came to what they felt was a 
workable and sensitive plan, developing the potential of the property while taking into 
account its physical constraints. 
 
Prior to the approval of the final plat for Phase One, a grading permit was issued 
allowing grading, drainage and rock fall mitigation.  The first phase of the planned 
development subsequently was approved in June 2008 and Phase One was approved 
and recorded in October; creating 50 single-family detached lots and 52 patio homes 
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lots.  The patio home area has private streets, which was approved by City Council 
subject to a signed and recorded maintenance agreement. Alternate street standards 
were approved for the remainder of the PD. 
 
During construction of Phase One, it became apparent that the time frame for 
completion to meet the required phasing schedule contained in the PD Ordinance may 
not be met.  The developer requested an extension, which was submitted prior to the 
expiration date.  At the same time the developer incurred some financial difficulties and 
the bank, which secured the Development Improvements Agreement (DIA) for Phase 
One, ended up with the property during foreclosure. The City chose not to move the 
extension request forward as it had not yet been determined who the actual property 
owners would be. 
 
The property was foreclosed on and the bank took over Phase One only.  The 
remainder of the property reverted back to the original owner (Fletcher) and Surf View 
Development Company.  The bank worked with the City to complete several items on 
the final punch list of public improvements that were not complete or had not yet been 
accepted by the City.  During this process the bank was able to sell Phase One of the 
Planned Development to The Pauls Corporation.  The Pauls Corporation is now 
working with City Staff to complete the items on the punch list. 
 
City Staff met with Surf View and their representatives to discuss the completion of the 
Planned Development.  Surf View remains committed to seeing the development to 
completion per the original approved plan, therefore their request for a ten year 
extension of the Planned Development.  The extension will ensure that the City obtains 
the dedicated, but not yet transferred open space and development of future phases as 
the economy and demand for residential lots returns. 
 
The proposed Phasing Schedule has no specific dates or number of phases within the 
ten years.  Flexibility in completing the phases will be based on market demands, but 
the overall development should be final platted by March 1, 2022.  By amending the PD 
Ordinance the development will also have the benefit of being brought in to the 
development process and standards of the 2010 Zoning and Development Code. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
The original ODP was consistent with the Growth Plan that was in place at the time the 
PD Ordinance was adopted.  The proposed ODP amendment is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan as follows:  
 
Goal 3:  “The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community.” 
 
Goal 8:  “Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development.”   
 
Goal 9:  “Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and 
natural resources.”  
 



 
 

 

The Red Rocks Valley Planned Development will provide a quality development for the 
community with attractive open spaces by the preservation of unique geological 
characteristics located on the property.  It will provide two distinct housing types and 
provide future trail connections that are shown on the Urban Trails Master Plan for the 
area, which will encourage alternative means of transportation for pedestrians and 
cyclists.  These consistencies with the Comprehensive Plan will lead to balanced and 
ordered growth for the community.     
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
The Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval from their meeting 
of February 14, 2012. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
N/A 
 
Legal issues: 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
This item presented on the Consent Agenda on March 7, 2012. 
 
Attachments: 
Further Analysis 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Request Letter 
Staff Report - Aug. 1, 2006  
Amended PD Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

I.  Further Analysis 
 
Uses and Development Character 
 
The proposed amendment to the existing ODP does not change the original use or 
character of the development.  It is to allow an extension of time in which to complete 
the approved plan under new ownership. 
 
Access 
 
Access has been impeded due to concrete heaving in two places of the dedicated 
roadway creating inadequate vehicle circulation in Phase One.  An agreement with the 
new owners has been reached and repair work will begin the week of January 30th, 
weather permitting.  The remainder of the un-platted property will be constructed in 
accordance with the previously approved ODP and Preliminary Plan with the conditions 
further outlined in the Ordinance. 
 
Open Space / Park 
 
Over 33.6% of the site is dedicated to Open Space, which totals 46.69 acres.  This is 
one of the main reasons the PD was approved.  Fourteen Tracts of land are provided 
totaling 16.67 acres or 12.0% of the land.  These Tracts are for various and sometimes 
dual purposes, such as trails, utilities and drainage. One large Tract, to be dedicated to 
the City, is tied to future phases of the development.  Amending the Phasing Schedule 
ensures this dedication to the City.  If the PD were to expire, the opportunity to obtain a 
needed trail connection may be lost. 
 
Landscaping 
 
The landscaping at the entrance is dead or struggling.  Because the soils report 
prepared by Lincoln DeVore recommends that the steeper slopes not be irrigated due 
to the high possibility of slope failure, the majority of the steep slopes are in open space 
tracts.  This should also serve to notify the developer of the soil conditions of this area 
and to landscape appropriately.  It has been agreed that a more xeric landscaping plan 
be provided for the entry way and common areas. 
 
Community Benefit 
 
The purpose of the Planned Development (PD) zone is to provide design flexibility.  
Planned development should be used when long-term community benefits will be 
derived, and the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan can be achieved. 
 This development includes the following long-term community benefits: 
 

1. More efficient infrastructure; 
2. Reduced traffic demands; 
3. More usable public and/or private open space; 
4. Recreational amenities; and/or 
5. Needed housing choices. 

 



 
 

 

The proposed amendment will allow more time for these benefits to be realized.  The 
current economic downturn and the massive surplus of residential lots has brought this 
request forward.  The original owners now have the property back due to foreclosure 
and are in support of the current plan. 
 
Phasing 
 
The previously approved phasing schedule was as follows:  Five phases are proposed 
with the first phase to platted by March 1, 2008; Phase 2 - March 1, 2011; Phase 3 - 
March 1, 2013, Phase 4 - March 1, 2015 and Phase 5 - March 1, 2017.  A graphic 
depiction of the phasing is shown on sheet 3 of the drawings, dated 4/24/07, included in 
development file number PP-2006-217.  The extension request is for all Phases to be 
Final Platted by March 1, 2022.  Phases are to be completed as the market dictates, 
not by specific dates. 
 
Default Zoning 
 
The default zoning is to remain the same, R-2 (Residential – 2 units per acre).  Should 
the Planned Development expire, there are some lots currently platted that would not 
meet the minimum lot size or be able to meet the setback requirements of R-2.  The 
future completion of the project is dependent upon the PD zone and Ordinance. 
 
 
II. Review criteria of Chapter 21.02.050 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
Requests for an Outline Development Plan shall demonstrate conformance with all of 
the following: 
 
The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 21.02.050(b): 
 

a) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted 
plans and policies. 

 
The project previously complied with the Growth Plan and continues to comply with the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and the adopted codes and 
zoning requirements for this property, as determined with the approved ODP. 
 

b) The rezoning criteria provided in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code (GJMC). 

 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 

and/or 
 

The adoption of the new Zoning code in 2010 has updated planning standards 
and practices.  By amending the ODP’s Phasing Schedule, not only will there be 
adequate time to complete the project, it will also come under these new 
standards and practices. 
 



 
 

 

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

 
The character of the area has not changed, and therefore it remains consistent 
with the Plan. 
 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope 

of land use proposed; and/or 
 
Existing facilities and infrastructure have been installed to support the Planned 
Development which will continue to serve the project as it moves forward. 

 
(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 

 
Not Applicable. 

 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive 

benefits from the proposed amendment. 
 
The new phasing schedule will be a benefit to the community by allowing more 
time to complete the Planned Development in slower economic times and by 
allowing flexibility for future development to respond to market demands. 

 
c) The planned development requirements of Section 21.05.040(f) GJMC 

 
This section refers to setback standards, open space, fencing and screening, 
landscaping, parking and street development standards.  There are no changes 
proposed to any of these items.  Landscaping as discussed above has been changed 
to a more xeric plan, and is not part of the consideration of the amended phasing 
schedule. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Red Rocks Valley ODP application, file number PP-2006-217, an 
amendment to the Outline Development Plans Phasing Schedule, staff makes the 
following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested amendment to the Outline Development Plan is consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The review criteria in Section 21.05.150 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
have all been met. 

 
3. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 

(rezoning) have been met. 
 

4. The request for a 10 year phasing schedule is in compliance with Section 
21.02.080(N)(22)(i) of the GJMC. 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Zoning of the Fletcher Annexation located ½ mile west of 
Monument Road on South Camp Road 

Meeting Date August 1, 2007 
Date Prepared July 23, 2007 File # ANX-2006-108 
Author Lori V. Bowers Senior Planner 
Presenter Name Lori V. Bowers Senior Planner 
Report results back 
to Council  Yes X No When  

Citizen Presentation  X Yes   No Name Sid Squirrell 

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  Consent X Individual 
Consideration 

 
Summary:  Request to zone 139-acre Fletcher Annexation, on South Camp Road 1/2 
mile west of Monument Road, Planned Development, 1.12 dwelling units per acre. 
 
Budget:  N/A 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation:  Hold a public hearing on August 1, 2007 to 
adopt an ordinance zoning the Fletcher Annexation as Planned Development, not to 
exceed 1.12 dwelling units per acre (PD 1.12), and a Preliminary Development Plan 
(hereinafter "Plan").  Planning Commission recommend approval of the Plan, with the 
inclusion of private streets and sidewalks and paths described herein not shown on the 
Plan. 
 
Attachments: 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting 
Letters from neighbors 
Preliminary Development Plan 
Zone of Annexation Ordinance 
 
Background: 
The proposed Red Rocks Valley Subdivision (also the Fletcher Annexation) is 
approximately 138.97 acres in size, located in the Redlands bounded on the southwest 
by South Camp Road, the northwest by the last filing of Monument Valley Subdivision, 
the north and east by Redlands Mesa Subdivision and the south by private property.  
The topography on part of the site is steep with approximately 160 feet of relief.  Red 
Canyon Wash and another minor wash on the east side connecting to Red Canyon 
Wash cross through the parcel from southwest to northeast.  The land use classification 
for the area is Residential Low. 



 
 

 

 

 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: South Camp Road and Monument Road 

Applicant:  
Redlands Valley Cache, LLC, owner and 
developer; LANDesign Consulting, Bill 
Merrell, representative. 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land 
Proposed Land Use: Residential subdivision 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Redlands Mesa Golf and residential  
South Residential subdivision  
East Vacant land and Redlands Mesa 
West Residential subdivision 

Existing Zoning:   County PD 
Proposed Zoning:   PD (density 1.12 Du/Ac) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PD 
South RSF-E and PD 
East RSF-E and PD 
West PD 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2 to 2 AC/DU) 

Zoning within density range?      X Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
The Applicant sought annexation into the City on March 31, 2006 with a zoning at R-2, 
a designation at the high end of the zoning allowed by the Growth Plan.  A 
neighborhood meeting at Wingate Elementary on May 18, 2006 brought in 
approximately 25 neighbors who voiced concerns about sewer, drainage, road capacity 
for South Camp Road, flooding in the area, the site's geologic attributes, density and 
lighting.  The Preliminary Development Plan (hereinafter "Plan") proposed at this time is 
considerably different from the plan presented at the neighborhood meeting.  County 
zoning on this property was planned development at 3 units per acre. 
 
The Applicant provided a site analysis as required by Zoning and Development Code 
(ZDC) Section 6.1, including map overlays indicating development potential of all areas 
and a description of assumptions and methodology used to reach those conclusions. 
Based on the site's physical constraints, Staff recommended the Applicant request a 
zoning designation of Planned Development (PD).  The Applicants, its designers and 
engineers, City Staff and outside review agencies have come to what we feel is a 
workable and sensitive plan, developing the potential of the property while taking into 
account its physical constraints. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation: 
 



 
 

 

1) The Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval of the Planned 
Development zone district, not to exceed 1.12 dwelling units per acre, for the Fletcher 
Annexation, ANX-2006-108 to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed 
herein. 
 
2) The Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval of the Preliminary 
Development Plan, file number PP-2006-217, to the City Council with the findings and 
conclusions listed herein, with the specific addition of direct sidewalk or path 
connections for those lots that do not have a direct connection shown on the proposed 
plan.  This aspect of the recommendation is described more fully herein and is 
incorporated in the proposed Ordinance. 
 
Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of June 28, 2007, are attached. 
 
Discussion of Key Features 
 
1. Community Benefits. 
 
Zoning and Development Code Sections 5.1 A and 2.12 A provide that PD zoning 
should be used only when long-term community benefits are derived.  This proposed 
Plan provides the following community benefits. 
 
 (a)  A greater quality and quantity of public and /or private open space (§5.1 A.3.) 
than that in a typical subdivision is provided.  The Plan provides 46.69 acres of open 
space, 33.6% of the overall site. 
 
 (b)  The Plan provides needed housing types and/or mix (§5.1 A.5).  The housing 
mix includes large-lot single-family residential and patio homes, which are currently in 
demand in the Grand Valley.  The housing mix will be that of large lot single-family 
residential as the Redlands area has been known for, and patio homes similar to the 
Seasons at Tiara Rado. 
 
 (d)  The Plan includes innovative design features (§5.1 A.6.).  The character of 
the site with steeper slopes on the north and east, and interesting geologic features 
shall be protected by no disturbance and no build zones to be shown on the Final Plat. 
 
 (e)  The Plan protects and preserves natural resources, habitat areas and natural 
features (§5.1. A.7.).  The character of the site with its steeper slopes on the north and 
east, and interesting geological features are protected by "no-disturbance" and "no-
build zones," which will be shown on a final plat. 
 
2. Physical hazards and mitigation. 
 
The site's physical constraints include poor soils and the two washes referred to above, 
which carry the potential for flash flooding as evidenced by signs of past slope failure, 
slope creep and rock fall throughout the site.  To mitigate this potential and to protect 
the safety and welfare of the community, the proposed ordinance requires engineered 
foundations and strict building envelopes for all structures, site grading plans, drainage 
swales and berms with boulder barriers, to redirect small storm flows without radical 



 
 

 

changes from the natural drainage, placed so as to allow reasonable and necessary 
cleaning.  These low-tech barriers may consist of existing larger boulders with additional 
boulders positioned to protect the building envelopes.  These features must be 
constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, treated as “as-builts,” covered by a 
Development Improvements Agreement, and maintained in perpetuity by a 
homeowners' association. 
 
The flash flood areas located in the site's two major drainage channels will require more 
review prior to recordation of a final plat.  An analysis of possible wetlands areas and 
delineation of other waters was prepared by Wright Water Engineers and was 
submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers (hereinafter Corps) for their determination of 
their wetlands jurisdiction.  Because the Corps has not yet determined what its 
requirements for these areas will be, the Applicant’s engineer is requesting flexibility on 
how and where to design the required drainage basins.  Staff feels that with the liberal 
amount of room in the channels and the placement of the channels in a Tract, it can 
support the general locations shown in the Plan regardless of how the Corps claims 
jurisdiction.  The drainage basins will, however, need to be specified in more detail and 
in compliance with wetlands restrictions imposed by the Corps, if any, before a final plat 
is recorded. 
 
The Colorado Geologic Survey (CGS) has also commented on the Plan, stating that the 
Lincoln DeVore study was detailed and suggesting that a CGS representative be on site 
during construction of the rock swales and berms, and that each feature be inspected 
and approved by the City Engineer (Ceclia Greenman letter dated May 9, 2007).  This 
recommendation has been incorporated into the PD Ordinance. 
 
The Colorado Natural Heritage Program was contacted by Wright Water Engineers for 
any concerns about endangered species or rarity of plat forms.  The report area is 
extensive covering Glade Park, the Monument out to Fruita, etc. No significant findings 
are claimed for this parcel. 
 
The Colorado Division of Wildlife, in their letter dated November 16, 2006, stated: 
“While it is always unfortunate to lose open space, given the location and the condition 
of the surrounding properties, the Division of Wildlife had no major issues with the 
development as proposed;” there is further discussion of this in this report. 
 
3. Requested exceptions and alternatives. 
 
(a)  Reduced lighting.  A Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) 
exception was requested to address the lighting concerns of the neighbors.  Given that 
the Redlands Area Plan encourages reduced lighting intensity in streets and other 
public places, TEDS Exception #13-07 was granted, allowing for minimal placement of 
street lights and low level lighting for the entrance to pedestrian areas.  Street lights are 
limited to public street intersections and one is required on the bulb out on Red Point 
Court.  These lights are required for police and fire protection services.  No street lights 
will be required on the private streets in the patio home area. 
 
(b)  Alternate streets.  Applicant requested benefit of the Alternate Residential Street 
Standards found in Chapter 15 of TEDS.  City Staff supports their design, with one 



 
 

 

exception described below.  The Applicant proposed non-traditional streets to create a 
less “urbanized” feel to the area, based on the fact that much of the neighboring area 
was developed in Mesa County where the requirement for sidewalks and pedestrian 
paths was minimal, or non-existent.  The proposed design has one remaining flaw, 
however; its pedestrian facilities do not meet the Alternative Street Standards in 
Chapter 15 of TEDS, which requires equal or better than the existing adopted street 
sections.  Based on these standards Staff recommends that direct access to a trail or 
sidewalk should be provided, while the Applicant proposes no sidewalks in certain 
areas (typically but not limited to cul-de-sacs).  Further discussion of this item is found 
later in this Staff report. 
 
(c)  Private Streets.  The Applicants requested private streets in the interior of the 
proposed subdivision (the patio home area).  This request requires City Council 
approval.  Staff recommends approval subject to a requirement of a private streets 
maintenance agreement in conformance with TEDS and recorded before the final plat. 
 
Conformity with Code Standards and Criteria 
 
1. Consistency with the Growth Plan: 
 
The Plan is consistent with the following goals and policies of the Growth Plan: 
 

Goal 1: To achieve a balance of open space, agricultural, 
residential and nonresidential land use opportunities that reflects 
the residents' respect for the natural environment, the integrity of 
the community's neighborhoods, the economic needs of the 
residents and business owners, the rights of private property 
owners and the needs of the urbanizing community as a whole. 

 
The Plan meets this goal by providing 46.69 acres of open space, which is 33.6% of the 
overall site.  The flood and drainage mitigation measures incorporate natural features, 
thereby respecting the natural environment. 
 

Policy 1.4: The City and County may allow residential dwelling 
types (e.g., patio homes, duplex, multi-family and other dwelling 
types) other than those specifically listed for each residential 
category through the use of planned development regulations that 
ensure compatibility with adjacent development. Gross density 
within a project should not exceed planned densities except as 
provided in Policy 1.5.  Clustering of dwellings on a portion of a 
site should be encouraged so that the remainder of the site is 
reserved for usable open space or agricultural land. 

 
The Plan clusters dwellings on the site in the "high" developable areas identified in the 
Site Analysis.  Patio homes will be developed in this area.  The outlaying parcels are 
larger in size and reflect the adjacent neighborhoods.  Several pedestrian paths are 
provided through the project for usable open space and interconnectivity to other 
properties. 
 



 
 

 

Policy 13.6: Outdoor lighting should be minimized and designed to 
reduce glare and light spillage, preserving “dark sky” views of the 
night sky, without compromising safety. 

 
This policy (which also reflects that of the Redlands Area Plan) is implemented by 
reduced street lighting, for which a TEDS Exception (#13-07) has been granted. 
 

Redlands Area Plan goals. 
 
The Redlands Area Plan was adopted as part of the Growth Plan.  A goal of this plan is 
to minimize the loss of life and property by avoiding inappropriate development in 
natural hazard areas.  The proposed subdivision was closely reviewed by the 
developer’s engineers, City engineers, Colorado Geological Survey, Lincoln DeVore, 
and is currently undergoing review by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The natural hazard 
areas have been mapped and mitigation measures have been proposed.  The 
mitigation measures are addressed elsewhere in this report as well as in the proposed 
PD Ordinance.  Staff believes that although the details of some of these measures are 
left to be worked out at a later development stage, which is not ideal, the Plan provides 
sufficient assurance that loss of life and property can and will be minimized by the 
features in the Plan and the proposed ordinance. 
 
Another goal of the Redlands Area Plan is to achieve high quality development in terms 
of site planning and architectural design.  The Plan proposed does not include any 
references to types of or to specific architectural design(s); however, the site analysis 
process has resulted in what Staff feels is a quality subdivision.  The subdivision 
incorporates the natural hazard areas by grouping higher density patio homes in the 
"high" developable area, while the larger lots (minimum ½ acre in size) surround the 
patio homes in the "medium" developable areas.  The lot sizes, proposed setbacks and 
bulk standards for the default zone of Residential – 2 dwelling units per acre (R-2) will 
work for this subdivision.  The overall density proposed is 1.12 dwelling units per acre, 
which is just under the Redlands area average of 1.14 dwelling units per acre. 
 
2. Section 2.12.C.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
Requests for a Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan must demonstrate 
conformance with all of the following: 
 

a) The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 2.12.B of the Zoning 
and Development Code, which are as follows: 

 
1) The Growth Plan, Major street plan and other adopted plans and 

policies. 
 
The Growth Plan designation for this area is Residential Low (½ to 2 acres per dwelling 
unit), which allows for R-E zone (one dwelling unit per 2 acres) at the low end and R-2 
(2 dwelling units per acre) at the high end.  The proposal is consistent with the Growth 
Plan by providing an overall density of 1.12 dwelling units per acre. 
 



 
 

 

The Grand Valley Circulation Plan shows only South Camp Road; the proposed 
subdivision will access this road.  Private streets are proposed for the patio home area. 
 All other local streets are designed using the alternate street standards as provided for 
in Chapter 15 of TEDS (Transportation Engineering Design Standards).  The proposed 
subdivision needs a secondary access that is not included in the Plan.  The Plan does 
include a proposed stub street to the property directly to the east (the Azcarraga 
property).  The Applicant anticipates that the Azcarraga property will develop, including 
an access to South Camp Road, before 100 homes are constructed in the Red Rocks 
Subdivision, and that the stub street will provide the required secondary access.  (The 
“100 lot rule” establishes the maximum number of homes that may be accessed by a 
single point of ingress/egress).  In the event that this does not occur, a secondary 
access must be constructed across Lot 1, Block 1.  The ordinance provides for the 
activation of the “100 lot rule” in the event that the Azcarraga property is not developed 
by the appropriate time, and requires a DIA with guarantee for the road's construction.   
It also requires that potential buyers be alerted to the existence of building restrictions 
by use of a recording memorandum. 
 
The Urban Trails Master Plan requires useable public trails through this subdivision and 
along South Camp Road.  These trails have been provided in coordination with 
requests from the Parks and Recreation Department and the Urban Trails Committee.  
The developer will work with the City to ensure that existing trails will connect through 
this subdivision.  The Parks & Recreation Department requests a dedication of the 
corner of land which would connect and make contiguous the City's two holdings north 
and east of this parcel, sufficient to allow maintenance access.  Also a trail access 
across Red Canyon is provided along the north end of the property adjacent to the 
Redlands Mesa Golf Course, providing bicycle/pedestrian access from Redlands Mesa 
to the west and the future trail development in the area.  The developers are currently in 
conversation with the Parks and Recreation Department and by the time of final design 
the details of the trail connections and possible land dedication shall be in place.  The 
area is currently part of an open space tract.  A dedication of land in the area to attach 
to the other City owned parcels is above and beyond the Code requirements for open 
space. 

 
2) The rezoning criteria provided in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and 

Development Code is applicable to rezones.  Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 
of the Zoning and Development Code are applicable to 
annexations: 

 
Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the PD district is consistent 
with the Growth Plan density of Residential Low.  The existing County zoning is PD 3, 
although no plan was approved.  Section 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code 
states that the zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with either the Growth 
Plan or the existing County zoning. 
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Zoning and Development Code must be made per Section 
2.6.A.3 and 4 as follows: 
 



 
 

 

• The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood, conforms to and 
furthers the goals and policies of the Growth Plan and other adopted plans and 
policies, the requirements of this Code, and other City regulations. 
 
Response:  The proposed zone is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood 
if developed at a density not exceeding 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  The 
applicants have requested that the underlying default zoning of R-2.  Other 
existing densities in the area are similar to the County RSF-1 (Residential Single-
Family – one dwelling unit per acre).  The overall average density throughout the 
Redlands, as provided in the Redlands Area Plan, is 1.14 dwelling units per acre. 
 Therefore the PD zoning of 1.12 dwelling units per acre is similar to the existing 
area. 
 

• Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made available 
concurrent with the projected impacts of development allowed by the proposed 
zoning; 
 
Response:  Adequate public facilities are available or will be supplied at the time 
of further development of the property. 
 

 
3) The planned development requirements of Chapter Five of the 

Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Chapter Five of the Code lists examples of types of community benefits that can 
support a planned development zoning designation.  The Plan meets several of those 
as discussed earlier in this report under the heading "Community Benefits." 
 
Further requirements of Chapter Five are to establish the density requirement for the 
Planned Development Ordinance.  The proposed PD ordinance establishes the density 
requirement of 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  The R-2 zone as a default zone is 
appropriate.  It has the same bulk standards and setbacks as what is being requested 
for the new PD zone district.  Deviations from the R-2 zone would be in the patio home 
area.  The Code states that the ordinance shall contain a provision that if the planned 
development approval expires or becomes invalid for any reason, the property shall be 
fully subject to the default standards of the R-2 zone district.  The patio home area 
could then be reviewed using the cluster provisions, but the density may drop in that 
area.  The proposed setbacks for this PD are discussed further in this staff report. 
 

4) Section 5.4, Development standards. 
 
Setback standards shall not be less than the minimum setbacks for the default zone 
unless the applicant can demonstrate that the buildings can be safely designed and that 
the design is compatible with lesser setbacks.  The setback standards for the single-
family homes is consistent with the R-2 default zone:  The front setback is 20 feet for 
the principle structure and 25 feet for accessory structures.  Side setbacks are 15-feet 
for the principle structure and 3 feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-
feet for the principle structure and 3 feet for an accessory structure. 
 



 
 

 

Setbacks for the patio home area are less than the default zone and are allowed to be 
reduced because of the amount of common open space and the protection of the 
environmentally sensitive areas that were determined through the Site Analysis process 
and is allowed through the Planned Development process of the Code.  The Planning 
Commission will make recommendation to City Council that the patio home area 
setbacks are adequate as follows for what is being proposed for the ordinance:  A 
minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area tract 
for the multi-purpose easement as well as a landscape buffer.  This setback is 
measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red Point Road, Red 
Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  No access will be obtained directly from these 
perimeter streets.  All access for the patio home area will be obtained from the interior 
private streets functioning more as a driveway than a street.  This does require City 
Council approval.  Required is a front setback for all garages at 20 feet.  The principle 
structure front setback will be a minimum of 10-feet, measured from the back edge of 
the private street.  The side setback between buildings is 10-feet, except for those units 
that are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  At final, a site plan shall be 
recorded to show the proposed building layout and further establish the setbacks that 
are proposed on the preliminary plan.  It is the intention of the patio home area of the 
subdivision to sell the patio homes in fee simple and the areas surrounding the homes 
to be landscaped and maintained by the HOA.  No accessory structures will be allowed. 
 This is a deviation of the Zoning and Development Code Section 9.32. which talks 
about single-family detached dwellings on a single lot; and two-family dwellings located 
on separate lots.  The intent is for the home to be “the lot” surrounded by common open 
space, maintained by the HOA.  At final design the applicant will provide a dimensioned 
final site plan depicting this area.  This will be recorded with the final plat for verification 
of building placements 
 
The Open Space requirements established in Chapter Six are exceeded with this plan.  
Over 33.6% of the site is dedicated to Open Space, which totals 46.69 acres.  Fourteen 
Tracts of land are provided totaling 16.67 acres or 12.0% of the land.  These Tracts are 
for various purposes, and sometimes dual purposes, such as trails, utilities and 
drainage.  Tract N is reserved for future development to adjoin the property to the east. 
 This was a decision that was reached with the applicant when a good design for this 
area could not be found.  It made sense to include it with the development of the 
property to the east when it develops. 
 
Planned Developments are to provide uniform perimeter fencing in accordance with 
Chapter Six.  It is Staff’s position that no perimeter fencing is required with this 
subdivision since the density and intensity of the surrounding subdivisions are similar, 
and in places it would be very difficult to install, nor would it serve a purpose.  This is 
further discussed in number 9 below. 
 
Development standards require compatibility with adjacent residential subdivisions.  
Compatibility does not mean the same as, but compatible to.  It is Staff’s opinion that 
residential compatibility exists but single family lots abutting other single family lots on 
the west side. 
 
Landscaping shall meet or exceed the requirements of Chapter Six.  The landscaping 
requirements of the Code do not apply to a lot zoned for one (1) or two (2) dwelling 



 
 

 

units.  Landscaping in the single-family area will be done by the home owner with 
approval from the HOA, subject to easements for maintenance of slopes and berms in 
the sensitive areas.  The Plan provides the required landscape buffer along South 
Camp Road and pedestrian trail per the Urban Trails Master Plan.  Landscaping in the 
patio home area will be maintained by the HOA.  Because the soils report prepared by 
Lincoln DeVore recommends that the steeper slopes be non-irrigated due to the high 
possibility of slope failure, the majority of the steep slopes are in open space tracts.  
This should also serve to notify the developer of the soil conditions of this area and to 
landscape appropriately. 
 
Colorado Division of Wildlife reviewed the proposal as the Redlands Area Plan (Figure 
10, page 65) specified the Red Canyon Wash as having a potential impact to wildlife in 
this area.  The DOW stated that they had no major issues with the development; 
however they recommended that the main drainage be left in its native state with a 100-
foot buffer for wildlife to travel on their way to the Colorado River and back.  They also 
strongly encouraged native and xeric landscaping for the existing wildlife of the area 
and not to disturb areas where it is not necessary beyond the roads and homes. 
 
Parking has been addressed through a parking analysis done by the applicant to 
ensure adequate off-street parking exists for the patio home area and additional parking 
is obtained “on street” surrounding the development.  Parking is further addressed 
below in item 8. 
 
Deviation from the above development default standards shall be recommended by the 
Planning Commission to the City Council to deviate from the default district standards 
subject to the provision of the community amenities that include more trails other than 
those listed on Urban Trails Master Plan and open space greater than the required 20% 
of the site. 
 

5) The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in 
Chapter Seven. 

 
Chapter Seven of the Zoning and Development Code addresses special regulations 
and are discussed below.  There are no corridor guidelines in place for South Camp 
Road. 
 

6) Section 7.2.F. Nighttime Light Pollution. 
 
This section of the Code is to enforce that all outdoor lights mounted on poles, buildings 
or trees that are lit between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM shall use full cutoff light 
fixtures.  This in conjunction with the TEDS exception that was granted for reduced 
street lighting in this area.  Reduced lighting should help protect the night sky and the 
neighborhood from excessive lighting.  Minimal street lighting will be required where the 
TEDS committee determined it to be necessary for the public safety of this subdivision. 
 Street lights will be required at the intersection of public streets, not private streets, and 
at the bulb out on Red Point Court.  Low level lighting is encouraged at the entrance to 
pedestrian paths. 
 



 
 

 

7) Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent 
with the projected impacts of the development. 

 
Adequate public utilities are present in the area and the services will be extended 
throughout the subdivision.  Sewer will be extended through the site and an existing lift 
station will be removed once all the sewer improvements are completed.  Presently 
there is an ingress/egress easement on Lot 1, Block 5, for maintenance of the existing 
lift station.  As part of the future requirements of the development, the easement will be 
vacated when the lift station is taken out of service.  There is an existing 12” Ute Water 
line for service located in South Camp Road.  Telephone, electric and gas is also 
available in South Camp Road. 
 

8) Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all 
development pods/areas to be developed. 

 
LSC Transportation Consultants prepared the traffic analysis for this project.  The study 
showed no need for improvements to South Camp Road. 
 
The applicants have provided adequate vehicle circulation throughout the proposed 
subdivision by taking advantage of Chapter 15 in the TEDS manual using the 
alternative street standards (with the exception of the secondary access requirement, 
which is addressed elsewhere herein).  The applicants are also requesting City Council 
approval of the private streets proposed in the patio home area. 
 
The intent of using in the “Alternate Residential Street Standards” is to provide flexibility 
in the creation, approval and use of public street infrastructure that varies from the 
cross-sectional standards provided in Chapter 5 of TEDS.  These proposals are 
approved administratively and the implementation of these standards should result in “a 
better solution” allowing alterations to the standard street section that produce benefits 
to the community.  Staff supports the road layout and configuration but does not agree 
with the applicant as to their lack of sidewalks or paths in some areas. 
 
Section 15.1.6 of TEDS states that the design must provide adequate pedestrian 
facilities equal or better than existing adopted street sections.  Detached walk and 
additional walk width are encouraged are by TEDS.  Sidewalks are required to create 
continuous pedestrian walkways parallel with the public roadway.  Generally, if lots front 
both sides of the street, sidewalk will be required on both sides of the street.  In this 
proposal there are trails provided through open space areas that may be accessed from 
the rear or sides of the properties, therefore Staff agreed that sidewalks would not be 
needed on the street side where a path ran along the backside or side yard of the lots.  
The alternate streets, as proposed, include 40-foot right-of-way, sidewalk on one side of 
the street and only a 25-foot wide asphalt section.  The applicants further feel that 
narrow streets will help with traffic calming.  There is a network of pedestrian paths 
proposed to be installed.  Most of these paved trails will include both a paved bicycle 
path and a smooth gravel jogging path. 
 
There are several areas where the Plan does not provide direct access to sidewalks 
and/or paths from lots.  Staff does not agree with the Applicant’s reasoning for not 
providing them since TEDS requires that the proposal “be a better solution”.  The 



 
 

 

Applicants feels that the lack of sidewalks in the cul-de-sacs provides a more rural feel 
to the subdivision therefore less urbanized, and similar to other subdivisions in this area 
that were developed in the County.  The Applicant requested the Planning Commission 
to determine if this is “a better solution”, and allow these areas to remain as proposed 
without direct access to a pedestrian feature.  The Planning Commission declined to 
make this finding, and forwarded a recommendation to the Council of approval of the 
Plan with the addition of the specific sidewalk requirements described herein and 
prescribed in the proposed ordinance. 
 
Private Streets are generally not permitted.  The applicants are requesting the use of 
private streets in the patio home area of the plan.  Section 6.7.E.5. requires the City 
Council to authorize the use of private streets in any development to be served by 
private streets.  Since there will be no “on-street” parking allowed in the patio home 
area on the private streets, a parking analysis was provided to show that there is 
sufficient on street parking provided on the streets surrounding the patio home area.  
Sidewalks and paths will direct pedestrians from the exterior sidewalks to the interior 
sidewalks and to a 20-foot wide pedestrian trail that will run through this portion of the 
subdivision.  While these will be classified as Private Streets, they will act more as 
driveways since they do not interconnect, they are a series of small drives with cul-de-
sac turn-a-rounds at the end.  Staff supports the private streets given the overall design 
of the Plan including the effective clustering of home types and preservation of unique 
natural features. 
 

9) Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses 
shall be provided. 

 
Along the eastern most portions of the site will be an extensive open space area that 
will provide a natural buffer.  The northern most portion of the project abuts the 
Redlands Mesa Golf Course, therefore no screening or buffering is required.  The 
western most portion of the project is where eight residential properties will abut 
another residential subdivision.  There is no screening or buffering requirements for 
residential districts that adjoin other residential districts.  The remainder of the site is 
adjacent to South Camp Road where a landscaping tract is being provided along that 
section of the road. 
 

10) An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each 
development pod/area to be developed. 

 
The density for the overall site is 1.12 dwelling units per acre (138.97 acres).  The patio 
home area density, which is 9.66 acres, will be 5.38 dwelling units per acre (7.0% of the 
site).  The single-family residential area consists of 55.91 acres, with a density of 0.80 
dwelling units per acre (40.2% of the site).  The open space area equals 46.69 acres 
(33.6%).  Public right-of-way consists of 10.04 acres (7.2%).  The remainder of the site, 
placed in tracts for various uses, equals 16.67 acres or 12.0% of the site. 
 

11) An appropriate set of “default” or minimum standards for the entire 
property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 

 



 
 

 

The default standard for the single family residential areas on ½ acre lots will be those 
of the R-2 zoning district.  The front setback is 20-feet for the principle structure and 25-
feet for an accessory structure.  Side setbacks are 15-feet for the principle structure 
and 3-feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-feet for the principle 
structure and 3-feet for an accessory structure. 
 
The patio home area standards are as follows: 
A minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area.  
This setback is measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red 
Point Road, Red Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  The front setback for all garages 
shall be 20-feet.  The side setback between buildings is 10 feet, except for those units 
that are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  At final, a dimensioned site 
design plan shall be recorded with the Final Plat showing the exact building 
placements.  No accessory structures will be allowed. 
 

12) An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire 
property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 

 
A phasing schedule for the property has been provided.  Five phases are proposed with 
the first phase to platted by March 1, 2008; Phase 2 - March 1, 2011; Phase 3 - March 
1, 2013, Phase 4 - March 1, 2015 and Phase 5 - March 1, 2017.  A graphic depiction of 
the phasing is shown on sheet 3 of the drawings. 
 

13) The property is at least twenty (20) acres in size. 
 
The property is about 139 acres in size, well over the required 20 acre requirement. 
 

b) The applicable preliminary plat criteria in Section 2.8.B of the Zoning and 
Development Code. 

 
1) The Growth Plan, major street plan, Urban Trails Plan, and other 

adopted plans: 
 
This was discussed above in regards to Section 2.12.C.2. 
 

2) The purposes of this Section 2.8.B 
 
The purpose of Section 2.8.B. is to ensure conformance with all the provisions of the 
Zoning and Development Code.  Staff feels that the Applicant has addressed the 
seventeen criteria of conformance with the Growth Plan and other adopted plans and 
policies; coordination of the public improvements; safeguarding the interests of the 
public; preserving natural features of the property; prevention and control of erosion, 
sedimentation and other pollution of surface and subsurface water; restricting building 
in areas poorly suited for construction; and prevent loss and injury from landslides, 
mudflows, and other geologic hazards. 
 

3) The Subdivision standards (Section 6.7) 
 



 
 

 

The subdivision standards have been met by providing open space integrated with the 
subdivision and adjacent property to create an attractive area for active and passive 
use.  There is adequate access to public roads and existing trails in the area.  
Additional interior trails are planned.  Along with single family units there is also zero lot 
line development in the patio home area.  This provides greater usable yard space as 
suggested in the Zoning and Development Code for Planned Developments, innovative 
design and a mix of housing types.  Although the clustering provisions do not apply to 
planned developments, the concept is being employed here, derived through the site 
analysis process.  Should the default zone of R-2 become effective due to the 
expiration or lapse of the Ordinance, the clustering provisions could be applied. 
 
There are some shared driveways in the single family area, and there are several cul-
de-sacs provided.  The subdivision standards further require that the subdivision 
include and protect as much of the natural, geologic and other hazard areas as 
possible.  The Plan identifies drainages, washes, and flash flood areas and the 
detention basins are generically shown on the Plans in the Red Canyon Wash channel. 
 The Applicant’s Engineer is requesting flexibility on how and where to design the 
basins until the final design process because the Corps of Engineers has not yet 
determined their requirements.  The general location shown on the Plan is still effective, 
from the Staff’s point of view, because there is plenty of room within the channel, 
regardless of how the Corps claims jurisdiction, for location of the specific basins.  
Specific drainage basin design and location shall be shown on the final plat.  Mitigation 
berms and swales for drainage and rock fall areas are shown on the Plan as 
easements, which shall be granted to the HOA and designated appropriately on the 
Final Plat.  Based upon general agreement between Staff, Colorado Geological Survey, 
and Ed Morris of Lincoln DeVore, these will be treated as “as-builts” and covered in the 
Development Improvements Agreement (DIA).  The City will further require that a 
representative be on site during construction of the rock swales and berms, and that 
each feature be inspected and approved by the City Engineer.  Construction and 
installation of these berms is discussed in the report by Lincoln DeVore, Inc.  Also a 
note on the final plat shall state that construction outside of the designated building 
envelopes is not permitted.  Engineered foundations and site grading plans will be 
required for all lots.  Each of these requirements is reflected in the proposed ordinance. 
 

4) The Zoning standards (Chapter 3) 
 
The Zoning of the subdivision to PD is consistent with Section 5.1 of the Zoning and 
Development Code.  The desired flexibility is not available through the application of the 
standards established in Chapter Three, but the bulk standards of the R-2 district will 
apply to the single-family residential lots. 
 

5) Other standards and requirements of the Zoning and Development 
Code and other City policies and regulations 

 
Staff feels that the standards of the Zoning and Development Code as well as TEDS, 
SWMM and the Redlands Area Plan have been met with this application and can be 
applied at the Final Plat stage. 
 



 
 

 

6) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent 
with the subdivision 

 
Adequate public facilities are in the area and can be extended to serve the proposed 
subdivision. 
 

7) The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon 
the natural or social environment 

 
With the proposed easements and supervised construction there should be minimal 
adverse impacts upon the natural environment.  The social environment will change as 
more needed housing is provided for the community when none existed previously, but 
this should not be an adverse impact. 
 

8) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent 
properties 

 
Compatibility will be obtained by providing single family residences on the periphery of 
the property where the development potential is more constrained, and cluster of higher 
density homes in the area where higher development potential exists.  This was 
determined through the site analysis process. 
 

9) Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 
There are no agricultural uses adjacent to this site.  Adjacent residential uses will not be 
harmed by more residential uses. 
 

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

 
The proposed plan is neither piecemeal nor premature development of agricultural land. 
 The property is unique in its geological formations; these are being preserved as open 
space areas. 
 

11) There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 
 
There is adequate land available throughout the proposed subdivision for easements 
for public utilities and services. 
 

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

 
The City should not see an undue burden for maintenance or improvements.  There are 
currently discussions with the City’s Parks and Recreation Department regarding land 
dedication or trail easements.  The Parks Department would like to obtain a section of 
property that will connect two existing parcels owned by the City in the upper north east 
section of the project.  The discussions are such that the area could be dedicated to the 
City for continuation and access of existing pedestrian trails, or easements provided for 



 
 

 

connecting the trails.  At final design stages this will need to be decided.  Ownership 
would then dictate who maintains the area. 
 
The HOA will be responsible for maintenance of drainage and detention areas and the 
developer will be required to grant an access and maintenance easement to said HOA 
for this purpose. The City will also have access to these areas for stormwater 
management purposes in accordance with the law.  The HOA will also be responsible 
for the maintenance of the private streets.  TEDS as well as the proposed ordinance 
requires a TEDS-compliant Private Streets Agreement to be in place and recorded with 
the Final Plat. 
 

c) The applicable site plan review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and 
Development Code. 

 
1) Adopted plans and policies such as the Growth Plan, applicable 

corridor or neighborhood plans, the major street plan, trails plan 
and the parks plan. 

 
These items have previously been addressed in this Staff report. 

 
2) Conditions of any prior approvals 

 
There are no prior City approvals on this site.  The County had previously zoned this 
property with a Planned Development designation but not other action was taken on the 
property that conditions it. 
 

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. 

 
These items have been addressed above and with the preliminary plat criteria in 
Section 2.8.B. 
 

4) Quality site design practices: 
 
Quality site design practices are outlined in Section 2.2.D.4.b (4) (A thru K) in the 
Zoning and Development Code.  The Plan efficiently organizes the development in 
relation to the topography.  Erosion areas are left to their natural state with the addition 
of mitigation measures described herein and sufficient to protect life and property. 
Exterior lighting will be minimized to lessen impact on night sky visibility.  All utility 
service lines shall be undergrounded.  Pedestrian and bicycle access are provided 
through the site.  Some pedestrian accesses will also double as maintenance vehicle 
access points to drainage and detention areas.  All public facilities and utilities shall be 
available concurrent with the development. 

 
d) The approved ODP, if applicable. 

 
There is no approved ODP for this project. 



 
 

 

 
e) The approved PD rezoning ordinance, if adopted with an ODP. 

 
The PD Ordinance is also the zone of annexation for this project.  There is no ODP for 
this project, therefore the PD zoning shall be established with the Preliminary 
Development Plan and approved by City Council. 
 

f) An appropriate, specific density for all areas included in the preliminary plan 
approval. 

 
The specific density for this project is 52 patio homes, which calculates to 5.38 dwelling 
units per acre; and 103 single family detached homes located on ½ acre or greater lots, 
for a density of 0.80 dwelling units per acre. 
 

g) The area of the plan is at least five (5) acres in size or as specified in an 
applicable approved ODP. 

 
There is no ODP for this project and the plan extends well over five acres in size at 
almost 139 acres. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Fletcher Annexation, ANX-2006-108 and the Red Rocks Valley 
application, file number PP-2006-217 for a Planned Development, Preliminary 
Development Plan, Staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions with 
respect to the zoning and Plan proposed by the Applicant: 
 

1. The Planned Development zone and Preliminary Development Plan are 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 

 
2. The goals and policies of the Redlands Area Plan have been met. 
 
3. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 of the Zoning and Development 

Code have been met. 
 
4. The review criteria in Section 2.12.C.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 

have been met. 
 
5. The review criteria in Section 2.8.B of the Zoning and Development Code have 

all been met. 
 
6. The review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and Development Code have 

all been met. 
 
7. The review criteria of Section 15.1.6 of TEDS are not entirely met by the Plan 

due to the lack of a direct connection for some lots to sidewalks or paths in the 
subdivision.  Staff and Planning Commission recommend direct connections 
from all lots to pedestrian facilities.  These connections include: 
 



 
 

 

Sidewalk on both sides of Slick Rock Road; 
Sidewalks on both sides of Red Park Road; 
Sidewalk on Grand Cache Court, continuing around the entire cul-de-sac and 
both sides of the street; 
Sidewalk on both sides on Red Pointe Road between Red Mesa Road and Red 
Park Road. 
Sidewalk around the cul-de-sac on Crevice Court to the trail in Red Canyon. 
 

8. The proposed phasing schedule shall be as follows: 
First phase to be platted by March 1, 2008;  
Phase 2 - March 1, 2011; 
Phase 3 - March 1, 2013, 
Phase 4 - March 1, 2015 and 
Phase 5 - March 1, 2017.  A graphic depiction of the phasing is shown on sheet 
3 of the drawings. 
 

9. TEDS exception #13-07 has been granted for reduced lighting. 
 

10. City Council approval is required for the private streets proposed for the patio 
home area.  All other local streets meet the Alternate Residential Street 
Standards found in Chapter 15 of TEDS. 
 

11. A dimensioned site plan for the patio home area is required with the final plat. 
 

12. Trail connections near the existing City properties in the northeast area of the 
site shall be dedicated to the City and shown on the Final Plat being recorded. 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
JUNE 26, 2007 MINUTES  (condensed) 
7:00 p.m. to 1:55 a.m. 
 
The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Paul Dibble.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Dr. Paul A. Dibble 
(Chairman), Roland Cole (Vice-Chairman), Tom Lowrey, Bill Pitts, William Putnam, 
Reggie Wall and Patrick Carlow (1st alternate).  Commissioner Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh 
was absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department, were 
Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner), Ronnie Edwards 
(Associate Planner), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner) and Ken Kovalchik (Senior Planner). 
 
Also present were Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney), Rick Dorris (Development 
Engineer), Eric Hahn (Development Engineer and Jody Kliska (City Transportation 
Engineer). 
 
Wendy Spurr (Planning Technician) was present to record the minutes.  The minutes 
were transcribed by Lynn Singer. 
 
There were approximately 200 interested citizens present during the course of the 
hearing. 
 
6. ANX-2006-108 ANNEXATION – Fletcher Annexation 

Request approval to zone 139 acres from a County PD (Planned Development) to a 
City Planned Development district. 
PETITIONER: Redlands Valley Cache LLC 
LOCATION: South Camp Road & ½ Mile West Monument Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner 

 
7. PP-2006-217 PRELIMINARY PLAN – Red Rocks Valley Subdivision 

Request approval of the Preliminary Development Plan to develop 155 lots on 139 
acres in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 
PETITIONER: Redlands Valley Cache LLC 
LOCATION: South Camp Road & ½ Mile West Monument Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner 

 
APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION 
Sid Squirrell appeared on behalf of applicant.  Mr. Squirrell stated that a neighborhood 
meeting was conducted with regard to the Fletcher Annexation and Red Rocks Valley 
Subdivision.  He stated that this project is located north of South Camp Road, west of 
Monument Road and south of Redlands Mesa Golf Course and Subdivision.  He stated 
that it was zoned under the County plan at 3 units per acre.  The Growth Plan 
Amendment is zoned ½ acre to 2 acre sites.  Applicant is proposing a total of 155 lots 
on the 139 acre site.  He also pointed out that there are two drainages on the property 



 
 

 

which will not be built upon; however, a jogging trail and a bike trail will be built through 
the drainages.  Mr. Squirrell stated that ½ acre lots will be on the outside of the property 
and patio homes would be clustered in the center of the property.  Additionally, he 
pointed out that there would be 46 acres (33%) of open space in this project.  He also 
stated that all utilities are existing and in place and were designed to accommodate 3 
units per acre.  He addressed the expansive soils and rockslide issues by stating that 
each site will have a designed drainage system that will incorporate and coordinate 
other lots.  Additionally, drainage structures and berms will be built during construction 
to serve multiple lots so that water is collected above the lots and brought down 
between lots which will be maintained by the homeowners’ association.  Mr. Squirrell 
next stated that there will be 5 phases of the project.  He also addressed architectural 
controls and street lighting that will be put in place. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Putnam asked if applicant is proposing to complete all infrastructure 
before houses are constructed.  Mr. Squirrell stated that they do not anticipate that lots 
will be sold and built upon immediately. 
 
Commissioner Cole asked if there is only one access off of South Camp Road and if a 
traffic study has been performed.  Mr. Squirrell stated that there will be only one 
entrance up until the 100th lot is sold.  At that time, there will be a second entrance.  
Applicant has performed a traffic study. 
 
Commissioner Wall asked how many of the 46 acres that will be dedicated as open 
space are buildable lots.  Sid Squirrell stated that he was not sure but believed it would 
be a small percentage. 
 
Commissioner Lowrey suggested that there should be a sidewalk on the proposed 
street that will provide the second access for safety concerns. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked about the traffic study that has been performed.  Mr. Squirrell 
stated that the traffic engineer is not present. 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked if applicant believes the proposed reduced lighting will be 
adequate.  Mr. Squirrell stated that applicant believes it will be adequate for this project. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the minimum lot size is.  Mr. Squirrell stated that the 
single-family lots are half acre lots. 
 



 
 

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Lori Bowers of the Public Works and Planning Department spoke first about the 
annexation criteria.  She stated that the requested zone of annexation to the PD district 
is consistent with the Growth Plan density of Residential Low.  The existing County 
zoning on this property was PD-3 although there was no approved plan.  She further 
stated that the proposed zone is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood if 
developed at a density not exceeding 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  Applicant has 
requested the underlying default zoning of R-2.  Ms. Bowers finds that adequate public 
facilities are available or will be supplied at a time of further development of the 
property.  Ms. Bowers stated that due to the size of the property, applicant was required 
to perform a site analysis of the property.  She also stated that the final plat will require 
building envelopes for geotechnical reasons, part of the mitigation of the rockfall and 
drainage areas will be the construction of small drainage berms combined with boulder 
barriers.  As part of the ordinance, applicant is required to have an inspector be on site 
during the construction of the berms and drainage pathways.  She stated that staff is 
requesting that there be sidewalks around the entire perimeter of this area.  Alternate 
street standards are being proposed by applicant.  Staff is suggesting that all lots 
should have direct access either to a sidewalk or to a pedestrian path. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Cole asked if there was any need for an accel/decal lane at the entrance 
of the property.  Ms. Bowers stated that according to the information she has received 
an accel/decal lane is not warranted. 
 
Commissioner Putnam asked if the proposed development is adjacent to the Colorado 
National Monument.  Lori Bowers stated that it is not adjacent to the Colorado National 
Monument. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the long term benefits of this development might be.  Ms. 
Bowers enumerated those benefits to be protection of a lot of open space area, 
innovative design, protection of the flash flood areas, among others. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the minimum lot size for the backup zoning would be.  Lori 
said that that smallest lot on this plan is .49 acres with the largest being .89 acres. 
 
STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Rick Dorris, City Development Engineer, confirmed that a traffic study has been done 
and turn lanes were not warranted on South Camp Road.  A TEDS exception for 
reduced street lighting was submitted and it was determined the number of required 
street lights to be 11. 
 
QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Pitts asked if from an engineering standpoint that water will not come 
down the two water contributories.  Mr. Dorris stated that applicant has analyzed the 
100 year flood plain.  He also stated that it is applicant’s engineer’s responsibility to 
calculate what the 100 year flow rate is to determine how wide that will be. 
Chairman Dibble stated that he has a concern with only one entrance until the 100th lot 
is sold.  Mr. Dorris confirmed that you can develop 99 lots with a single access provided 
there is stubbing for another access in the future.  He also stated that applicant has 



 
 

 

provided a contingency plan to be able to develop the subdivision past the 99 lot 
threshold. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Karen Urban, 313 Rimrock Court, stated that the numbers the developers are providing 
are deceiving because of the 46 acres of open space.  She believes that a park is 
needed more than bike paths.  She further stated that she believes the density is 
inappropriate.  “It will take away all of the rural feel of that whole end of South Camp 
Road.” 
 
Gary Liljenberg of 2297 Shiprock Road stated that school buses will have a great deal 
of difficulty turning into the subdivision without turn lanes.  He stated his biggest 
concern is with the widening of Monument Road at the same time of this development 
and wants to assure that both roads are not closed at the same time. 
 
Nancy Angle (325 Dakota Circle) stated that she has many concerns, some of which 
are wildlife issues, the drainage off Red Canyon, lights, traffic, density and irrigation. 
 
Gary Pfeufer, 351 Dakota Circle, stated that he does not believe the traffic study.  He 
believes South Camp Road will need to be widened with a third lane in the middle for 
turning all the way to Monument Road.  Additionally, he does not believe the soil 
engineer’s study of the water. 
 
Gregory Urban, 313 Rimrock Court, stated that looking at the most critical portion of 
where this development is, it’s a high density plan.  “What this development does is 
place exceedingly high density housing right in the middle of that migratory pattern 
which is the only migratory path that these animals have from Monument to Broadway 
because there’s sheer rock walls all of the rest of the distance and that is where all the 
animals travel.”  He suggests a review by the Division of Wildlife and National Park 
Service to see what kind of impact this development will have on the migratory patterns 
on the animals that come down the wash before any type of high density is approved. 
 
John Frost (2215 Rimrock Road) stated that two items of concern are innovative slope 
failure control and the open space. 
 
APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 
Sid Squirrell confirmed that they have addressed the wildlife issue with the Division of 
Wildlife.  Further, the culverts will be engineered to allow the water to come through.  
They are proposing native plantings and xeriscaping using limited irrigation water. 
 



 
 

 

QUESTIONS 
Chairman Dibble asked about the use of sidewalk and gutter around certain portions of 
the development.  Mr. Squirrell stated that, “We’re trying to create an urban feel, trying 
to blend in with our surroundings and instead of having sidewalks, we’ll have 
landscaping up to the roads or gravel.  It’s just a softer feel than a traditional two 
sidewalk neighborhood.” 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked whether or not South Camp Road would need to be 
expanded.  Rick Dorris addressed the traffic study, which has been reviewed by the 
City, and stated that turn lanes are not warranted.  He believes that ultimately South 
Camp Road would be expanded to three lanes all the way down to Monument Road.  
“It’s not warranted now and it’s not warranted twenty years from now based on the 
numbers used in the study.” 
 
Commissioner Pitts had a question regarding the need for only one entrance.  Rick 
Dorris stated that it is fire code driven.  It is necessary to have a second physical 
access when the 100th dwelling unit is built. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Wall stated that he does not think that this planned development is 
compatible with other neighborhoods.  “I think it’s an abuse of the planned development 
code by saying that we’re giving 47 acres to open space which basically 46 of it isn’t 
usable.” 
 
Commissioner Pitts stated that he concurs with Commissioner Wall.  “It doesn’t conform 
with the neighborhood so I cannot support the proposal.” 
 
Commissioner Carlow stated that he is reluctant to vote without the Corps of Engineer’s 
decision on this project. 
 
Commissioner Lowrey stated that he can support the project.  He believes that the 
density does conform with the Redlands.  He finds the diversity is something that is 
needed and creates a healthier neighborhood.  He also is in favor of applicant not 
building on geological features. 
 
Commissioner Putnam stated that the patio home feature makes it attractive and 
supports the project. 
 
Commissioner Cole stated that opponents and proponents of any project need to be 
considered as well as whether or not it is going to be an asset for the entire community. 
 He believes a tremendous amount of planning has gone into this proposal. 
 
Chairman Dibble stated that with regard to the zone of annexation, a default of R-2 
would be appropriate.  He believes the planned development overlay fits better because 
most of the surrounding development is an overlay district of planned development to 
utilize the intricate conditions of the area.  He also concurs that more sidewalks and 
pedestrian crosswalks are necessary. 
 



 
 

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, on the Fletcher Zone of 
Annexation, ANX-2006-108, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the 
City Council a recommendation of approval of the Planned Development (PD) 
zone district for the Fletcher Annexation with the facts and conclusions listed in 
the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 5-2. 
 
MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, on item number PP-2006-217, I 
move that we forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of the 
Preliminary Development Plan for Redrocks Valley Subdivision conditioned upon 
the applicant providing direct access to either a sidewalk or path for those lots 
that do not currently have direct access and a sidewalk on one side of Boulder 
Road its entire length.” 
 
Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 4-3, with Commissioners Pitts, Wall, and Carlow opposed. 
 
A brief recess was taken. 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

Lori, 
 
After reading the staff report I have several comments about the zone of  
annexation and Red Rocks Valley Subdivision. 
 
I have been interested in how this land would develop.  With the natural  
topography and drainages on this property I knew it would be a challenge.   
After reading the report several things have come to mind. 
 
1.  Even though there is more open space than is required of a development  
of this size I question whether this open space is really usable for the  
future residents.  It might be nice to look at but can they do anything with  
it?  I would hope at final design there is open space that is actually  
usable by the residents rather than just drainages and steep hillsides. 
 
2.  I believe having private streets in the patio home area is not a good  
idea.  What is the reasoning of the developer for private streets?  Are they  
private so they can escape city street requirements?  No on street parking  
is allowed in the patio homes since there will be no room.  Where will  
visitors park?  Will the visitors park on the streets behind the patio homes  
across from the single family dwellings?   There must be parking within the  
patio home development for excess vehicles of residents as well as visitors.  
  Where will residents of the patio homes park their recreational vehicles?   
Many will have boats, RV's etc.   Also, it is stated in the project report  
that the HOA will maintain the private streets.  Will there be a separate  
HOA for the patio homes?  It does not seem right that all the single family  
homes in the subdivision would be required to maintain the private streets  
in the patio home development. 
 
3.  When looking at the preliminary plans which I realize are not the final  
plans, I see a much denser subdivision than the existing subdivisions which  
surround this development.  It does not appear to be compatible as most are  
on 1-5 acre lots.  Because of the topographical issues with this parcel it  
appears the developer is trying to crowd as many homes into the subdivision  
as possible to make up for the topigraphical constraints. 
 
4.  The developer does not want to build sidewalks and connecting pedestrial  
trails in some portions of the development.  I question the reasoning of the  
developer for wanting to build this subdivision similar to other  
developments that were built in the county.  The county has not typically  
designed to urban standards since it deals with more rural settings.  If the  
developer is asking for annexation to the city with all city services he  
should be required to design to city standards. 
 
5.  There was no mention of a traffic study.  Doesn't there need to be a  
traffic study for a development of this size which will generate over a  
thousand trips a day upon buildout? 
 
6.  What about accel and decel lanes on Southcamp Road? 
 
7.  Will there be a provision for a street connection between the adjacent  
development to the north or to Redlands Mesa or will everyone have to go to  
Southcamp Road to access this subdivision by vehicle. 
 
8.  I see the old lift-station will be removed.  Won't the developer have to  
build a new lift-station since much of this development is below Southcamp  
Road?  Who is responsible for the maintenance of this lift-station if one is  
required? 
 



 
 

 

I believe this land will be developed but I question the density being  
proposed even though the developer is providing lots of open space.  The  
questions is--Did he really have a choice due to the topography and is it  
really desirible for the future resident's use?  Also, is this development  
compatible with existing developments adjacent to it?  I think not. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Terri Binder 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 



 
 

 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 

 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 4109, WHICH ZONED THE 
FLETCHER ANNEXATION (RED ROCKS VALLEY PD) TO PLANNED 

DEVELOPMENT 
 

LOCATED APPROXIMATELY ½ MILE WEST OF MONUMENT ROAD ON THE 
NORTH SIDE OF SOUTH CAMP ROAD 

 
Recitals 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of zoning the Fletcher Annexation to the PD zone district finding that it 
conforms with the recommended land use category as shown on the Future Land Use 
map of the Growth Plan, and the Growth Plan’s goals and policies, and is generally 
compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.  The zone district meets the 
criteria found in Section 21.02.150 of the Zoning and Development Code and the 
requirements of Section 21.05, regarding Planned Developments.  The default zoning is 
R-2, Residential – 2 units per acre. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the PD zone district is in conformance with the stated criteria of 
Section 21.02 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property be zoned Planned Development not to exceed 1.12 dwelling 
units per acre. 
 
PERIMETER BOUNDARY LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
RED ROCKS VALLEY 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4) of Section 19 and the 
Northeast Quarter (NE1/4) of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute 
Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of Block D, Monument Valley Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 16, page 269-270, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado, and assuming the East line of the NW1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 30 bears 
S00°00’15”W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence 
from said Point of Beginning; S11°52’16”W to a point on the South right of way line of 
South Camp Road, as same is recorded in Book 997, pages 945-946, a distance of 
100.00 feet; thence along said right of way N78°07’44”W  a distance of 204.77 feet; 
thence 662.69 feet along the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, 
having a central angle of 37°46’59” and a chord bearing N59°14’14”W a distance of 



 
 

 

650.75 feet; thence N40°20’44”W a distance of 457.15 feet; thence 390.46 feet along 
the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central angle of 
22°15’42” and a chord bearing N29°12’52”W a distance of 388.01 feet to a point on the 
centerline of Rimrock Drive, as same is shown on the plat of Monument Valley 
Subdivision Filing No. 5, as same is recorded in Plat Book 14, Pages 212-214, Public 
Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence N71°52’16”E a distance of 50.00 feet to a 
point on the East line of the Monument Valley Annexation, City of Grand Junction 
Ordinance No. 2850, and the centerline of said South Camp Road; thence 353.46 feet 
along the arc of a 954.93 foot radius curve concave East, having a central angle of 
21°12’28” and a chord bearing N07°28’38”W a distance of 351.45 feet; thence 
N03°07’36”E along a line 429.61 feet; thence 602.38 feet along the arc of a 954.93 foot 
radius curve concave West, having a central angle of 36°08’35” and a chord bearing 
N14°55’27”W a distance of 592.44 feet; thence N57°08’32”E a distance of 50.00 feet to 
a point on the North right of way of said South Camp Road; thence S32°59’44”E a 
distance of 45.59 feet; thence 633.56 feet along the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve 
concave West, having a central angle of 36°07’20” and a chord bearing S14°56’04”E a 
distance of 623.12 feet; thence S03°07’36”W a distance of 429.95 feet; thence 686.60 
feet along the arc of a 904.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central 
angle of 43°28’20” and a chord bearing S18°36’34”E a distance of 670.25 feet; thence 
S40°20’44”E a distance of 457.15 feet; thence 596.27 feet along the arc of a 904.93 
foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central angle of 37°45’09” and a chord 
bearing S59°13’19”E a distance of 585.54 feet; thence S78°07’44”E a distance of 
205.25 feet; more or less to the Point of Beginning, TOGETHER WITH Block C and 
Block D, of said Monument Valley Subdivision. 
 
Said parcel contains 144.43 acres (6,291,761 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
This Ordinance prescribes as follows: 
 
1) Default zoning standards.  If the planned development approval expires or 
becomes invalid for any reason, the property shall be fully subject to the default 
standards.  The default standards of the R-2 zoning designation will apply. 
 
2) Phasing schedule.  Remaining Phases are to be Final Platted by March 1, 
2022. 
 
3) Number of units allowed.  155 residential units allowed – 103 single family 
residential lots, 1/2 acre in size or larger; 52 patio homes (attached and detached). 
 
4) Applicable setbacks. 
 
 a)  Patio homes.  The setback standards for the patio homes are as follows:  A 
minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area.  This 
setback is measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red Point 
Road, Red Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  The front setback for all garages shall 
be 20 feet.  The side setback between buildings is 10 feet, except for those units that 
are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  No accessory structures will be 
allowed.  A dimensioned final design of the patio home area will be recorded with the 
Final Plat. 



 
 

 

 
 b)  Other homes.  The setbacks for the single-family homes not designated as 
patio homes are as follows:  The front setback is 20 feet for the principle structure and 
25 feet for accessory structures.  Side setbacks are 15-feet for the principle structure 
and 3 feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-feet for the principle 
structure and 3 feet for an accessory structure.  (These setbacks are consistent with the 
R-2 default zone.) 
 
5) Future development.  A tract (shown as Tract N on the approved preliminary 
drawings dated 4/24/07, found in development file number PP-2006-217) is reserved 
for future development to adjoin the property to the east. 
 
6) Construction restrictions. 
 
 Construction outside of the designated building envelopes will not be permitted.  
Engineered foundations and site grading plans shall be required on all lots.  The Final 
Plat shall include a note requiring construction with the designated building envelopes, 
engineered foundations and site grading plans for each and every lot. 
 
 Mitigation berms, swales for drainage and rock fall areas shall be constructed.  
City engineer(s) and Colorado Geological Survey representatives shall be permitted to 
supervise the construction of these features and these features must be inspected and 
approved by a City engineer.  These features will be considered and treated as “as-
builts.”  The construction of these features shall be guaranteed and secured by 
Development Improvements Agreement (DIA) and associated security.  Maintenance of 
these features shall be provided by an association of the homeowners in perpetuity, 
and easements in favor of said association for this purpose shall be granted. 
 
 No planning clearance or building permit shall issue for any construction on the 
lot designated as Lot 1, Block 1 on the approved preliminary drawings dated 4/24/07, 
included in development file number PP-2006-217, and said lot shall not be sold, unless 
and until a secondary access is constructed in the subdivision to the east.  No more 
than 99 homes shall be constructed in area comprised by the Plan (referred to 
presently as the Red Rocks Valley Subdivision) unless and until a secondary access to 
a public roadway or street is constructed, whether within the Red Rocks Valley 
Subdivision or in the subdivision / development to the east.  A Recording Memorandum 
setting forth in detail these restrictions shall be recorded so as to inform potential 
buyers of such restrictions.  Construction of said secondary access shall be guaranteed 
and secured by a DIA and associated security. 
 
 If no access to South Camp Road that can serve as a secondary access for Red 
Rocks Valley Subdivision is completed in the subdivision / development to the east by 
the time a planning clearance or building permit for the 99th house issues, the 
developer shall promptly construct the secondary access in the location of Lot 1, Block 
1 on the approved preliminary drawings dated 4/24/07, included in development file 
number PP-2006-217. 
 
 No planning clearance or building permit shall issue for any construction on the 
lot designated on the approved preliminary drawings, dated 4/24/07 and included in 



 
 

 

development file number PP-2006-217 as Lot 1, Block 5, unless and until the 
ingress/egress easement is vacated and the lift station associated with it has been 
relocated or is no longer needed, as determined by City staff.  A Recording 
Memorandum setting forth in detail these restrictions shall be recorded so as to inform 
potential buyers of such restrictions. 
 
 The Final Plat shall show any and all "no-disturbance" and/or "no-build" zones as 
designated by the Army Corps of Engineers or City engineers. 
 
7) Private Streets Agreement.  Private streets as proposed by the Applicant are 
approved; an agreement for the maintenance of all private streets in the subdivision in 
accordance with City Transportation Engineering and Design Standards (TEDS) shall 
be required and shall be recorded with the Final Plat. 
 
8) Sidewalks.  The following sidewalks not shown on the approved preliminary 
drawings dated 04/24/07 included in development file number PP-2006-217 shall be 
provided: 
 

o Sidewalk on both sides of Slick Rock Road. 
o Sidewalks on both sides of Red Park Road. 
o On Grand Cache Court, continue the sidewalk around the entire cul-de-sac and 

both sides of the street. 
o Sidewalk on both sides on Red Pointe Road between Red Mesa Road and Red 

Park Road. 
o Continue sidewalk around the cul-de-sac on Crevice Court to the trail in Red 

Canyon. 
 
9) Park land dedication.  The final plat shall include a dedication to the City for a 
public park holding in the corner of land which connects with and would make 
contiguous City's two holdings to the north and east of this parcel.  Said dedication shall 
be sufficient, at a minimum, to allow maintenance access, and shall be to the 
reasonable specifications of the Parks and Recreation Department. 
 
10) Trails.  Existing public trails in the area shall connect through this subdivision. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the 7th day of March, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 

__________________________ 
President of the Council 

 
____________________________ 
City Clerk



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1144  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 

 
 
Subject:  Rezone Property Located at 513 Independent Avenue 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Rezone Ordinance 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to rezone one property totaling 0.22 +/- acres located at 513 
Independent Avenue from R-16, (Residential – 16 du/ac) to C-2, (General Commercial). 
  
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
In 2010, the current Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the City and the 
corresponding Future Land Use Map designation for this property was designated as 
Commercial.  This property (513 Independent Avenue) is presently zoned R-16, 
(Residential – 16 du/ac) which does not match the Comprehensive Plan Future Land 
Use Map designation for this property by having a residential zone in a commercially 
designated area. 
 
The City has identified numerous areas of the City where the current zoning designation 
does not match the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  This area, Area 9, 
represents one property that totals 0.22 +/- acres that the City, as the applicant for this 
request, wishes to rezone to bring this property into compliance with the Future Land 
Use Map.  Previously, Area 9 included a total of 55 additional properties that were 
proposed to be rezoned from R-8, (Residential – 8 du/ac) to R-16, (Residential – 16 
du/ac) located to the east along Independent and W. Kennedy Avenues.  However, due 
to overwhelming neighborhood opposition, the City has decided to propose a 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map amendment for the 55 properties. The 
proposed amendment will return the area back to the original classification of 
Residential Medium (4 – 8 du/ac) leaving the property located at 513 Independent 
Avenue as the only property that needs to be rezoned.  The proposed Future Land Use 
amendment will come before the City Council in the near future.  
 

Date:  March 2, 2012 

Author:  Scott D. Peterson 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior 

Planner/1447 

Proposed Schedule: February 13, 

2012 (1st Reading)  

2nd Reading:  March 21, 2012 

File #: RZN-2011-1207 



 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
The proposed rezone to C-2, (General Commercial) implements the future land use 
designation of Commercial and meets the following goals from the Comprehensive 
Plan: 
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 
The proposed C-2 zone district will provide the opportunity for commercial 
development, either office and/or general commercial/retail land use and will also match 
the current zoning on adjacent properties to the north, south and west. 
 
Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 
 
The proposed C-2 zone will provide the opportunity for an existing vacant lot to 
potentially be developed in the future as a commercial property to create additional jobs 
within the community. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City will sustain, develop 
and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 
The proposed C-2 zone will provide the opportunity for an existing vacant lot to 
potentially be developed in the future as a commercial property to create additional jobs 
within the community.  
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested rezone at their 
January 24, 2012 meeting. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
N/A. 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A. 
 
Other issues: 
 
None. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 



 
 

 

Consideration and First Reading of the Rezoning Ordinance was February 13, 2012. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Ordinance 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 513 Independent Avenue 

Applicant: City of Grand Junction 

Existing Land Use: Vacant lot 
Proposed Land Use: N/A   

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Commercial zoned property 

South Vacant commercial lot 

East Multi-family apartment complex 

West Vacant commercial lot 
Existing Zoning: R-16, (Residential – 16 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: C-2, (General Commercial) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North C-2, (General Commercial) 
South C-2, (General Commercial) 
East R-16, (Residential – 16 du/ac) 
West C-2, (General Commercial) 

Future Land Use 
Designation: Commercial 

Zoning within density 
range? X Yes  No 

 
Additional Background: 
 
The property owner was notified of the proposed rezone change via mail and invited to 
an Open House which was conducted on November 16, 2011 to discuss any issues, 
concerns, suggestions or support for the rezone request.  The proposed rezone was 
discussed with the property owner of 513 Independent Avenue who verbally supported 
the request.  Other property owners in the neighborhood have contacted City Staff but 
did not have a preference concerning the proposed rezone of this property.  
 



 
 

 

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Zone requests must meet all of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or  
 

Response:  The existing parcel is currently zoned R-16, (Residential – 16 
du/ac), however the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifies this 
property as Commercial.  The existing zoning is not in compliance with the 
Future Land Use Map, therefore, the proposed rezone to C-2, (General 
Commercial) will bring this property into compliance with the Future Land Use 
Map. 

 
(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 and use of properties to the north, south and west 
have been commercial for over 30 years and has not changed during that time. 
 The proposed rezone will bring the zoning of the property into compliance with 
the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  

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

Response:  Adequate public facilities and services are currently available to 
serve the property.  City water and sewer are located within Independent 
Avenue and the property is located within the City Center area with access to 
transportation, shopping and medical facilities. 

 
(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 proposed rezone is in conjunction with a City wide initiated 
rezone to remove conflicts that were created when the Comprehensive Plan 
was adopted. 

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

Response:  The proposed rezone to C-2 from R-16 will provide the opportunity 
for commercial development, either office and/or general commercial/retail land 
use and will also match the current zoning on adjacent properties to the north, 
south and west. 

 



 
 

 

The proposed rezone will also alleviate and resolve the current conflict between 
the zoning designation and the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
classification. 



 
 

 

Site Location Map – 513 Independent Ave. 
Figure 1 

 
  

 

Aerial Photo Map – 513 Independent Ave. 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan – 513 Independent 
Figure 3 

 

Existing City Zoning – 513 Independent 
Figure 5 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING ONE PROPERTY FROM R-16, (RESIDENTIAL – 16 
DU/AC) TO C-2 (GENERAL COMMERCIAL), 

 
LOCATED AT 513 INDEPENDENT AVENUE 

 
Recitals. 
 
 On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as 
Title 31 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
 The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
 When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would 
be justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future 
Land Use Map and the zoning of this property.    
 
 The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown 
on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 
 An Open House was held on November 16, 2011 to allow property owners and 
interested citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to 
make comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A 
display ad noticing the Open House was ran in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to 
encourage public review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on 
the City website with information about how to submit comments or concerns.   
 



 
 

 

 After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances 
of the City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the 
proposed zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

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

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 

Development Code have all been met. 
 
 After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the 
City Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property shall be rezoned C-2, (General Commercial). 
 
513 Independent Avenue (Parcel # 2945-104-00-031).  See attached map. 
 
Introduced on first reading this 13th day of February, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this _____ day of ______, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 



 
 

 

 
AAttttaacchh  1155  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone Six Properties Located on the East Side of 26 Road, North of 
Patterson Road, and One Property Located East of Foresight Apartments, North and 
East of the 25 ½ Road/Patterson Road Intersection 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Rezone Ordinance. 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Senta Costello, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to rezone approximately 6.25 acres, located on the east side of 
26 Road, north of Patterson Road from R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) to R-4 (Residential 4 
du/ac) and approximately 4.89 acres located east of Foresight Apartments, north and 
east of the 25 ½ Road/Patterson Road intersection from CSR (Community Services 
and Recreation) to R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac).   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
26 Road Properties – These properties were annexed in 2000 as a part of the G Road 
South Enclave.  As a part of the annexation, an agreement was made with property 
owners to zone the properties with a City zone district that was equivalent to the 
existing County zoning.  Therefore, when these six properties were annexed they were 
zoned R-1, even though the zoning did not conform to the Future Land Use category of 
the Growth Plan.  The current use of all of the properties is single family residential 
which is an allowed use in the R-4 zone district. 
 
25 1/2 Road Property – The property was annexed in 1979 and zoned to a single 
family zone district.  In 1984, the property owner received approval of a rezone to PB 
(Planned Business) for the KEXO radio station tower.  The property was rezoned in 
2000 to CSR (Community Services & Recreation) as part of the city wide rezone 
implementing the new Zoning and Development Code.  Currently, the site is classified 
as a telecommunications facility and is a legal non-conforming use.  
Telecommunication facilities are allowed in all zones upon approval of Conditional Use 
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Permit.  Therefore, rezoning this property to R-16 will not create a nonconforming use 
as the use is already nonconforming. 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 1: To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers 

Policy A. City and County land use decisions will be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. 

  
The current zone districts on these properties do not match the Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use designations.  The proposed rezone will eliminate the 
conflict. 

 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Grand Junction Planning Commission heard this request at its January 24, 2012 
meeting.  A recommendation of approval was forwarded to City Council with a vote of 6-
1. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
N/A 
 
Legal issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Other issues: 
 
N/A 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
N/A 
 
Attachments: 
 
Rezone criteria with Staff recommendation 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Citizen comments 
January 24, 2102 Planning Commission Minutes 
Ordinance   



 
 

 

1. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION – 26 Road Properties 

Location: East side of 26 Road, north of Patterson Rd 
Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Single Family 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land uses proposed 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family Residences 
South Single Family Residences 
East Single Family Residences 
West Single Family Residences 

Existing Zoning: R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
South R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
East R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
West R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION – 25 1/2 Road Property 

Location: East of Foresight Apartments, north and east of 
the 25 1/2 Road/Patterson Road intersection 

Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Telecommunications facility 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land uses proposed 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family Residences 
South Multi-Family 
East Single Family Residences 
West Multi-Family 

Existing Zoning: CSR (Community Services & Recreation) 
Proposed Zoning: R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North PD (Residential 2.9 du/ac) 
South R-24 (Residential 24 du/ac) 
East PD (Residential 4.27 du/ac) 
West R-24 (Residential 24 du/ac) 



 
 

 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium High 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
2. Section 21.02.140(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Grand Junction Municipal Code must be made per Section 
21.02.140(a) as follows: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 

 
Response:  No events have occurred to invalidate the original premise and 
findings.  The zoning of all of the properties in Area 8 have been in conflict with 
the Future Land Use designation since the zoning was adopted in 2000.  When 
the Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2010, the Future Land Use 
designations were updated, but the conflicts still exist. 

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

 
Response:  Response: Neither the character nor the conditions in the area have 
changed.  The zoning of all of the properties in Area 8 have been in conflict with 
the Future Land Use designation since the zoning was adopted in 2000.  When 
the Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2010, the Future Land Use 
designations were updated, but the conflicts still exist. 

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

 
Response:  Adjacent to all of these properties are improved streets, sanitary 
sewer service, water service, and trash and recycle pick-up.  Furthermore, the 
properties are located near emergency and delivery services, schools, shopping 
and public transportation. 

 
(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:  This criterion does not apply to the properties on 26 Road as there is 
adequate supply of R-4 zoned property.  The proposal for these properties is to 
rezone to the R-4 to eliminate the conflict between the Future Land Use 
designation of the Comprehensive Plan and the zoning on the properties.  26 
Road is a logical divider between two Future Land Use designations which differ 
on either side of the Road.  As this criterion relates to the property located near 
25 ½ Road, there is approximately 143 acres within the city limits currently zoned 
R-16.  This equates to less than 1% of the total acreage of zoned parcels within 
the city limits (21,200 acres). 



 
 

 

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

 
Response:  The proposed R-4 and R-16 zones will provide the opportunity for additional 
density within the urbanized area of the valley, which is consistent with goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  Higher densities allow for more efficient use of 
City services and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City and therefore the 
community. 



 
 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 
 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
Figure 3 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Figure 4 
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Ms. Costello: Hello.  
Re: Blue Rezone Area 8 
  
I am Robert Leachman at 627 Braemar Circle. We spoke last month regarding this subject. I 
looked at each of the properties proposed for rezone. I understand that there is a conflict 
between the current zoning of these parcels and the growth plan. While I have no comment on 
the proposed rezone of these properties, I am a little concerned that assuming that the Blue 
Area 8 rezone is approved, the approval could be used by landowners on the west side of 26 
Road to argue that rezoning of their property to allow a higher density of development must 
therefore be approved. While this would require a process that may involve me, there is no 
assurance that I would be successful to prevent development if the proposed Blue Rezone Area 
8 approval action carried more weight in the view of the planning commission or council. There 
are properties on the west side that physically could accommodate higher density. So ideally I 
would rather the growth plan be amended to resolve the conflict. But if not, then I think the 
rezone should be qualified to make it clear, that it is being done strictly to resolve the 
administrative conflict, and not in any way to promote or condone higher density development 
in this area.  
  
Thank You 
  
Robert Leachman 
627 Braemar Circle 
Grand Junction 
81505  



 
 

 

Planning Commission January 24, 2012 
 
6. Blue 

Polygon – Rezone Area 8 – Rezone 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to 1) rezone 4.888 acres 
consisting of 1 parcel from CSR (Community Service and Recreation) to an R-16 
(Residential 16 du/ac) zone district and 2) 6.252 acres consisting of 6 parcels from 
an R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) to an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district. 
FILE #: RZN-2011-1210 
PETITIONER: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: 632 26 Road and others 
STAFF: Senta Costello 

 
STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Senta Costello, Senior Planner, Public Works and Planning Department, addressed the 
Commission with regard to the Area 8 Rezone.  This rezone consisted of two separate 
areas – 6 parcels were located north of Patterson Road on the east side of 26 Road; 
and another parcel located north and east of 25 1/2 Road and Patterson Road east of 
the Foresight Village Apartments.  Ms. Costello said that the properties along 1st Street 
were surrounded by larger lot single-family as well as more suburban-type single-family 
and the site on the west side was surrounded by multi-family as well as single-family.  
She said that the properties along 26 Road all contained single-family homes.  The site 
on 25 1/2 Road contained a radio tower. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan designation for the properties along 26 Road was Residential 
Medium and the site off of 25 1/2 Road was designated as Residential Medium High.  
She said the surrounding areas were Residential Medium to the Medium Low to the 
north and Residential Medium High to the east; Residential High Mixed Use to the south 
for the western property and the eastern site was surrounded by the east and south by 
Residential Medium and to the west by Residential Low. 
 
Ms. Costello said the properties along 26 Road were currently zoned R-1 which did not 
implement the Residential Medium zone district.  The proposal for those properties was 
for a rezone to R-4.  The property off of 25 1/2 Road was zoned CSR which also did not 
implement the Residential Medium High designation and the proposal for that site was 
for an R-16 rezone. 
 
Ms. Costello addressed the comments received which included two property owners on 
26 Road who were not in favor of the proposed rezone as they had lived there for a 
number of years and did not want to see the zoning change.  She also heard from some 
of the surrounding property owners who did not believe those properties would ever 
develop to an R-4 density so they did not see a need for the change in zoning.  She 
also heard from surrounding property owners for the CSR property and none of them 
had voiced any opposition to that proposal.  The Blended Map for both sites was the 
Residential Medium designation which both the R-4 and the R-16 zone districts 
implemented that particular Blended Map designation.  As a result, Ms. Costello 



 
 

 

recommended approval of both rezones. 
Planning Commission January 24, 2012 
 
 
QUESTIONS 
Chairman Wall asked if the radio tower would present an issue going to R-16.  Ms. 
Costello said that telecommunication facilities were allowed in all zone districts with a 
Conditional Use Permit and she assured that this particular property did have a 
Conditional Use Permit which would continue with the land even if the property was 
rezoned. 
 
Commissioner Leonard asked what the notification procedure was as far as the decision 
reached this evening.  Ms. Costello said that notification was not sent out by City 
Council for their public hearings.  She agreed to notify those particular property owners 
of the decision made and would advise them when the next hearing date would be. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Chairman Wall said that this too was pretty straightforward and thought it made sense. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Pavelka) “Mr. Chairman, on Rezone RZN-2011-1210, I 
move the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the 
Area 8 Blue Rezone from R-1 (Residential 1 dwelling unit per acre) to R-4 
(Residential 4 dwelling units per acre) and the CSR (Community Services and 
Recreation) to R-16 (Residential 16 dwelling units per acre) with the findings of 
fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 



 
 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING SIX PROPERTIES FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL 1 DU/AC) 
TO R-4 (RESIDENTIAL 4 DU/AC) AND ONE PROPERTY FROM CSR (COMMUNITY 

SERVICES AND RECREATION) TO R-16 (RESIDENTIAL 16 DU/AC) 
 

LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF 26 ROAD, NORTH OF PATTERSON ROAD AND 
EAST OF FORESIGHT APARTMENTS, NORTH AND EAST OF THE 25 ½ 

ROAD/PATTERSON ROAD INTERSECTION 
 

Recitals: 
 
On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as Title 31 of 
the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would be 
justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land 
Use Map and the zoning of these properties(y).    
 
The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial and the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate land uses 
located in the surrounding area. 
 
An Open House was held on November 16, 2011 to allow property owners and interested 
citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to make 
comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A display 
ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to encourage public 



 
 

 

review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on the City website 
with information about how to submit comments or concerns.   
 
After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

1. The requested zone(s) is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met. 

 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following properties shall be rezoned to: 
 
R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac)  
 

Tax Parcel #  Address 
2945-023-00-069  622 26 Road 
2945-023-00-070  Unaddressed 
2945-023-00-022  624 26 Road 
2945-023-00-021  628 26 Road 
2945-023-00-017  630 26 Road 
2945-023-00-016  632 26 Road 

 
and 
 
R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac). 
 

Tax Parcel #  Address 
2945-034-00-112  Unaddressed 

 
 
Also see attached map. 
 
 
Introduced on first reading this 13th day of February, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 



 
 

 

 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 



 

 



 

 

 
AAttttaacchh  1166  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 
 

 
Subject:  Rezone Two Parcels Located at 690 and 694 29 ½ Road; Two Parcels 
Located at 2910 Highline Canal Road and 725 29 Road; and One Parcel Located at 
698 29 Road  
Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Rezone Ordinance 
Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
 Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 
Executive Summary:  
 
A City initiated request to: 
 
1)  Rezone 15.454 acres in two (2) parcels located at 690 and 694 29 ½ Road from an 
R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 dwelling units/acre) zone district; and 
 
2)  Rezone 27.537 acres in two (2) parcels located at 2910 Highline Canal Road and 
725 29 Road from R-R (Residential Rural) and 2.769 acres in one (1) parcel located at 
698 29 Road from a C-1 (Light Commercial), all to a B-P (Business Park) zone district.  
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
The subject properties were annexed into the City of Grand Junction on December 5, 
1999 when the North Glenn/Matchett Enclave Annexation became effective.  The 
properties were assigned a zoning at the time of annexation. 
 
In 2010, the Comprehensive Plan was adopted.  After adoption of the Comprehensive 
Plan, it became apparent that there were areas around the City that had conflicts 
between the Future Land Use designation of the Comprehensive Plan and the 
respective zone districts associated with the properties.  Each area was evaluated to 
determine what the best course of action would be to remedy the discrepancy. 
 
Two distinct subareas exist that encompass the subject properties: 
 
Subarea 1 consists of two large-lot residential/agricultural acreages on 29 ½ Road 
currently zoned R-R (Residential Rural).  The Comprehensive Plan anticipated a need 
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for additional dwelling units based on historic and projected population growth.  The 
Future Land Use Map assigned a designation of Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) south 
of G Road.  The requested rezone of 690 and 694 29 ½ Road, also known as Parcel 1 
and 2 of the Dorssey Simple Land Division, from R-R to R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) will 
bring these two properties into conformance with the Future Land Use designation and 
is consistent with the existing R-5 zoning further south along 29 ½ Road. 
 
Subarea 2 consists of three unique parcels situated on either side of I-70 accessed via 
29 Road.  One is currently farmed, one is vacant, and one is the location of a social 
service facility under the name of Offender Services Inc.  The Comprehensive Plan 
anticipated an opportunity for future development at the intersection of 29 Road and I-
70 that would be triggered by the construction of an interchange.  The Future Land Use 
Map assigned a new designation of Business Park Mixed Use (BP) to all of the private 
acreage surrounding this future interchange.  The requested rezone of these properties 
to BP will bring these properties into conformance with the Future Land Use designation 
in anticipation of development opportunities associated with the interstate interchange. 
 
Property owners were notified of the proposed zone change via a mailed letter and 
invited to an open house to discuss any issues, concerns, suggestions or support.  One 
letter to the owner of 2910 Highline Canal Road, Offender Services Inc, was returned 
as undeliverable.  The open house was held on November 16, 2011.  No comment 
sheets were received regarding this proposal.  Seven contacts have been made about 
the proposal, including two owners/representatives of owners.  Two e-mails from 
neighboring property owners are attached to this report. 
 
No public testimony was offered before the Planning Commission at their January 24, 
2012 meeting. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Goal 3: The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the Community.   
 
The proposed R-5 zone district will provide the opportunity for additional density as an 
extension of established and emerging neighborhoods.  Additional density allows for 
more efficient use of City services and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City and 
therefore the community. 
 
Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.   
 
It is anticipated, through the Future Land Use designation of Business Park Mixed Use, 
that all of the privately owned property located on either side of I-70 at 29 Road, would 
develop with land uses to serve the proposed interchange, though a portion of this 
property will be appropriated for the interchange itself.  The rezone of these three 



 
 

 

properties is consistent with this vision and would provide significant business 
opportunities as a regional provider of goods and services. 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Grand Junction Planning Commission met on January 24, 2012 and forwarded a 
unanimous recommendation of approval to the City Council. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget: N/A 
 
Legal issues: None. 
 
Other issues: None. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: The Council introduced the proposed 
Ordinance on February 13, 2012. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Background Information 
Rezone criteria  
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
E-mails from adjacent property owners 
Planning Commission Minutes of January 24, 2012  
Ordinance   



 
 

 

 
 

Subarea 1 - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 690 and 694 29 ½ Road 
Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Single Family, Agricultural 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land use(s) proposed 

Surrounding Land Use: 

North Single Family, Agricultural 

South Agricultural 

East Single Family  

West Single Family  
Existing Zoning: R-R (Residential Rural) 
Proposed Zoning: R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac), R-R (Residential Rural) 
South R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 
East R-R (Residential Rural) 
West PD (Planned Development) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 



 
 

 

 
Section 21.02.140(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 

In order for the rezoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a 
finding of consistency with the Grand Junction Municipal Code must be made per 
Section 21.02.140(a) as follows: 
 

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 
 
Subarea 1 Response:  The 2010 adoption of the Comprehensive Plan 
designated the Future Land Use for Area 1 as Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac), 
rendering the existing R-R (Residential Rural) zoning inconsistent.  The 
proposed rezone to R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) will resolve this inconsistency. 
 
Subarea 2 Response:  The 2010 adoption of the Comprehensive Plan created a 
new Future Land Use designation of Business Park Mixed Use and was applied 
to Area 2, rendering the existing R-R (Residential Rural) and C-1 (Light 
Commercial) zoning inconsistent.  The proposed rezone to BP (Business Park) 
will resolve this inconsistency. 
 
This criterion has been met. 

 

Subarea 2 - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Location: 698 29 Road, 2910 Highline Canal Road, 725 29 Road 
Applicants: City of Grand Junction 
Existing Land Use: Undeveloped, Social Services, Agricultural 
Proposed Land Use: No changes to land use(s) proposed 

Surrounding Land Use: 

North Agricultural, Airport 

South Undeveloped, Electric Substation 

East Undeveloped, Single Family  

West Undeveloped  
Existing Zoning: C-1 (Light Commercial), R-R (Residential Rural) 
Proposed Zoning: BP (Business Park) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North PAD (Planned Airport Development) 
South R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac), R-R (Residential Rural) 
East R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac), R-R (Residential Rural) 
West PD (Planned Development) 

Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 



 
 

 

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

 
Subarea 1 Response:  Additional residential development, known as Cattail 
Creek, has been proposed along 29 ½ Road adjacent to these two properties.  
Although the current economic conditions have delayed the construction of this 
development, it demonstrates the desirability of the area for additional 
residences. 
 
Subarea 2 Response:  The 29 Road/I-70 Interchange represents, with the 
opening of the 29 Road Bridge over the Union Pacific Railroad between North 
Avenue and D ½ Road, the last segment of a long planned transportation loop 
around the City.  Although it may be several years before this vision is realized, 
the Comprehensive Plan designation of Business Park, along with the proposed 
zone change, anticipates the opportunity for the type of development appropriate 
for lands adjacent to the interchange. 
 
This criterion has been met. 

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

 
Subarea 1 Response:  29 ½ Road and G Road are designated as minor 
collectors, which would funnel traffic from new development to the west and 
south.  Adequate infrastructure exists in 29 ½ Road right-of-way to 
accommodate, with upgrades as necessary, additional residential density. 
 
Subarea 2 Response:  29 Road is designated as a Principal Arterial, with an 
interchange proposed at I-70 and a future extension into the Airport and to points 
east, paralleling I-70.  The existing land use is primarily undeveloped or irrigated 
land, meaning significant infrastructure would be necessary.  These 
improvements, however, would be spurred by the development potential 
generated by a new interstate interchange. 
 
This criterion can be met. 

 
(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 

 
Subarea 1 Response:  There is approximately 125 acres of developable land 
north of F ½ Road east of 29 Road that is presently zoned R-5.  This represents 
the majority of the remaining developable land in this portion of the community, 
which is constrained on the east by the Airport Critical Zone, a portion of which 
extends through the property at 694 29 ½ Road; the north by the Highline Canal 
and I-70, the west by Matchett Park, and the south by existing development. 
 



 
 

 

Subarea 2 Response:  There is approximately 250 acres of privately owned land 
on either side of I-70 between the Highline Canal and the Airport, in addition to 
the subject properties.  All of this additional land is zoned PD (Planned 
Development). 
 
This criterion is met. 

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

 
Subarea 1 Response:  The proposed R-5 zone district will provide the 
opportunity for additional density as an extension of established and emerging 
neighborhoods.  Additional density allows for more efficient use of City services 
and infrastructure, minimizing costs to the City and therefore the community. 
 
Subarea 2 Response:  It is anticipated, through the Future Land Use designation 
of Business Park Mixed Use, that all of the privately owned property located on 
either side of I-70 at 29 Road, would develop with land uses to serve the 
proposed interchange, though a portion of this property will be appropriated for 
the interchange itself.  The rezone of these three properties is consistent with 
this vision and would provide significant business opportunities as a regional 
provider of goods and services, consistent with Goal 12 of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Area 15 Rezone, RZN-2011-1154, a request to: 
 
1)  Rezone 15.454 acres in two (2) parcels located at 690 and 694 29 1/2 Road from an 
R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 dwelling units/acre) zone district; 
 
2)  Rezone 27.537 acres in two (2) parcels located at 2910 Highline Canal Road and 
725 29 Road from R-R (Residential Rural) and 2.769 acres in one (1) parcel located at 
698 29 Road from a C-1 (Light Commercial), all to a B-P (Business Park) zone district; 
 
the following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

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

4. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code have all been met. 

 
 



 
 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 

 

 

Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

Existing City Zoning Map 
Figure 4 
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E-mail regarding property adjacent to Business Park 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 

E-mail from neighbor at 676 29 ½ Road 



 
 

 

 
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 24, 2012 MINUTES 
6:00 p.m. to 7:13 p.m. 

 
 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Wall.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Reginald Wall 
(Chairman),Lynn Pavelka (Vice-Chairman), Pat Carlow, Ebe Eslami, Gregory Williams, 
Lyn Benoit and Keith Leonard. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Greg Moberg (Planning Services 
Supervisor), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner), Brian Rusche (Senior Planner), Scott 
Peterson (Senior Planner) and Senta Costello (Senior Planner).  
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 6 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 the minutes of the December 13, 2011 Regular Meeting. 
 
2. Suncor Annexation – Zone of Annexation 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 27.559 acres from 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development) to a City I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district. 
FILE #: ANX-2011-1328 
PETITIONER: Douglas Pumphrey – Suncor Energy (USA) Inc. 
LOCATION: 2200 Railroad Avenue 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Pavelka) “I move we approve the Consent Agenda as 
read.” 
 
Commissioner Carlow seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 



 
 

 

 
 
Public Hearing Items 
Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, provided a brief overview of the next four items and, more 
particularly, why the City was the applicant in the rezone applications and explained the 
public process involved in each application.  The City and Mesa County jointly adopted 
the Comprehensive Plan in February 2010, a process which lasted over 30 months and 
included over 300 public meetings.  Ms. Cox said that it was a very public process and 
they had gone through various tools to ensure the public was engaged in the adoption 
process. 
 
As part of adoption of the Comprehensive Plan, a vision was identified and the concept 
of development in neighborhood and village centers was created.  She said that in order 
to implement those new ideas and visions, there were new land use designations 
created to help bring the vision of the plan to life.  However, when the plan was adopted 
and the new land use designations put in place, the City did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  Ms. Cox stated that the City had 
undertaken the effort on behalf of property owners to resolve the conflict between the 
zoning of the property and the vision of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
She next identified the steps involved in the public process which included the following: 
 Each property owner was sent an individual letter which explained why the City was the 
applicant; why this process was being undertaken; and informed them of the City’s 
intent to resolve the conflict.  Notification cards were also sent out to residents who lived 
within 500 feet of an impact area or parcel to be rezoned.  This gave those residents an 
opportunity to become involved in the process and to also submit their thoughts and 
comments.  In addition, an open house was set up for citizens and/or property owners 
to learn more about the proposed rezones or an opportunity to express their comments 
and/or concerns.  Additionally, there was a public comment period opened up. 
 
Lastly, the neighbors were made aware that the rezone application would be processed 
through the Planning Commission wherein the Planning Commission would make a 
recommendation to City Council and City Council was the final decision-maker.  Ms. 
Cox mentioned that there had been several property owners who questioned whether a 
rezone of their property would result in increased taxes.  She said that they would not 
as a change in the zoning of a property would not increase property taxes but a change 
in the use would change taxes. 
 
3. Blue Polygon – Area 15 Rezone – Rezone 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to 1) rezone 15.454 acres 
from an R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district AND 
2) a recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 27.537 acres from an R-
R (Residential Rural) and 2.769 acres from a C-1 (Light Commercial) all to a BP 
(Business Park) zone district. 
FILE #: RZN-2011-1154 
PETITIONER: City of Grand Junction 



 
 

 

LOCATION: 690 29 1/2 Road and others 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Brian Rusche, Senior Planner, Public Works and Planning Department, addressed the 
Commission regarding Area 15 which encompassed two Subareas totaling 5 parcels.  
He identified Subarea 1 as being on 29 1/2 Road and the request was for an R-5 
zoning; Subarea 2 was around the intersection of 29 Road and I-70 which consisted of 
3 parcels from R-R and C-1 to a Business Park zone.  He said that current land uses 
included agriculture, single-family uses, social service uses as well as undeveloped 
land. 
 
As the Comprehensive Plan anticipated the need for additional dwelling units based on 
historic and projected population growth, the future land use assigned a designation of 
Residential Medium to areas south of G Road.  Mr. Rusche said the requested rezone 
of the two properties included in Subarea 1 would bring the zoning into conformance 
with the Residential Medium designation.  He then said that Subarea 2 included 3 
unique parcels in which the Comprehensive Plan anticipated an opportunity for future 
development at the intersection of 29 Road and I-70 that would be triggered by the 
construction of an interchange.  The Future Land Use Map assigned a new designation 
– Business Park Mixed Use – to all of the private acreage surrounding the future 
interchange.  The requested rezone of these 3 properties would bring them into 
conformance with the designation as well as prepare them for potential development 
opportunities associated with an interstate interchange. 
 
Mr. Rusche identified the current zoning of all but one of the properties as Residential 
Rural which reflected agricultural uses.  All of the properties were brought into the City 
in 1999 as part of a significant enclave annexation and so the zoning assigned at the 
time reflected the use that was there.  The Blended Map also indicated this area as 
Residential Medium. 
 
Regarding Subarea 1, there were a few existing houses in the area but there had been 
proposed development along 29 1/2 Road that had not yet materialized which 
demonstrated the desirability in the area for additional residences.  With regard to 
Subarea 2, the potential for an interstate interchange would be the last segment of a 
long planned transportation route. 
 
The supply of land currently available was also addressed.  Mr. Rusche noted that while 
there was still developable land in the area that had residential zoning, some of it was 
impeded by an airport critical zone which was one of the reasons the Comprehensive 
Plan anticipated higher densities up to G Road but not further to the east. 
 
He next discussed 29 Road and I-70 and the parcels with current Planned Development 
zoning assigned and, if and when, those parcels were to develop they too could take 
advantage of the Business Park Mixed Use but at the present time, only the 3 parcels 
were the only ones in conflict.  He, therefore, recommended a recommendation of 



 
 

 

approval be forwarded to City Council for Subarea 1 to be rezoned to R-5 and Subarea 
2 to be rezoned to Business Park. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Chairman Wall said that this was straightforward and made sense and he would be in 
favor of it. 
 
MOTION: (Commissioner Pavelka) “Mr. Chairman, on Rezone RZN-2011-1154, I 
move the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the 
rezone of 15.54 acres in two parcels located at 690 and 694 29 1/2 Road from an 
R-R (Residential Rural) to an R-5 (Residential 5 dwelling units per acre) zone 
district.  I also include in this a rezone of 27.537 acres in two parcels located at 
2910 Highline Canal Road and 725 29 Road from R-R (Residential Rural) and 2.769 
acres in one parcel located at 698 29 Road from a C-1 (Light Commercial) all to a 
BP (Business Park) zone district.” 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 



 
 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTIES 
LOCATED AT 690 AND 694 29 ½ ROAD 

FROM AN R-R (RESIDENTIAL RURAL) TO 
AN R-5 (RESIDENTIAL 5 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE) ZONE DISTRICT, 

REZONING PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2910 HIGHLINE CANAL ROAD AND 725 29 
ROAD FROM AN R-R (RESIDENTIAL RURAL) TO 

A BP (BUSINESS PARK) ZONE DISTRICT, 
AND REZONING PROPERTY LOCATED AT 698 29 ROAD FROM A C-1 (LIGHT 

COMMERCIAL) TO A BP (BUSINESS PARK) ZONE DISTRICT 
 

Recitals. 
  
 On February 17, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan which includes the Future Land Use Map, also known as 
Title 31 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of Ordinances. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan established or assigned new land use designations to 
implement the vision of the Plan and guide how development should occur.  In many 
cases the new land use designation encouraged higher density or more intense 
development in some urban areas of the City. 
 
When the City adopted the Comprehensive Plan, it did not rezone property to be 
consistent with the new land use designations.  As a result, certain urban areas now carry 
a land use designation that calls for a different type of development than the current 
zoning of the property.  Staff analyzed these areas to consider whether the land use 
designation was appropriate, or if the zoning was more appropriate, to implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Upon analysis of each area, Staff has determined that the current Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map designation is appropriate, and that a proposed rezone would be 
justified in order to create consistency between the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land 
Use Map and the zoning of these properties.    
 
The proposed zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, Commercial and the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate land uses 
located in the surrounding area. 
 
An Open House was held on November 16, 2011 to allow property owners and interested 
citizens an opportunity to review the proposed zoning map amendments, to make 
comments and to meet with staff to discuss any concerns that they might have.  A display 
ad noticing the Open House was run in the Daily Sentinel newspaper to encourage public 



 
 

 

review and comment.  The proposed amendments were also posted on the City website 
with information about how to submit comments or concerns.   
 
After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
zoning map amendment for the following reasons: 
 

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

2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met. 
 

After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed zoning map amendment will 
implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and should be 
adopted. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following properties shall be rezoned R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac): 
 
690 AND 694 29 ½ ROAD 
 
SEE ATTACHED MAP. 
 
The following properties shall be rezoned BP (Business Park): 
 
2910 HIGHLINE CANAL ROAD, 725 29 ROAD, AND 698 29 ROAD 
 
SEE ATTACHED MAP. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the 13th day of February, 2012 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2012 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

 

 


