
Revised February 18, 2016 
** Indicates Changed Item 
*** Indicates New Item 
  ® Requires Roll Call Vote 

REVISED 

 

 

 

 

   

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 2016 

250 NORTH 5TH STREET 

4:30 P.M. – PRE-MEETING – ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM 

 

5:00 P.M. – SPECIAL WORKSHOP – CITY HALL AUDITORIUM 

 

7:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING – CITY HALL AUDITORIUM 
 

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025 
 
 

5:00 P.M. (Special Workshop) Events Center Feasibility Analysis Presentation 
             Attachment 
                  Supplemental Documents 
 
7:00 P.M. (Regular Meeting)  

Call to Order    Pledge of Allegiance  
     Invocation – Minister John Cooper, Church of Christ  
     Grand Junction 
 

[The invocation is offered for the use and benefit of the City Council.  The invocation is 
intended to solemnize the occasion of the meeting, express confidence in the future and 

encourage recognition of what is worthy of appreciation in our society.  During the 
invocation you may choose to sit, stand or leave the room.] 

 

 

Certificates of Appointment 

 
To the Forestry Board 

 

 

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

http://www.gjcity.org/
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Citizen Comments                Supplemental Documents 

 

 

Council Comments 

 

 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings             Attach 1 
 
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the February 2, 2016 Special Meeting and the 

February 3, 2016 Regular Meeting 
 

2. Purchase Thirteen All-Wheel Drive (AWD) Utility Police Special Services 

Vehicles                Attach 2 
 
 This purchase of thirteen AWD utility vehicles will replace thirteen police patrol 

vehicles that are at the end of their useful life.  As part of the Fleet Replacement 
Program, these new units will be used as patrol vehicles in the Police 
Department. 

 
 Action:  Approve the Purchase of Thirteen AWD Utility Police Special Services 

Vehicles from Western Slope Auto in Grand Junction, CO in the Amount of 
$525,902 

 
 Staff presentation: Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

3. Purchase Three All-Wheel Drive (AWD) Vehicles for Police        Attach 3 
 
 This purchase of three AWD Equinox utility vehicles will replace three unmarked 

police department vehicles.  As part of the Fleet Replacement Program, these 
new units will be used as unmarked vehicles for Services and Investigations in 
the Police Department. 

 
 Action:  Approve the Purchase of Three AWD Equinox Vehicles from the State of 

Colorado Price Agreement in the Amount of $63,140 
 
 Staff presentation: Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
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4. Purchase of Traffic Striping Paint for 2016           Attach 4 
 
 The City’s Transportation Engineering Division is responsible for striping 600+ 

miles of City streets and State highways in 2016 applying 10,000 gallons of white 
and yellow paint.  Utilizing the CDOT contract prices saves the City $13,346 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 2016 Traffic Striping Paint in the Amount of 
$83,494 

 
 Staff presentation: Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 

Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

5. Professional Services Contract for Engineering Design of the Water 

Treatment Plant Filter Upgrade Project           Attach 5 
 
 This is a request to award a professional design services contract for the design 

of a Water Filtration System for the City of Grand Junction Water Treatment 
Plant. 

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

Consulting Engineers of Boulder, CO for the Design of a Filter System at the City 
of Grand Junction Water Treatment Plant for the Proposal Not to Exceed 
$142,900 

 
 Staff presentation: Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 

Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

6. Public Hearing – Fox Meadows Annexation #1 and #2, Zoning, and the Fox 

Meadows Access Plan Amendment, Located at 3175 D ½ Road        Attach 6 
 

A request to annex 8.959 acres, located at 3175 D ½ Road and zone the 
annexation area, less D ½ Road public right-of-way, from County RSF-R 
(Residential Single-Family Rural) to a City R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 
 
The request also includes an amendment to the 2004 Pear Park Transportation 
and Access Management Plan (TAMP) to revise the access point to D ½ Road 
from property known as Fox Meadows, located at 3175 D ½ Road. 
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Resolution No. 06-16 – A Resolution Accepting a Petition for the Annexation of 
Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Making Certain Findings, and 
Determining that Property Known as the Fox Meadows Annexation No. 1 and 
No. 2, Located at 3175 D ½ Road, is Eligible for Annexation 
 
Ordinance No. 4687 – An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Fox Meadows Annexation No. 1, Consisting 0.150 Acres of 
D ½ Road Right-of-Way 
 
Ordinance No. 4688 – An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 
Junction, Colorado, Fox Meadows Annexation No. 2, Consisting of One Parcel 
and a Portion of D ½ Road Right-of-Way, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 
 
Ordinance No. 4689 – An Ordinance Zoning the Fox Meadows Annexation No. 2 
to R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) Located at 3175 D ½ Road 
 
Ordinance No. 4690 – An Ordinance Amending the Comprehensive Plan, 
Specifically the Pear Park Neighborhood Plan, More Specifically the 
Transportation Access Management Plan, a Part of the Grand Valley Circulation 
Plan, to Revise the Access Point on D ½ Road to Allow Direct Access into 
Property Known as Fox Meadows, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 06-16 and Ordinance Nos. 4687, 4688, 4689, 
and 4690 on Final Passage and Order Final Publication in Pamphlet Form 
 
Staff presentation:  Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 

7. Public Hearing – Amending Sections of the Zoning and Development Code 

to Allow the Planning Commission to Approve a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) Prior to Site Plan Review             Attach 7 
   

The proposed ordinance amends the Zoning and Development Code, Title 21, of 
the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) by allowing the Planning 
Commission to approve the conditional use of a property prior to site plan 
approval.  Through the use of a site sketch the Planning Commission may make 
findings to determine that necessary site design features or mitigation measures 
will be taken to enhance or deter certain impacts to the neighborhood. 
 
Ordinance No. 4691 – An Ordinance Amending Section 21.02.110 Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) and Section 21.06.070(g)(5) Planned Developments and 
Conditional Uses 
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®Action:  Adopt Ordinance No. 4691 on Final Passage and Order Final 
Publication in Pamphlet Form 
 
Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 

 

8. Contract for the 2016 Asphalt Overlay Project          Attach 8 
 
This request is to award a construction contract for the asphalt resurfacing 
project along arterial, collector, and residential road classifications throughout the 
City of Grand Junction.  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 2016 Asphalt Overlay Project in 
the Amount of $ 1,907,774 
 
Staff presentation: Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
   Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

9. Contract for the Westlake Park Neighborhood Safe Routes to Schools 

Improvement Project              Attach 9 
 
This request is to award a construction contract for the installation of curb, gutter, 
and sidewalk on West Orchard Avenue west of 1

st
 Street near Westlake Park 

and West Middle School.  The area is a primary walking route for students and 
persons in the neighborhood that currently does not have sidewalk, thus 
presenting safety concerns. 
 
Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with 
Sorter Construction, Inc. for the Westlake Park Neighborhood Safe Routes to 
School Improvement Project in the Amount of $107,924.31 
 
Staff presentation: Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
   Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

10. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

11. Other Business 
 

12. Adjournment



 

 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

WORKSHOP SESSION 
 

 

 

Topic:  Event Center Feasibility Update and Presentation 
 

 

Staff (Name & Title):  Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

 

Summary:  

 
Rob Hunden from Hunden Strategic Partners (HSP) will present the feasibility analysis 
of the proposed sports arena /event center including an analysis of the programmability, 
demand, and limitations of Two Rivers Convention Center (TRCC).  

 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
After the initial kick-off meeting, the HSP team met with City of Grand Junction and 
Downtown Development Authority (DDA) officials to confirm the goals of the study and 
other contextual issues related to the project. They then interviewed stakeholders from 
a variety of local, private and public organizations and toured key existing meeting and 
event facilities that included: 
 

 Two Rivers Convention Center 

 Mesa County Fairgrounds 

 Ralph Stocker Memorial Stadium 

 Sam Suplizio Field 

 Avalon Theatre 

 Proposed amphitheater site 

 Downtown hotels 

 Mesa College 

 Glacier Ice Arena 

 Canyon View Park 
 
HSP has evaluated the community’s position as an economic center of activity as well 
as a destination for visitors. They will present the key demand generator trends and 
comment on the overall growth prospects for the market. The analysis will provide a 
realistic assessment of the area’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 
(SWOT). HSP will give their assessment on the ability of the community to support 
event, sports, and/or entertainment uses at the proposed facility. 
 
In this presentation, HSP will also give an analysis of the facilities competing for 
entertainment events and arena-style sports in the local and regional marketplace.  

Date:  2/15/2016  

Author:  Jay Valentine  

Title/ Phone Ext:  1517  

Proposed Meeting Date: 

 February 17, 2016  

  



 

 

 

This will include an analysis of industry trends impacting the development of event and 
arena facilities. The presentation will include recommendations for the event center 
facility, not just in performance (demand/financial), but in terms of certain physical 
characteristics of the proposed events center as well as the current state of TRCC. 
 
As requested by Council, a review of various projects developed in the last several 
years with characteristics similar to those of Grand Junction, including market size, 
demographics and other factors will also be discussed.  
 
Lastly, HSP will discuss demand and financial projections, as well as economic, 
financial, and employment impact analysis. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
Financial impacts of the proposed sports arena will be discussed in the presentation. 
 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
Hunden Strategic Partners was selected through an RFP process and approved by City 
Council on September 16, 2015.  
 
A project kick-off meeting was held with HSP, City Council, DDA, and community 
members on September 30

th
. 

 

Attachments: 
 
Executive Summary from Hunden Strategic Partners



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

 

SPECIAL SESSION MINUTES 

 

FEBRUARY 2, 2016 

 

 

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met in Special Session on 
Tuesday, February 2, 2016 at 12:48 p.m. in the Administration Conference Room, 2

nd
 

Floor, City Hall, 250 N. 5
th

 Street.  Those present were Councilmembers Bennett 
Boeschenstein, Marty Chazen, Chris Kennedy, Duncan McArthur, Barbara Traylor 
Smith, Rick Taggart, and President of the Council Phyllis Norris.  Also present were 
Interim City Manager Tim Moore, City Attorney John Shaver, Human Resources 
Director Claudia Hazelhurst, Public Works Director Greg Lanning, Police Chief John 
Camper, and Waters & Company Consultant Chuck Rohre.  
 
Councilmember Traylor Smith moved to go into Executive Session to Determine 
Positions Relative to Matters that may be Subject to Negotiations; Developing Strategy 
for Negotiations; and Instructing Negotiators Concerning Possible Offer(s), Term(s) or 
other Matters for Possible Appointment/Employment of a City Manager Under Colorado 
Revised Statutes Section 24-6-402(4)(e) and/or for the Purposes of Consideration of 
Documents Protected by the Mandatory Nondisclosure Provisions of the Colorado 
Open Records Act, Part 2 Article 72, Title 24 [Such Records are Subject to 
Nondislosure Under 24-72-204(3)(a)(XI)(b)] all as Provided by C.R.S Sections 24-6-
402(3.5) and 24-6-402(4)(g) of the Open Meetings Law and will be returning to open 
meeting.   
 
City Attorney Shaver advised, prior to the second to the motion, that the reason for the 
motion being stated as such is due to concerns raised by Mr. Dennis Simpson as to the 
legality of convening an executive session based on these reasons.  City Attorney 
Shaver assured him that these were legal.  Another concern of Mr. Simpson was that 
the City Council would make a decision in executive session to which City Attorney 
Shaver assured Mr. Simpson that would not be the case but there may be direction 
given to City Staff for negotiations regarding possible employment.  In response to Mr. 
Simpson’s concerns, City Attorney Shaver added some clarification to the posted 
notice. 
 
Councilmember McArthur seconded the motion.  Motion carried. 
 
Councilmember Kennedy asked for additional clarification on the proper process.  City 
Attorney Shaver said that nothing will be finally adopted in the executive session but of 
course there has to be some consensus in order to discuss negotiations.  City Attorney 
Shaver advised that Mr. Simpson’s specific concern is any severance provisions in the 
contract.  He reiterated to Mr. Simpson that those types of discussions are lawful and 
needed and any final decision will be made in open session. 
 
The City Council convened into executive session at 12:50 p.m. 
 



 

 

 

Councilmember McArthur left the executive session at 1:48 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Traylor Smith left the executive session at 1:51 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Kennedy moved to adjourn the executive session.  Mayor Pro Tem 
Chazen seconded the motion.  Motion carried.  The executive session adjourned at 
2:05 p.m. 
 
The open session was convened at 2:05 p.m.  
 
Council President Norris read the following statement: 
 
The time is now 2:05 p.m., and the executive session has been concluded.  The 
participants in the executive session were:  all members of Council, Police Chief John 
Camper, Public Works Director Greg Lanning, City Attorney John Shaver, Interim City 
Manager Tim Moore, Human Resources Director Claudia Hazelhurst, and Consultant 
Chuck Rohre.        
 
If any person who participated in the executive session believes that any substantial 
discussion of any matters not included in the motion to go into the executive session 
occurred during the executive session, or that any improper action occurred during the 
executive session in violation of the Open Meetings Law, I would ask that you state 
your concerns for the record.  An improper matter would include something not included 
in the motion to go into executive session or an improper vote or decision. 
 
No concerns were raised.  The next agenda item was then to give direction to City Staff. 
 
Councilmember Kennedy moved to direct Staff and the consultant (Mr. Rohre) to 
conduct further references and background on the candidates for City Manager.  
Councilmember Boeschenstein seconded the motion.  President of the Council Norris 
clarified that the motion contemplated that the background information would be 
provided to Council to be reviewed in executive session.  The movant and second 
agreed on the amended motion.  Amended motion passed by roll call vote. 
 
Councilmember Kennedy moved to adjourn.  Councilmember Chazen seconded.  
Motion carried.  
 
The open session was adjourned at 2:09 p.m. 
 
 
 
Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

February 3, 2016 

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 3
rd

 

day of February, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.  Those present were Councilmembers Martin 

Chazen, Chris Kennedy, Duncan McArthur, Barbara Traylor Smith, Rick Taggart, and 

Council President Phyllis Norris.  Absent was Councilmember Bennett Boeschenstein.  

Also present were Interim City Manager Tim Moore, City Attorney John Shaver, and 

City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 

Council President Norris called the meeting to order and then welcomed students from 

Colorado Mesa University's Public Administration Class.  Councilmember Chazen led 

the Pledge of Allegiance which was followed by a moment of silence.   

Proclamation 

Proclaiming Friday, February 5, 2016 as “Grand Junction Denver Broncos Day” in the 

City of Grand Junction 

Councilmember McArthur read the proclamation. 

Appointments 

To the Forestry and Parks and Recreation Advisory Boards 

Councilmember Kennedy made a motion to reappoint Chuck Thompson and Teddy 

Hildebrandt and appoint Susan Carter for three year terms to the Forestry Board 

expiring November, 2018 and appoint Marc Litzen to the Parks and Recreation 

Advisory Board to fill the vacant term expiring June, 2018.  Councilmember Chazen 

seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

Citizen Comments 

Bruce Lohmiller, 536 29 Road, addressed the Council regarding Night Patrol, a 

Whitman Park warm up tent, and the prototype he did at the Global Warming 

Conference.  He took the prototype to the Math and Science Center.  He then spoke 

about his church. 

Richard Swingle, 443 Mediterranean Way, addressed the City Council and reviewed the 

financial impact of SB16-067 on the Grand Junction area.  He said he has been 

attending broadband meetings including one that morning.  He addressed SB16-067, a 



 

 

 

bill proposed this year.  Fiber installed after January 1, 2016 will be tax exempt so it will 

limit the City's ability to collect property tax.  

John Miller, 1885 Venetian Drive, addressed the Council regarding a neighborhood 

concern in the Knolls, Crestview, and Grand View subdivisions regarding changing a 

residence to a large group home owned by the Daisy Center.  Several neighbors hired 

a land planner (Jeffrey Fleming) and an attorney (Dan Wilson) to investigate.  Pages of 

evidence were delivered to the Planning Department along with a petition signed by 

over 150 neighbors opposing the change.  Mr. Miller stated Development Services 

Manager Greg Moberg has ignored the regulations and concerns of the neighborhood 

and the Planning Department recently recommended approval of the change.  Mr. 

Moberg's decision has ominous implications for both the girls at the Daisy Center and 

the neighborhood.  The building has no fire protection, no outdoor lighting, and no 

proper fencing.  The Daisy Center intends to house local girls as well as at-risk girls 

from all over the state.  Previously, the Planning Commission was only supplied with 

“pro” documents for the Daisy Center.  After complaining, Senior Planner Senta 

Costello added a limited amount of opposition documents and notified the neighbors 

they would not be allowed to speak at the appeal hearing.  The neighborhoods will file 

an appeal to be heard next week before the Planning Commission and he asked that 

input from the neighbors be heard.  He also urged the Council to review Mr. Fleming's 

detailed analysis. 

City Attorney Shaver explained the process of the hearing and the reason additional 

input is not allowed.  He offered to speak with Mr. Miller and the other neighbors. 

Seth Watkins, 570 Dawn Court, #4, addressed City Council regarding LGBT (lesbian, 

gay, bisexual, and transgender) rights, HIV/AIDS (human immunodeficiency virus and 

acquired immune deficiency syndrome), mental health, and recovery.  Mr. Watkins said 

he was born and raised in Grand Junction (GJ), is gay, HIV positive, and in recovery 

while dealing with mental illness.  He was in the service and discharged for being gay.  

He reviewed his history since contracting AIDS at age 23 and said he is waiting for an 

appointment with a mental health professional at MindSprings.  He urged that there be 

more services for HIV counseling.  He thanked Councilmember Kennedy for being 

Grand Marshal at the Gay Pride Parade last year.  He is asking for a proclamation in 

May and for Council to attend the parade and festivities.  He said he wants to form an 

LGBT task force and to be recognized.  He also talked about a needle exchange 

program and services he would like to see in the jails.  There should be more recovery 

programs in GJ.  He asked the Council to hear them and show up at their events.  He 

invited the City Council to the Rainbow Prom on February 12
th

. 



 

 

 

Council Comments 

Councilmember Kennedy mentioned the highlight of the week was the in depth search 

for a new City Manager.  He listed the different events and participants and lauded the 

process.  He attended the Dr. Martin Luther King festivities and said he shook hands 

with Josephine Dickey at those events; she passed away February 2
nd

 at the age of 92. 

 He directed folks to YouTube to watch a video of Mother Dickey. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith concurred with Councilmember Kennedy on the City 

Manager recruitment process.  

Councilmember Taggart said the Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority (GJRAA) 

has had some very difficult issues regarding the separation of the Airport’s Executive 

Director.  He and incoming Chairman Steve Wood had the opportunity to discuss the 

City Manager’s recruitment process and suggested the GJRAA use a similar approach, 

although no particular process can assure a “home run”. 

Councilmember McArthur said the selection process has gone well and concurred with 

Councilmember Taggart's comments.  He then listed the meetings he had attended 

including 521 Drainage Authority, Colorado Water Congress, and Colorado Municipal 

League workshops.  He is reading through the over 500 page Colorado Water Plan. 

Councilmember Chazen thanked the folks involved in the City Manager selection 

process as well as the candidates.  He attended the Grand Junction Downtown 

Development Authority/Business Improvement District meeting where they reviewed 

their core focus.  Senergy Builders presented ideas for development of the end cap of 

the Rood Avenue Parking garage.  He went to the Annual Grand Junction Area 

Chamber of Commerce (COC) Banquet where there was a big turnout. 

Council President Norris spoke to the January 22
nd

 Council Retreat at Tiara Rado Golf 

Course where they focused on five issues.  There were good discussions and Council 

gave Staff some good direction.  She went to the Grand Junction Housing Authority 

luncheon on the 25
th

 and the City/County meeting.  A Municipalities Dinner will be held 

on February 4
th

 and includes all local municipalities and the Mesa County Valley School 

District #51 Board.  She also went to the Emergency Medical Services graduation for 

three graduates and the COC Banquet. 

Consent Agenda 

Councilmember McArthur read the Consent Calendar items #1 through #3 and then 

moved to adopt the Consent Calendar.  Councilmember Traylor Smith seconded the 

motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 



 

 

 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

 Action:  Approve the Summary of the January 18, 2016 Workshop, the Minutes of 

the January 20, 2016 Regular Meeting, and the Minutes of the January 20, 2016 

and January 25, 2016 Special Sessions 

2. Setting a Hearing on Zoning the Fox Meadows #2 Annexation and the Fox 

Meadows Access Plan Amendment, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 

A request to zone 8.309 acres from County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family 

Rural) to a City R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 

Includes a request for an amendment to the 2004 Pear Park Transportation and 

Access Management Plan (TAMP) to revise the access point on D ½ Road to 

property known as Fox Meadows, located at 3175 D ½ Road. 

Proposed Ordinance Zoning the Fox Meadows Annexation No. 2 to R-5 

(Residential 5 du/ac), located at 3175 D ½ Road 

Proposed Ordinance Amending the Comprehensive Plan, Specifically the Pear 

Park Neighborhood Plan, more Specifically the Transportation Access 

Management Plan, a Part of the Grand Valley Circulation Plan, to Revise the 

Access Point on D ½ Road to Allow Direct Access into Property Known as Fox 

Meadows, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 

Action:  Introduce Proposed Ordinances and Set a Public Hearing for February 17, 

2016 

3. Setting a Hearing Amending Sections of the Zoning and Development Code 

to Allow the Planning Commission to Approve a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) Prior to Site Plan Review  

The proposed ordinance amends the Zoning and Development Code, Title 21, of 

the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) by allowing the Planning Commission 

to approve the conditional use of a property, prior to site plan approval.  Through 

the use of a site sketch the Planning Commission may make findings to determine 

that necessary site design features or mitigation measures will be taken to 

enhance or deter certain impacts to the neighborhood. 

Proposed Ordinance Amending Sections 21.02.110 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

and Section 21.06.070 (G)(5) Planned Development and Conditional Uses 

Action:  Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for February 

17, 2016 



 

 

 

ITEMS FOR INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 

Sole Source Approval to Use Underground Solutions 18" Diameter Fusible PVC 

Plastic Water Pipe for the City's 2016 Waterline Replacement Project 

This request is to authorize the City Purchasing Division to sole source purchase 3,650 

lineal feet of 18” diameter Fusible C-905 PVC plastic water pipe from Underground 

Solutions for the 2016 Waterline Replacement Project.  Underground Solutions is the 

sole vendor and distributor in the USA of Fusible PVC pipe and also has a patent on 

Fusible PVC pipe. 

Greg Lanning, Public Works Director, introduced this item.  The City budgets for water-

line replacements every year to replace older deteriorating pipe.  He described the 

location of the replacements.  He then explained the term PVC and said that this pipe is 

"institu" so they do not have to dig up the road making it a less expensive project.  Mr. 

Lanning explained there are no bells in this fused 18" diameter water pipe which allows 

it to be slipped into the existing 24" diameter steel pipe.  There is only one provider 

therefore they are asking for sole source authorization.  The 2016 Waterline Replace-

ment Project is scheduled for the spring. 

Councilmember Chazen asked if the smaller pipe will continue to provide the needed 

capacity for the area.  Mr. Lanning said the old pipes have deposits in them and no 

longer function at the original 24 inch capacity.  Also, since Ute Water Conservancy 

District has taken over portions of some service areas, the City is systematically down-

sizing the size of pipe installed within these areas.  Councilmember Chazen asked if the 

project had any cost savings since the pipe is so expensive.  Mr. Lanning said the cost 

difference for the pipe is $20 per foot but the total cost of the project is 2/3 less since no 

digging will be required. 

Councilmember Kennedy asked what the long term maintenance savings are.  Mr. 

Lanning responded saying since the waterlines have been replaced with PVC, the 

number of breaks went from 300 per year down to 40, but he did not have a dollar 

amount.  The life span of the PVC pipe is 100 years.   

Councilmember McArthur asked who would install the pipe, Staff or a contractor.  Mr. 

Lanning said this $200,000 to $230,000 installation would be contracted out and the 

pipe provider will do the cutting and fusing.  Councilmember McArthur asked when it 

would go to bid.  Mr. Lanning said the project will begin in April or May so it will be soon. 

 Councilmember McArthur asked if this purchase will include the entire amount of pipe 

to be installed in 2016.  Mr. Lanning said this purchase will provide enough pipe for this 

project and a smaller one on 28 ¾ Road. 

Councilmember Kennedy asked if the cost of the pipe fusion is included in the cost of 

the pipe.  Mr. Lanning said one week of services is included in this contract; which will 

allow enough time for them to fuse the pipe. 



 

 

 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked if conduit for other purposes could be added 

during these types of projects.  Mr. Lanning had asked engineers of this possibility and 

was advised against it because of concerns cutting the fiber if waterline repairs were 

needed.   

Councilmember Chazen asked if the company will warranty the product and fusion.  Mr. 

Lanning said there is a warranty for both the material and fusion. 

Council President Norris asked if this will be the first time this installation process will be 

used in GJ.  Mr. Lanning said it had been done previously with black HTP pipe, but this 

will be the first time using PVC.  Council President Norris asked what the overall 

condition of the waterline system is.  Mr. Lanning said the financial analysis 

recommended a rate increase in order to accelerate the replacement program timeline.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith moved to authorize the City Purchasing Division to sole 

source the purchase of Underground Solutions fusible PVC plastic water pipe in the 

amount of $205,155 for the 2016 Waterline Replacement Project.  Councilmember 

Chazen seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

Amending Provisions for Avalon Theatre Naming Rights 

This request is to review and approve the amended monetary and term levels for naming 

rights at the Avalon Theatre as stated in Resolution No. 68-13.   

Debbie Kovalik, Convention and Visitor Services Director, presented this item.  Ms. 

Kovalik gave a background on the Avalon Theatre Foundation (ATF), the fundraising, and 

the solicitation of financial commitments for the project to date.  On November 6, 2013, 

City Council adopted Resolution No. 68-13.  In 2015 at a workshop, Council considered 

approving requests from donors for naming rights and determined that the minimum term 

for these requests would be 15 years.  Council requested that the Naming Rights 

Committee research other entities with similar naming rights and amend the Resolution to 

include appropriate monetary and term levels.  The amended funding and term levels as 

proposed in the amended resolution will be more in line with other naming right programs 

and will allow the ATF to pursue additional opportunities to cover the costs of the 

remaining items in Phase I of the project.  They also removed items that would not be 

appropriate for naming rights (the elevator and the hearing loop).  Ms. Kovalik then 

highlighted the changes and noted there are other opportunities such as the pavers, the 

seats, and the community wall.  She introduced Suzanne Schwartz and former 

Councilmember Jim Doody, Administrator and member of the ATF Board. 

Councilmember Taggart asked if they are working with any donors that would fall outside 

of the recommendations and would need to be grandfathered in.   Ms. Kovalik said there 

are three donors that have previously been discussed that had sizeable contributions; 



 

 

 

those items were removed from the list as those have been spoken for.  Others that were 

approached declined the option. 

City Attorney John Shaver said paragraph 2 clearly states that previous donors can be 

recognized on the donor wall. 

Councilmember Kennedy said he was glad this has been worked through and 

appreciated their work.  He questioned if the recommended ranges will give the City the 

greatest opportunities.  Ms. Kovalik said the ranges may be high but the ATF wants the 

ability to do fundraising in the future.  The value may go up, but currently they compare 

with opportunities other local organizations offer and they didn’t want to undercut them.  It 

is also a negotiation.  The ATF will also work on fundraising for $300,000 of soft good 

elements. 

Councilmember Kennedy asked if the ATF had any prospects for this year.  Ms. Kovalik 

said she is not aware of any, but the ATF may be having some conversations.  The paver 

program is still moving forward. 

Councilmember Chazen said the ATF is the designee to offer the sale of naming rights; 

he then asked if someone pays for naming rights, where would the money go?  Ms. 

Kovalik said once the ATF gets its check to the City in July, they will have fulfilled their 

pledge to the City and any future funds will be banked.  The ATF will provide 

recommendations to the City on how best to use them.  Councilmember Chazen said the 

Avalon’s naming rights and building are assets of the City, so if this Resolution passes, 

the City is ceding those assets to the ATF.  Ms. Kovalik said the ATF’s sole purpose is to 

raise money for the improvement of the Avalon.  City Attorney Shaver said paragraph 4 

states City Council has the authority to approve any sale and could direct the spending of 

those funds; however it is understood that any funds raised are to be used for the 

purposes of the Avalon.  Ms. Kovalik said the ATF could also escrow funds for Phase II. 

Councilmember McArthur said the Staff report states proceeds are to be used for the 

purchase of “soft goods” and asked what those are.  Ms. Kovalik explained that 

terminology was used to describe items that were removed from the original project and 

are not attached to the building, like sofas.  Councilmember McArthur then recalled a 

digital projector was needed in order to show newer films and asked how movies have 

been projected without one.  Ms. Kovalik explained there is a digital projector in the main 

theater that was able to be purchased with a grant, but one is still needed in Encore Hall 

along with a hearing loop.  Councilmember McArthur clarified the location of Encore Hall 

and asked if this is where they intend to install retractable seating.  Ms. Kovalik said yes.  

Councilmember McArthur asked if any of the fundraising will go toward operating costs.  

Ms. Kovalik said no.  Councilmember McArthur then asked if any funds had been raised 

for Phase II.  Ms. Kovalik said some had, but not a lot. 



 

 

 

Councilmember Taggart asked that the ATF consider complications that would be created 

by raising restricted funds for Phase II if the project were to be delayed.  He encouraged 

creating a backup for capital needs, or not to restrict the funds.  

Ms. Kovalik said a great value to the ATF is that they are a 501(c)3 which gives them 

leverage for additional grants and allows tax benefits to donors.  Councilmember Taggart 

asked if they also qualify for Enterprise Zone credits.  Ms. Kovalik said yes.  

Councilmember Chazen noted the ATF will be holding City funds and asked if Staff has 

thought through how to account for and report this money.  Interim City Manager (ICM) 

Moore said it would be tracked and held separately in its own account, but he did not 

know how it would be reported. 

Councilmember Kennedy asked if Council chose, could the proceeds from a sale of 

naming rights go to City Operations?  City Attorney Shaver said yes, at Council's 

discretion, even though the presumption would be for the funds to go to the use and 

benefit of the Avalon.  Councilmember Kennedy said he wants a guarantee that the funds 

would go toward the Avalon.  City Attorney Shaver said specific terms like that would be 

included in each offer. 

Councilmember Chazen asked why the resolution is worded so that the possession (not 

use) of funds goes to the Foundation. 

Councilmember Taggart answered that it is because the ATF is a 501(c)3 and provides 

benefits to the donor including being an Enterprise Zone.  City Attorney Shaver said he 

was correct and there is also a longer historical perspective between the City and 

community. 

Council President Norris said she met with ATF members and they are really focused on 

funding for the building.  They are better able to get funding for specific projects and they 

are looking at the things needed for the building. 

Resolution No. 05-16 – A Resolution Amending Resolution No. 68-13 which Authorized 

the Offering for Sale of the Naming and Sponsorship Rights for the Avalon Theatre 

Councilmember Kennedy moved to adopt Resolution No. 05-16.  Councilmember Taggart 

seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 

James Bright, 1360 N. 15
th 

Street, Colorado Mesa University senior, noted the first citizen 

that spoke was hard to understand and asked if his remarks were recorded and where 

could he get the information.  City Attorney Shaver said he could contact the City Clerk’s 

Office, access the City’s web site for the meeting video, or the minutes in the agenda for 

the next regular Council meeting. 



 

 

 

Mr. Bright then asked if the current waterline replacement schedule of 40 years is typical. 

 Council President Norris said according to the recent study the 40 year timeline is 

recommended and the City is on track and in good shape. 

Mr. Bright asked if the 18 inch pipes would deliver the same volume of water as the 24 

inch and if any water savings would be realized using PVC pipes.  ICM Moore offered for 

Mr. Bright to meet with Public Works Director Greg Lanning for additional detail. 

Mr. Bright commended City Council for their professionalism and how they welcomed the 

public. 

Other Business 

There was none. 

Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m. 

 

Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 



 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Purchase Thirteen All-Wheel Drive (AWD) Utility Police Special Services 
Vehicles 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Approve the Purchase of Thirteen AWD 
Utility Police Special Services Vehicles from Western Slope Auto in Grand Junction, 
CO in the Amount of $525,902 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

Executive Summary:  

  
This purchase of thirteen AWD utility vehicles will replace thirteen police patrol vehicles 
that are at the end of their useful life.  As part of the Fleet Replacement Program, these 
new units will be used as patrol vehicles in the Police Department. 

  

Background, Analysis and Options: 
 
These vehicles are replacements to the fleet and will be purchased through accruals in 
the Fleet Replacement Fund.  More than any other vehicle in the City’s fleet, Police 
vehicles are in constant use and driven through adverse conditions which diminish the 
life span of the units.  The replacement of these vehicles will help ensure the equipment 
maintains the highest practical state of suitability, reliability, safety, and efficiency.  
 
The Fleet Services Division administers the equipment replacement program and 
vehicle operating budgets.  This includes evaluation and determination of equipment 
replacement, preparation of specifications which ensure acquisition of effective 
equipment and asset management of all equipment from purchase through disposal.  
 
All vehicles and equipment with a purchase or replacement value of $5,000 and above 
and all vehicles or equipment that requires registration and licensing shall be included 
in the Fleet accrual fund.  
 
At the end of their useful life (determined through a combination of age, cost of 
maintenance and mileage), these police vehicles, according to policy, will either be sold 
at public auction, donated to other law enforcement agencies and/or academies or 
retained as maintenance only reserve vehicles. 
 

Date: 2/3/16 

Author: Kimberly Swindle 

Title/ Phone Ext: Police Financial 

Analyst    x 5119 

Proposed Schedule:  February 17, 2016 

Bid #: IFB-4167-16-NJ 



 

 

 

A formal Invitation for Bids was completed via the Rocky Mountain Bid System, an on-
line site for government agencies to post solicitations, and advertised in The Daily 
Sentinel. Six vendors responded in accordance with specified requirements. 
 
 

Company Location Amount 

Western Slope Auto  Grand Junction, CO $525,902.00 

Johnson Auto Plaza  Brighton, CO $529,136.27 

Faricy Ford Canon City, CO $534,950.00 

Larry H. Miller Ford Lakewood, CO $538,850.00 

Sill-Terhar Motors Broomfield, CO $538,850.00 

Glenwood Springs Ford Glenwood Springs, CO $540,059.10 

 
The recommendation is to award to the bidder, Western Slope Auto in Grand Junction, 
Colorado in the amount of $525,902.00. 
 

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. 
 
These vehicles provide the Police Department with a tool to execute the mission of 
public safety. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
Public safety is one of the City’s three guiding areas of emphasis.   
 

Policy 1.6 Investing in and Developing Public Amenities 
 
This purchase contributes to two goals:  1. to create and maintain a safe community 
through professional, responsive and cost effective public safety services; and 2. 
Continue to address crime and community safety concerns in a rapid and effective 
manner. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Fleet Replacement Committee has evaluated these units and has recommended 
and approved the replacement. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
This purchase is budgeted and will be funded out of the Fleet Replacement Fund. 
 

Legal issues: 

 
There are no legal issues arising from or out of the bids.  If the contract is awarded the 
final form thereof will be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 



 

 

 

Other issues: 
 
No other issues have been identified. 

 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
Although not specifically discussed, vehicle replacements were part of the 2016 budget 
discussions. 
 

Attachments: 
 
None. 



 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Purchase Three All-Wheel Drive (AWD) Vehicles for Police 
 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Approve the Purchase of Three AWD Equinox 
Vehicles from Daniel Long Chevrolet through the State of Colorado Price Agreement 
in the Amount of $63,140 

 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:   Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager                       
                         

 

Executive Summary:  

  
This purchase of three AWD Equinox utility vehicles will replace three unmarked police 
department vehicles.  As part of the Fleet Replacement Program, these new units will 
be used as unmarked vehicles for Services and Investigations in the Police 
Department. 

  

Background, Analysis and Options: 
 
These vehicles are replacements to the fleet and will be purchased through accruals in 
the Fleet Replacement Fund.  The replacement of these vehicles will help ensure the 
equipment maintains the highest practical state of suitability, reliability, safety, and 
efficiency.  
 
The Fleet Services Division administers the equipment replacement program and 
vehicle operating budgets. This includes evaluation and determination of equipment 
replacement, preparation of specifications which ensure acquisition of effective 
equipment and asset management of all equipment from purchase through disposal.  
 
All vehicles and equipment with a purchase or replacement value of $5,000 and above 
and all vehicles or equipment that requires registration and licensing shall be included 
in the Fleet accrual fund.  
 
At the end of their useful life (determined with a combination of mileage, maintenance 
costs and age), these police vehicles, according to policy, will either be sold at public 
auction, donated to other law enforcement agencies and/or academies or retained as 
maintenance only reserve vehicles. 
 

Date: 1/28/16    

Author: Kimberly Swindle   

Title/ Phone Ext: Police Financial  

Analyst    x 5119 

Proposed Schedule:  February 17, 2016 

State Price Agreement Number:   2016-

151     

 



 

 

 

These units will be purchased through a piggy-back off of the State of Colorado State 
Price Agreement #2016-151. 
The recommendation is to purchase these units from the State of Colorado awarded 
vendor Daniels Long Chevrolet, Colorado Springs, Colorado in the amount of 
$63,140.00. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Fleet Replacement Committee has evaluated these units and has recommended 
and approved the replacement. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
This purchase is budgeted and will be funded out of the Fleet Replacement Fund. 
 

Legal issues: 

 
There are no legal issues arising from or out of the bids.  If the contract is awarded the 
final form thereof will be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues: 
 
No other issues have been identified. 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
Although not specifically discussed, vehicle replacements were part of the 2016 budget 
discussions. 
 

Attachments: 
 
None. 



 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Purchase of Traffic Striping Paint for 2016 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the City Purchasing Division to 
Enter into a Purchase Order with Ennis Paint, Dallas, TX for the 2016 Traffic Striping 
Paint in the Amount of $83,494 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
                                               Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
The City’s Transportation Engineering Division is responsible for striping 600+ miles of 
City streets and State highways in 2016 applying 10,000 gallons of white and yellow 
paint.  Utilizing the CDOT contract prices saves the City $13,346 over the Multiple 
Assembly of Procurement Officials (MAPO) contract prices.   

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
In addition to striping City streets, the Division also stripes several state highways under 
contract to CDOT and will continue this activity.  Striping objectives include: 
 

 Striping 600+ centerline miles of streets each year to maintain lines with good 
visibility and reflectivity for night driving. 

 Stripe and mark new City construction projects. 
 Re-striping chip-sealed streets and pavement overlays as soon as possible to 

provide positive guidance for motorists. 
 Maintaining City parking lot striping, as needed. 
 Conduct striping and marking activities in a safe and efficient manner that 

protects the transportation division staff and the public. 

 

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.   
 
Street striping provides positive guidance and information to street users by delineating 
lanes and providing good visibility and retro-reflectivity for night and adverse conditions. 
 

Date:  February 5, 2016  

Author:  D. Paul Jagim  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Transportation 

Engineer, ext 1542   

Proposed Schedule:   February 17, 

2016 

2nd Reading (if applicable):  N/A 

File # (if applicable):  N/A 

  



 

 

 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 
 
In relation to the City’s primary roles specific to economic development as described in 
the 2014 Economic Development Plan, by purchasing this paint, Public Safety is 
improved. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
There is no board or committee recommendation. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
Funds for this purchase are budgeted in the General Fund. 
 

Legal issues:   
 
If the contract is awarded, the final form thereof will be reviewed and approved by the 
City Attorney. 
 

Other issues:   
 
There are no other issues. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This item has not been previously presented or discussed specifically but was part of 
the 2016 budget. 
 

Attachments:   
 
None. 



 

 

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Professional Services Contract for Engineering Design of the Water 
Treatment Plant Filter Upgrade Project 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to 
Enter into a Contract with JVA Consulting Engineers of Boulder, CO for the Design of 
a Filter System at the City of Grand Junction Water Treatment Plant for the Proposal 
Not to Exceed $142,900 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
                                               Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
This is a request to award a professional design services contract for the design of a 
Water Filtration System for the City of Grand Junction Water Treatment Plant.   

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   
 

The existing water filtration system was installed in 1968 as part of the construction of 
the original Water Treatment Plant (WTP).  The existing filter system is serviceable but 
has become obsolete and outdated.   
 
If awarded, this contract for design will allow for a project to install a new filter system 
that will function more efficiently and that will allow more flexible operation of the Water 
Plant.  This project will be designed to match or exceed the WTP’s current rated 
capacity of 16 MGD.  
 
This project has been contemplated in the Water Department capital plan for several 
years and was programmed into the recently approved financial plan for debt financing.  
 
JVA Consulting Engineers provided a proposal in the amount of $142,900 to complete 
the design work and necessary permitting to allow for construction of this project.  This 
design work would be completed by JVA’s Glenwood Springs office.  This design cost is 
consistent with industry standards for a project of this scope and estimated construction 
cost of $1.5M.   
 
A formal Request for Proposal was issued via BidNet (an on-line site for government 
agencies to post solicitations), posted on the City’s Purchasing website, sent to the 
Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce and the Western Colorado Contractors 
Association, and advertised in The Daily Sentinel.   

Date:  2/5/16   

Author:  Bret Guillory   

Title/ Phone Ext:  Engineering Program 

Supervisor /*1590 

Proposed Schedule:  2/17/2016 

2nd Reading (if applicable):  n/a 

File # (if applicable):  RFP-4166-16-DH 



 

 

 

 
Three companies submitted formal proposals (Request for Qualifications), which were 
found to be responsive and responsible as follows: 
 

Firm Location 

JVA, Inc Boulder, CO 

Olsson Associates Golden, CO 

SGM Glenwood Springs, CO 

 
After careful evaluation of the proposals received, the top rated firm, based on 
qualifications, was JVA Consulting Engineers.   Their submitted fees were then opened 
and reviewed. Upon review of their fee proposal, JVA Consulting Engineers was 
chosen as the preferred proposer. 
 
The time line for this project is as follows: 
 
Design Complete - April 21, 2016 
Receive CDPHE Approval / Submit Loan Application - June 15, 2016 
Receive Loan Approval – August, 2016 
Award Construction Contract – October, 2016 
Complete Construction – March 2017  
    

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 

Goal 11: Public facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in planning for 
growth. Policy A: the City will plan for the location and construct new public facilities to 
serve the public health, safety and welfare, and to meet the needs of existing and future 
growth. 
 
The Filter Upgrade project will protect public health, safety and welfare, as well as meet 
the needs of existing and future growth, by providing a more efficient and flexible 
means to filter raw water.   
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
The project relates to the Economic Development Plan as follows:  
 
1.4: Providing Infrastructure that Enables and Supports Private Investment Goal:  
Continue to make investments in capital projects that support commerce and industry 
and provide for long term economic competitiveness.  The Filter Upgrade project will 
provide for more flexible and dependable operation of the water treatment plant.    

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
There is no board or committee recommendation. 

 



 

 

 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The funds for this project are budgeted in the 2016 Water Enterprise Fund.  The 
proposed funding source is via an approximate 2% loan in the amount of $1.5 M from 
the Water and Power Development Authority – State Revolving Fund.  Soft costs such 
as design services, are recoverable with this loan. The loan application is in process 
and it is expected to be approved by September of 2016. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
If approved, the professional services contract for design will be reviewed and approved 
by the City Attorney prior to execution. 

 

Other issues:   
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This item has been previously discussed with City Council during budget workshop 
sessions. 
 

Attachments:   
 
None. 



 

 

 

  

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

Subject:  Fox Meadows Annexation #1 and #2, Zoning, and the Fox Meadows 
Access Plan Amendment, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution Accepting the Petition for 
the Fox Meadows Annexation #1 and #2, and Adopt the Annexation, Zoning, and 
Access Ordinances on Final Passage and Order Final Publication in Pamphlet Form 

Presenters Name & Title:  Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 

 

Executive Summary: 
 
A request to annex 8.959 acres, located at 3175 D ½ Road and zone the annexation 
area, less D ½ Road public right-of-way, from County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family 
Rural) to a City R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 
 
The request also includes an amendment to the 2004 Pear Park Transportation and 
Access Management Plan (TAMP) to revise the access point to D ½ Road from 
property known as Fox Meadows, located at 3175 D ½ Road. 
 

Background, Analysis and Options: 
 
The property owner has requested annexation into the City and a zoning of R-5 
(Residential 5 du/ac) to facilitate the development of a residential subdivision.  Under 
the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, residential annexable development 
within the Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility boundary (201 service area) triggers 
land use review and annexation by the City. 
 
The property owner has also requested an amendment to the 2004 Pear Park 
Transportation and Access Management Plan (TAMP) to revise the access point to D ½ 
Road. 
 
The Pear Park Plan was adopted in December of 2004 and contained a “Transportation 
and Access Management Plan” (TAMP) as Figure 5.  The purpose of the TAMP was to 
identify intersections and access onto the major streets.  The entire Pear Park area was 
analyzed and specific street connection points were shown on the map.  Access 
spacing was more stringent than the Transportation Engineering Design Standards 
(TEDS), which is the normal guiding document.  The goal was to maintain street 
capacity, by limiting access, so a three lane street section would handle traffic into the 
foreseeable future.  The assumption was that, in some cases, several parcels might 
need to be assembled to provide the desired access.  The TAMP became part of the 
Grand Valley Circulation Plan (GVCP) at adoption. 

Date:  February 8, 2016 

Author:  Brian Rusche 

Title/Phone Ext:  Senior Planner/4058 

Proposed Schedule: Resolution Referring 

Petition, January 6, 2016 

1
st

 Reading – Zoning: February 3, 2016 

2
nd

 Reading: February 17, 2016 

File #:  ANX-2015-455 and CPA-2015-456 



 

 

 

 
Along this particular segment of D ½ Road, several of the anticipated subdivisions 
shown on the TAMP have been completed, establishing the overall transportation 
network on either side of the corridor.  The subject property is now being proposed for 
development, but the access plan would necessitate acquisition of the neighboring 
property in order to connect into D ½ Road.  Upon further review of the proposed plan, 
the Development Engineer noted “The current proposed access configuration in the 
TAMP will work (i.e. meets Minimum TEDS intersection spacing requirements) but 
creates potential overlapping left turn movements in the two way center left turn lane on 
D 1/2 Road.  Moving the proposed access on the south side to approximately the center 
of the 3175 D 1/2 Road property ultimately creates a safer driving situation and allows 
development now without having to partner with the 3169 D 1/2 property.” 
 

Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on October 5, 2015.  A summary of the meeting is 
attached. 
 

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 the property will create consistent land use jurisdiction and allow for 
efficient provision of municipal services. 

 

Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 
Annexation of the property will create an opportunity to develop the subject property in 
a manner consistent with adjacent residential development. 
 

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. 
  
Annexation of the property will create an opportunity for additional housing units to be 
brought to market.  
 

Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycles, air and freight movement while protecting air, water and 
natural resources. 
 
Approval of this amendment will provide direct access into a future residential 
subdivision, while eliminating potential overlapping left turn movements on D ½ Road, 
ultimately creating a safer driving situation. 



 

 

 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 

Goal:  Be proactive and business friendly.  Streamline processes and reduce time and 
costs to the business community while respecting and working within the protections 
that have been put into place through the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Annexation of the property provides the developer with consistent development 
standards as other residential subdivisions under development in the City and is 
consistent with the Future Land Use Designation of Residential Medium identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The purpose of the TAMP was to identify intersections and access onto major streets 
within Pear Park, with the goal of maintaining street capacity, resulting in a more 
efficient use of infrastructure.  The proposed amendment would provide an opportunity 
for additional residential development now that will ultimately create a safer driving 
situation in the future. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed both applications at their January 12, 2016 
meeting and recommended approval to the City Council. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget: 
 
The provision of municipal services will be consistent with properties already in the City. 
 Property tax levies and municipal sales/use tax will be collected, as applicable, upon 
annexation. 
 
All costs associated with constructing a new local street intersection with D ½ Road will 
be borne by the developer as part of the overall subdivision construction. 
 

Legal issues:  The proposed annexation is consistent with the 1998 Persigo 
Agreement and Colorado law.  The City Council has jurisdiction and may lawfully 
consider the petition for annexation. 
 

Other issues: 
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
Referral of the Annexation Petition went before the City Council on January 6, 2016.  
First Reading of the Zoning Ordinance and Access Ordinance was on February 3, 
2016. 
 



 

 

 

Attachments: 
 

1. Staff report - Background information/Analysis 
2. Fox Meadows Annexation Map 
3. Fox Meadows - Aerial Photo  
4. Fox Meadows – Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
5. Fox Meadows - Zoning Map 
6. Pear Park Plan Transportation Access Management Plan  
7. Proposed Amendment to the Transportation Access Management Plan 
8. Neighborhood Meeting Summary 
9. Citizen Comments 
10. Draft Planning Commission Minutes 
11. Resolution  
12. Annexation Ordinances (2) 
13. Zoning Ordinance 
14. Access Plan Amendment Ordinance 



 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 3175 D ½ Road 

Applicant: Grand Junction Real Estate Investments LLC 

Existing Land Use: Agricultural 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

North Single-Family Residential 

South Residential 

East Residential 

West Single-Family Residential 

Existing Zoning: County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 

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

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

North County RMF-5 (Residential Multi-Family District) 

South County PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

East 
County RMF-8 (Residential Multi-Family District) 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

West 
County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 
County RMF-5 (Residential Multi-Family District) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium 

Zoning within density/intensity 

range? 
X Yes  No 

 

Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION: 
 This annexation consists of two parts:  Fox Meadows Annexation No. 1 consists of 
0.150 acres of D ½ Road public right-of-way.  Fox Meadows Annexation No. 2 consists 
8.809 acres, which is comprised of one (1) parcel and 0.50 acres of D ½ Road public 
right-of-way.   

 
 The property owner has requested annexation into the City and a zoning of R-5 
(Residential 5 du/ac) to facilitate the development of a residential subdivision.  Under the 
1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County all proposed development within the Persigo 
Wastewater Treatment Facility boundary requires annexation to and processing by the 
City. 

 
 It is staff’s opinion, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable 
state law, including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the 
Fox Meadows Annexations are eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the 
following: 
 
 a) A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more 

than 50% of the property described; 



 

 

 

 b) Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is 
contiguous with the existing City limits; 

 c) A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City.  
This is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single 
demographic and economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, 
and regularly do, use City streets, parks and other urban facilities; 

 d) The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 
 e) The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 f) No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

annexation; 
 g) No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more 

with an assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included 
without the owner’s consent. 

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed: 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

January 6, 2016 
Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a Proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

January 12, 2016 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

February 3, 2016 Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

February 17, 2016 
Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation and Zoning 
by City Council 

March 20, 2016 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 

 



 

 

 

 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION #1 & #2 ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2015-455 

Location: 3175 D ½ Road 

Tax ID Number: 2943-154-00-053 

# of Parcels: 1 

Estimated Population: 1 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 0 

# of Dwelling Units: 1 

Acres land annexed: 8.959 

Developable Acres Remaining: 8.309 

Right-of-way in Annexation: 0.65 

Previous County Zoning: County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 

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

Current Land Use: Agricultural 

Future Land Use: Residential 

Values: 
Assessed: $6540 

Actual: $59,310 

Address Ranges: 3175 D ½ Road 

Special Districts: 

Water: Clifton Water District 

Sewer: Persigo 201 sewer service area 

Fire:  Clifton Fire Protection District 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 

Grand Valley Irrigation Company 
Grand Valley Drainage District 

School: Mesa County Valley School District #51 

Pest: Grand River Mosquito Control District 

 

ZONING: 

 

Sections 21.02.140 - Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Section 21.02.160 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) states that the zoning 
of an annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and 
the criteria set forth.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the 
property as Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).  The request for an R-5 (Residential 5 
du/ac) zone district is consistent with this designation. 
 
In addition to a finding of compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan, one or more of the 
following criteria set forth in Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Code must be met in order for 
the zoning to occur: 



 

 

 

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

The requested annexation and zoning is being triggered by the Persigo 
Agreement (1998) between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction in 
anticipation of development.  The Persigo Agreement defines Residential 
Annexable Development to include any proposed development that requires 
approval of a subdivision plat resulting in the creation of more than one 
additional lot or parcel (GJMC Section 45.02.020.e.1.xi).  The property owner 
wishes to develop the property in the near future for a residential subdivision of 
single-family detached dwelling units. Because of the requirement for annexation 
found within the Persigo agreement, the property cannot be developed as a 
subdivision creating additional lots in unincorporated Mesa County. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, adopted in 2010, has 
designated the property as Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).  The zoning in 
unincorporated Mesa County is RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural), which 
is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Map designation.  Therefore, the 
adoption of the Plan has invalidated the original premises of the rural zoning and 
the pending annexation will remedy this inconsistency. 
 

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; 
 

The existing residence was built in 1928.  Based on aerial photographs, this part 
of the community has undergone a transition from farms situated along the main 
east/west roads, to the first subdivisions in the mid-1970s up through the mid-
1980s, to incremental residential expansion from the mid-1990s through the mid-
2000s. 
 
The majority of the development described above has been within 
unincorporated Mesa County, including the adjacent Dove Creek Subdivision, 
which was platted in 2005 at a density of 4.7 du/ac.  The Chatfield III 
Subdivision, on the north side of D ½ Road, is within the city limits and was 
platted in 2006 at a density of 4.2 du/ac.  Other residential development east of 
the subject property, including the Midlands Village Manufactured Home Park, is 
within the Clifton Sanitation District and therefore is not subject to annexation by 
the City of Grand Junction under the Persigo Agreement. 
 
Until residential development occurs, agricultural use of the property can 
continue as a legal nonconforming use, including the keeping of agricultural 
animals pursuant to Section 21.04.030(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 There is sufficient evidence of existing agricultural use prior to annexation. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 



 

 

 

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

 
There are public utilities available in D ½ Road, including potable water provided 
by the Clifton Water District, sanitary sewer service maintained by the City and/or 
the Clifton Sanitation District, and electricity from Xcel Energy (a franchise utility). 
 Utility mains and/or individual service connections will be extended into the 
property as part of future development of the parcel(s). 
 
The property is within the Chatfield Elementary school attendance boundary; the 
school itself is less than one-quarter (1/4) mile east on D ½ Road.  Mesa County 
recently completed improvements to D ½ Road, including sidewalks and 
crosswalks to Chatfield. 
 
The property will remain served by the Clifton Fire Protection District, under an 
agreement with the City of Grand Junction.  The Clifton Fire Station is just over 
two (2) miles northeast on F Road. 
 
Commercial uses, primarily convenience oriented, are located along 32 Road, 
with the nearest facility, a C & F Foods convenience store and gas station, about 
one-half (1/2) mile from the annexation area. 

 
This criterion has been 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; 
 

The R-5 zone district is the predominant zoning designation on either side of D ½ 
Road between 30 and 32 Road.   
 
Undeveloped property with R-5 zoning, approximately 35 acres, does exist 
between 31 and 32 Road south of D ½ Road and north of D Road.  All of these 
properties were annexed in anticipation of subdivision(s) that have not yet been 
developed.  These properties remain as agricultural or single-family residential 
uses.   
 
Only three (3) vacant lots remain in the Chatfield III Subdivision. 

 
Since there are currently other properties that are developable at a density of 5 dwelling 
units per acre (R-5), there is not an inadequate supply of suitably designated land 
available in this part of the community and therefore this criterion has not been met. 
 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment. 
 

The proposed R-5 zone would implement Goals 3 and 5 of the Comprehensive 
Plan by creating an opportunity for future residential development which will bring 



 

 

 

additional housing units to the market in a manner consistent with adjacent 
residential development. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 
Alternatives:  The following zone districts would also be consistent with the Future Land 
Use designation of Residential Medium for the subject property: 
 

a. R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
b. R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
c. R-12 (Residential 12 du/ac) 

 
The purpose of the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone is to provide for medium density 
detached and attached dwellings and multifamily in areas where large-lot development 
is discouraged and adequate public facilities and services are available.   
 
The R-5 zone district is virtually identical to the adjacent zoning of RMF-5 in 
unincorporated Mesa County for the Dove Creek Subdivision.  A zoning of R-4 would 
allow larger lots, while a zoning of R-8 would allow smaller lots.  While both of these 
zones are consistent with the overall vision for this section of Pear Park, the R-5 zone is 
most compatible with the immediately adjacent neighborhood.  In contrast, the R-12 
zone would not permit single-family detached residences, which is what the developer 
desires to build.    
 
Staff recommends the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district in order to prepare the 
property for future subdivision, consistent with City standards, and for implementing the 
goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the Economic Development Plan. 
 

ACCESS PLAN AMENDMENT: 

 
CITY JURISDICTION:  The City’s home rule powers and Section 212 of Article 23 of 
Title 31 of the Colorado Revised Statutes grants authority to the City to make and adopt 
a plan for the physical development of streets and roads located within the legal 
boundaries of the municipality and all lands lying within three (3) miles of the municipal 
boundary.  The location of the proposed amendment is presently within unincorporated 
Mesa County but portions of the right-of-way (ROW) are included in the proposed 
annexation. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The Pear Park Plan was adopted in December of 2004 and 
contained a “Transportation and Access Management Plan” (TAMP) as Figure 5.  The 
purpose of the TAMP was to identify intersections and access onto the major streets.  
The entire Pear Park area was analyzed and specific street connection points were 
shown on the map.  Access spacing was more stringent than the Transportation 
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS), which is the normal guiding document.  The 
goal was to maintain street capacity, by limiting access, so a three lane street section 
would handle traffic into the foreseeable future.  The assumption was that, in some 
cases, several parcels might need to be assembled to provide the desired access.  The 
TAMP became part of the Grand Valley Circulation Plan (GVCP) at adoption. 

 



 

 

 

Along this particular segment of D ½ Road, several of the anticipated subdivisions 
shown on the TAMP have been completed, establishing the overall transportation 
network on either side of the corridor.  The subject property is now being proposed for 
development, but the access plan would necessitate acquisition of the neighboring 
property in order to connect into D ½ Road.  Upon further review of the proposed plan, 
the Development Engineer noted “The current proposed access configuration in the 
TAMP will work (i.e. meets Minimum TEDS intersection spacing requirements) but 
creates potential overlapping left turn movements in the two way center left turn lane on 
D 1/2 Road.  Moving the proposed access on the south side to approximately the center 
of the 3175 D 1/2 Road property ultimately creates a safer driving situation and allows 
development now without having to partner with the 3169 D 1/2 property.” 
 

Sections 21.02.130 - Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Since the Pear Park Transportation and Access Management Plan (TAMP) is 
considered a part of the Grand Valley Circulation Plan, an amendment to the TAMP 
must meet one or more of the following criteria set forth in Section 21.02.130 (c)(2) of 
the Code: 
 
(i) There was an error such that then-existing facts, projects, or trends that were 
reasonably foreseeable were not accounted for; or 
 

There was no error in the TAMP as there was no development proposed for 
either parcel at that time. 

 
(ii) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; 
 

The request is being made in anticipation of development.  The City has held 
meetings with the developer and reviewed the preliminary subdivision layout.  As 
noted by the Development Engineer during the review:   
 

“The current proposed access configuration in the TAMP will work (i.e. meets Minimum 
TEDS intersection spacing requirements) but creates potential overlapping left turn 
movements in the two way center left turn lane on D 1/2 Road.  Moving the proposed 
access on the south side to approximately the center of the 3175 D 1/2 Road property 
ultimately creates a safer driving situation and allows development now without having 
to partner with the 3169 D 1/2 property.” 
 
This criterion has been met. 
 
(iii) The character and/or condition of the area have changed enough that the 
amendment is acceptable; 
 

The existing residence was built in 1928.  Based on aerial photographs, this part 
of the community has undergone a transition from farms situated along the main 
east/west roads, to the first subdivisions in the mid-1970s up through the mid-
1980s, to incremental residential expansion from the mid-1990s through the mid-
2000s.  These development patterns are the precursor to the TAMP, which was 
adopted in 2005. 



 

 

 

 
The adjacent Dove Creek Subdivision was platted in 2005 and is consistent with 
layout shown on the TAMP.  The Chatfield III Subdivision, on the north side of D 
½ Road, was platted in 2006 and is also consistent with the access point shown 
on the TAMP. 
 
The existing access point shown for the south side of D ½ Road stubs into the 
property at 3169 D ½ Road.  The owner of this property has not expressed 
interest in development at this time.  The preliminary subdivision layout for Fox 
Meadows includes a stub street to the west to allow for access from 3169 D ½ 
Road at such time as development is proposed.  Until residential development 
occurs, the existing access to D ½ Road for 3169 D ½ Road can remain. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 
(iv) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment. 
 

The purpose of the TAMP was to identify intersections and access onto major 
streets within Pear Park, with the goal of maintaining street capacity, resulting in 
a more efficient use of infrastructure.  The proposed amendment would provide 
an opportunity for additional residential development now that will ultimately 
create a safer driving situation in the future. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 
(v) The change will facilitate safe and efficient access for all modes of transportation; 
and 

 
Approval of this amendment will provide direct access into a future residential 
subdivision, while eliminating potential overlapping left turn movements on D ½ 
Road, ultimately creating a safer driving situation. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 

(vi) The change furthers the goals for circulation and interconnectivity; 
 

See responses to Criterion iii, iv, and v above. 
 

This criterion has been met. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Fox Meadows Zone of Annexation, ANX-2015-455, a request to 
zone 8.309 acres from County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) to a City R-5 
(Residential 5 du/ac) zone district, the following findings of fact and conclusions have 
been determined: 
 



 

 

 

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

2. All review criteria Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code, except for criterion 4, have been met. 
 

After reviewing the Fox Meadows Access Plan Amendment, CPA-2015-456, a request 
to amend the Pear Park Neighborhood Plan, an element of the Comprehensive Plan, to 
revise the access point to D 1/2 Road from property known as Fox Meadows, the 
following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

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

2. The review criteria (ii) through (vi) in Section 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 Pear Park Plan Transportation Access Management Plan 



 

 

 

 

 
Proposed Amendment to the Transportation Access Management Plan – Yellow = remove access.  Red = new access



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

January 12, 2016 MINUTES 

6:03 p.m. to 7:08 p.m. 
  
The meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 6:03 p.m. by Chairman 
Christian Reece.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium located at 250 
N. 5th Street, Grand Junction, Colorado. 
 
Also in attendance representing the City Planning Commission were Ebe Eslami (Vice-
Chairman), Kathy Deppe, George Gatseos, Aaron Miller and Bill Wade. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Administration Department - Community 
Development, were Greg Moberg, (Development Services Manager), Brian Rusche 
(Senior Planner) and Senta Costello (Senior Planner) and Lori Bowers (Senior 
Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lydia Reynolds was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 8 citizens in attendance during the hearing. 
 

Announcements, Presentations And/or Visitors 
 
There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 
 

Consent Agenda 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
Action:  Approve the minutes from the October 13, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

2. Grand Junction Skilled Nursing Facility – CUP 
 [File # CUP – 2015-477] 
 

Approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Physical Rehabilitation – Residential 
Facility. 
 
Action: Approval or denial of CUP 
 
Applicant:  West of the Rockies, LLC 
 Jay Moss, Owner 
Location: 606 E. Foresight Circle 
Staff presentation: Senta Costello, Senior Planner 
 

3. Amendment to 21.02.110 & 21.06.070 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 [File # ZCA-2015-421] 

 
Request to amend the Grand Junction Municipal Code, Section 21.02.110 



 

 

 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Section 21.06.070(g)(5) Planning Developments 
and Conditional Uses. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: City of Grand Junction 
Location: Citywide 
Staff presentation: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner 

 
Chairman Reece briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, Planning 
Commissioners and staff to speak if they wanted an item pulled for a full hearing. 
 
With no amendments to the Consent Agenda, Chairman Reece called for a motion. 

 

MOTION: (Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, I move that we accept the 
Consent Agenda as presented by the Commission.” 
 
Commissioner Deppe seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 

 

***INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION*** 
 
Greg Moberg (Development Services Supervisor) requested that the Planning 
Commission table item number 6 (six) to January 26, 2016.  Mr. Moberg explained that 
this item is the Christian Living Service, Outline Development Plan. 
 
Chairman Reece asked for a motion to table the item to a future meeting. 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Wade)  “Madam Chairman, I so move” 
 
Commissioner Gatseos seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 

 

4. Fox Meadows Zone of Annexation, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 
 [File ANX-2015-455] 

 
Request to zone 8.309 acres from County RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) 
to a City R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant:  Grand Junction Real Estate Investments, LLC 
Staff Presentation: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 

Brian Rusche, (Senior Planner) explained that the Fox Meadows Annexation is a two-
part Annexation in the Pear Park Neighborhood.  Annexation number 1 (one) is right-of-
way within D ½ Road and Annexation number 2 (two) is one parcel, approximately 
8.039 acres.  Mr. Rusche noted the property owner has requested annexation into the 
City with a zoning of R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) to facilitate the development of this 

 



 

 

 

parcel. 
 
Mr. Rusche pointed out that the property is currently agriculture and includes a single 
family home.  Neighboring uses includes agriculture and residential uses.  The Future 
Land Use Map in the Comprehensive Plan, shows this area as Residential-Medium with 
a density range of 4-8 dwelling units per acre.  This designation is consistent with the 
Pear Park Neighborhood Plan. 
 
Mr. Rusche stated that the proposed zoning of R-5 is consistent with the zoning and/or 
density of existing neighboring residential subdivisions which are already in the City 
limits.  Mr. Rusche pointed out that is also consistent with the Dove Creek subdivision 
which is in Mesa County.  Mr. Rusche noted that properties east of the proposed 
annexation are located outside the Persigo Agreement boundary. 
 

Findings of Facts and Conclusions 
 
Mr. Rusche stated that after reviewing the Fox Meadows Zone of Annexation, it is his 
professional opinion that the proposed annexation is consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and meets the majority of the review criteria of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code as outlined in his staff report. 

 
Chairman Reece asked the Planning Commission if they had questions for staff at this 
time.  With no questions presented, Chairman Reece asked if there was a presentation 
from the petitioner. 
 
Mr. Rusche stated that the petitioner was present and was available for comment. 
 
Steve Voytilla, Grand Junction Real Estate Investments LLC, stated that he is the 
petitioner for this annexation and he believes there is a big demand for buildable lots. 
 
Chairman Reece asked the Planning Commission if they had questions for the 
applicant at this time.  With no questions for the applicant, Chairman Reece stated that 
she would like to open the meeting for public comments. 
 

Public Comment 

 
Chairman Reece opened the meeting for the public comment portion and asked for 
anyone in favor of the project to line up at the podium.  Having no one respond, 
Chairman Reece asked for those against the proposal to sign in and speak. 
Karl Antunes, 3169 D ½ Road, stated that he had no problem with developing the land, 
however he is not in favor of the annexation.  Mr. Antunes held up several papers and 
stated that he had a petition signed by neighbors that are against the annexation.  Mr. 
Antunes stated that he feel they are fast tracking the proposal for some reason. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that he received a notification card that indicated he only had until 
November 13th to have his questions answered.  Mr. Antunes recalled a conversation 
with Mr. Rusche who stated that the cards were mailed out late.  Mr. Antunes stated 
that when he explained to Mr. Rusche that the City was closed on November 11

th
, 



 

 

 

Veterans Day, therefore he only had two days to ask questions and have them 
answered, Mr. Rusche reassured him they would extend the date to receive comments. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that he went back to the Planning office and requested to get the 
extension in writing, however he was told Mr. Rusche had gone home early that day.  
Mr. Antunes stated that he expressed his concern about not having a paper trail, and 
the person he spoke with said that he knew it was all moving too fast.  Mr. Antunes 
stated that he wanted to know why. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that the people who he has talked to around that property do not 
want to be a part of the City.  Mr. Antunes said he was tied into the city sewer.  He also 
stated that Chatfield ll subdivision is directly across from his driveway and is in the 
County, but has city sewer as well.  Mr. Antunes stated that the proposed property has 
sewer going to it already, so they only need to extend the line therefore there is no need 
for annexation.  He did not see why there is a need to annex this property when there 
are 37 surrounding homeowners who have expressed they do not want to be annexed 
into the City. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that he felt there is no benefit to being in the City other than an 
increase in property taxes and the County doesn’t drop any of their taxes when property 
is annexed.  He felt the County does not fight to keep you in the County because they 
get the same amount of taxes and don’t have to provide services. 
 
Mr. Antunes expressed concern that the developer has a picture of his property where 
two lots are plotted out when he was never approached about that.  He stated that it 
had nothing to do with the proposed development.  Mr. Antunes asked if the City is 
requesting that, shouldn’t they have to buy his property before they start planning on 
what is going to be done with his property. 
 
Commissioner Eslami requested that staff back up the presentation slides to display the 
proposed development map.  Mr. Antunes stated his property was the large parcel just 
to the west of the proposal.  He stated that there are two different variations with two 
dead end streets that abut his east property line. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that they already have his property planned out and one of the 
plans is to have a cul-de-sac down on the end with 4 (four) City lots.  A second plan has 
a straight road coming in off the back, with 3 (three) lots and then a road going north to 
D ½ Rd with no access to D ½ Rd.  He stated that they said it could be multifamily to 
the North, so basically it would be 7 houses, or two multifamily on the street. 
 
Mr. Antunes again expressed concern that his property was being planned for possible 
future development when he owns it.  Mr. Antunes stated that the people who signed 
his petition and don’t like the City, moved to the County for a reason.  Mr. Antunes 
stated that regarding the Persigo Wastewater agreement, the City Charter on page 27, 
Article 12, Department of Water and Sewer, number 4 (four) states “all consumers of 
water for domestic use outside of the City limits shall pay not more than double the 
rates, so established and fixed” so they can offer the City water and sewer, that’s what 
the Charter does, gives the City power.  Mr. Antunes stated that his property, Chatfield 



 

 

 

II Subdivision to the north and Dove Creek to the west are all in the County and have 
City sewer, so annexation of the proposed property is not necessary for development. 
 
Chairman Reece asked the Commissioners if there were any questions.  Commissioner 
Eslami asked Mr. Antunes if they were encroaching on his property.  Mr. Antunes 
replied that they are not encroaching, but questioned why there are showing 
development on his property.  Commissioner Eslami stated that they cannot encroach 
on his property, but they can do what they want with their own property with approval. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that his second question was regarding his irrigation.  He stated that 
the Planning Commission, when developing the property to the west, was requiring a 
pipe because his return irrigation was across the top of the property, just behind his 
fence.  He stated that the developer was going to put in a pipe and bring it to the return 
ditch which used to be behind that property.  Mr. Antunes stated that while he was at 
work, they came in and V-ditched across the back of his property and just dumped it 
onto where they are going to annex now.  Mr. Antunes said he went to the meeting and 
said they needed to get it into a pipe that would go across everyone’s backyard, all 
along the west side of the proposed annexation property.  Mr. Antunes wants to be 
assured that the pipe is in before the sale of homes, because the Planning Commission 
said they would do that with the property to the west, but they never did.  He stated they 
trespassed and V-ditched and that was it.  Mr. Antunes stated that they will have to fill 
some of that in, and he wants to know where his irrigation will be going now and wants 
a guarantee that someone is going to put a pipe in and get the irrigation down to the 
return. 
 
Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Antunes that when he said the Planning Commission 
said they were going to put a pipe across.…Mr. Antunes clarified that the Developer 
said he was going to, however the Planning Commission approved it as well as City 
Council. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that when he complained to the Planning Department that the pipe 
didn’t get put in, they basically said “oh well”.  Mr. Antunes stated that he wants a future 
pipe in writing. 
 
Mr. Antunes stated that his zoning used to be Agriculture.  When he received a green 
card regarding one of the developments, he was told at the Planning Department that it 
doesn’t concern him. Mr. Antunes said they changed his zoning and when he realized it 
and went to the Planning Department, they said “sorry, why didn’t you come down when 
we had the meetings?”  Mr. Antunes stated that it does concern him and feels they had 
lied to him and he no longer has trust. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos noted that Mr. Antunes was the only one in opposition to the 
proposed annexation.  Mr. Antunes stated that there were 37 people on a petition that 
opposed it, and the point of getting their names was so they didn’t all need to attend the 
meeting.  Commissioner Gatseos stated that he wanted to understand clearly what Mr. 
Antunes concerns are and that he cares about Mr. Antunes concerns as well as proper 
process.  Commissioner Gatseos stated that Mr. Antunes covered a lot of issues, and 
would like Mr. Antunes to list in priority, what his concerns are.  Mr. Antunes referred to 
a video tape of a City Attorney lying to him regarding a different matter.  Mr. Antunes 



 

 

 

stated that the law says there has to be a meeting, but the law doesn’t say you have to 
listen to them. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos stated that he understands Mr. Antunes is unhappy with the 
City and asked if there are other reasons.  Mr. Antunes explained that he feels there is 
no need to annex since the property already has City sewer. 
 
Commissioner Eslami stated that there are other services the development can get 
from the City such as Police protection.  Mr. Antunes stated that he lives there and they 
already have County, State and City police in the area writing tickets.  He also noted a 
drunk driver had hit a piece of his equipment and he has yet to be contacted about it. 
 
Commissioner Deppe wished to confirm that one of his concerns is the irrigation.  Mr. 
Antunes restated that he wants a pipe to go in with any new development. 
 
Chairman Reece asked the petitioner for a rebuttal. 
 

Applicant Rebuttal 
 
Mr. Voytilla stated that he was not the developer who created a V-ditch on Mr. Antunes 
property and has never been on that property.  Mr. Voytilla added that the developer 
Mr. Antunes would be referring to was the one who developed the Dove Creek property 
to the West.  Mr. Voytilla stated that Mr. Antunes believes that this annexation will 
annex him into the City.  Mr. Voytilla clarified that his development company is only 
interested in annexing their own parcel, as required by the City, in order to proceed with 
the development of it.  Mr. Voytilla stated that he assumes he will need to pipe the 
irrigation between his property and Mr. Antunes property and he will comply if it is 
required. 
 

Questions for Staff 
 
Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Rusche if the petitioner requested the annexation 
because they wanted to be part of the City.  Mr. Rusche confirmed that it is a voluntary 
petition, and wished to remind the Commission that the proposal is for the Zone of 
Annexation which is a component of the annexation and ultimately will be forwarded to 
the City Council.  Commissioner Wade noted that development of the property is not 
the current proposal. 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked if this is approved, would they be most likely next be 
looking at development.  Mr. Rusche stated that if the property is annexed into the City, 
and if the requested zoning is approved by the City Council, then any development 
proposals would be evaluated against that zone district.  Mr. Rusche clarified that the 
evaluation would include items such as lot size as well as related infrastructure, 
extension of the sewer, access and irrigation as well as any clean-up items that need to 
be addressed.  Mr. Rusche explained that the City would address impact on 
neighboring properties regardless of whether those properties are in the City or not. 
 
Commissioner Eslami inquired if the City would ask for an easement, on the 
neighboring property for example, to put an irrigation pipe in if that was needed.  Mr. 



 

 

 

Rusche stated that there are easements or other options that could address the 
conveyance of water.  Mr. Rusche reminded the Commission that subdivisions are an 
administrative process under the Code.  Should the Planning Commission chose to 
forward a recommendation of this zoning and the City Council chooses to approve, all 
the remaining work with the developer will be done at an administrative level.  Mr. 
Rusche stated that there are processes in place that would allow a citizen to appeal 
decisions of the staff. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos asked Mr. Rusche to point out the exact area that is the 
proposed property for annexation.  Mr. Rusche pointed to the map and described the 
boundaries of the parcel.  Commissioner Gatseos asked if the properties east of the 
proposed annexation were in the City.  Mr. Rusche stated that those parcels are in the 
County and the eastern property line is actually the boundary line of the Persigo 
Agreement. 
 
Commissioner Deppe asked why the neighboring property owner did not realize that he 
was not part of the annexation if he has been down to the Planning Department several 
times.  Mr. Rusche stated that the gentleman would be the one that could clarify that.  
Mr. Rusche stated that the dates on the cards that are sent out are established when 
the initial review process is started and that they are a courtesy card.  Subsequent to 
that, another postcard is sent to notify area property owners of the Planning 
Commission meeting.  With respect to the actual zoning of the subject property, (Fox 
Meadows) the County Zoning is currently RSF-R (Single Family Rural) which is the 
same as Mr. Antunes neighboring property to the west. 
 
Commissioner Deppe asked if Mr. Antunes chose to develop his property in the future, 
would he have the option to annex or would he be forced to annex into the City at that 
time.  Mr. Rusche stated that the structure of the Persigo Agreement indicates that 
annexation is necessary and good for the development of the community.  Mr. Rusche 
explained that the trigger for that is subdivisions of more than one lot.  That 
determination would need to be made at the time he proposed to do something with the 
property.  Mr. Rusche stated that annexation is not automatic and that there is a 
process in State law that addresses annexations, and that the City and the County have 
an agreement as to how they would like to see that process go. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos noted that the final say for annexation is City Council.  Mr. 
Rusche confirmed that. 
 
With no further questions, Chairman Reece closed the public hearing portion of item 
number 4 (four) and asked for a Motion. 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, I move that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation to the City Council for approval of the Fox 
Meadows Zone of Annexation, ANX-2015-455.” 
 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 5-1. 
 



 

 

 

5. Fox Meadows Access Plan Amendment, Located at 3175 D ½ Road 
 [File #CPA-2015-456] 
 
Request a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the Pear Park Neighborhood 
Plan, an element of the Comprehensive Plan, to revise the access point to D ½ 
Road from property known as Fox Meadows, consisting of 8.309 acres, in a County 
RSF-R (Residential Single-Family Rural) zone district. 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant:  Grand Junction Real Estate Investments LLC 
Staff Presentation: Brian Rusche, Senior Planner 
 

Staff Presentation 
 
Mr. Rusche explained that this request is a companion request to the previous request 
for the Zone of Annexation to the Fox Meadows property.  This is a request to provide 
direct access to D ½ Road as part of a future subdivision.  The property has an existing 
agricultural access, and a stub street to the south which comes from the Dove Creek 
subdivision to the west. 
 
Mr. Rusche noted that the Comprehensive Plan shows that future residential 
development is expected in this area.  This request has to do with the 2004 Pear Park 
Transportation and Access Management Plan (TAMP) which is part of the Pear Park 
Neighborhood Plan.  The TAMP became part of the Grand Valley Circulation Plan 
(GVCP) at adoption.  The purpose of the TAMP was to identify intersections and 
access onto major streets within Pear Park, with the goal of maintaining street capacity, 
resulting in a more efficient use of infrastructure. 
 
Mr. Rusche showed on a map how the current access on D1/2 Road from Mr. Antunes 
property lines up with the Chatfield II subdivision.  Upon further review of the proposed 
plan, the Development Engineer noted “The current proposed access configuration in 
the TAMP will work (i.e. meets Minimum TEDS intersection spacing requirements) but 
creates potential overlapping left turn movements in the two way center left turn lane on 
D 1/2 Road.  Moving the proposed access on the south side to approximately the center 
of the 3175 D 1/2 Road property ultimately creates a safer driving situation and allows 
development now without having to partner with the 3169 D 1/2 property.” 
 
Mr. Rusche clarified that this is a request for an amendment to the 2004 Pear Park 
Transportation and Access Management Plan (TAMP) to revise the access point D ½ 
Road east from property known as Fox Meadows, located at 3175 D ½ Road. 
 
Mr. Rusche noted that the Fox Meadows development will be required to provide a stub 
street to 3169 D 1/2 Road.  Mr. Rusche explained that this will not affect Mr. Antunes 
personal driveway or his current access to D ½. 
 
Mr. Rusche concluded that approval of this amendment will provide direct access into a 
future residential subdivision, while eliminating potential overlapping left turn 
movements on D ½ Road, ultimately creating a safer driving situation. 



 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked if the black arrow on the map represented Mr. Antunes 
access to his property.  Mr. Rusche clarified that the arrow represents the presently 
approved future access point for an entire stretch of road, not just for Mr. Antunes 
property. 
 
Commissioner Eslami asked how Mr. Antunes would be able to access his property if 
the access is moved.  Mr. Rusche explained that Mr. Antunes would be able to maintain 
his existing access to D ½ Rd until such time that development takes place.  Fox 
Meadows will be required to provide a stub street to Mr. Antunes property as part of the 
TAMP plan.  The TAMP plan looks at the entire neighborhood circulation and indicates 
where access should occur. 
 
Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Rusche if the two proposals being considered would 
allow Mr. Antunes to maintain his existing access to his property providing he does not 
choose to develop his property.  Mr. Rusche confirmed that statement. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos asked Mr. Rusche what the reasons were to move the Road.  
Mr. Rusche stated that the primary reason to move the access is to improve safety 
along D ½ Road.  Mr. Rusche stated that if the plan was not modified, Fox Meadows 
only access point would be to the south that would not have accessibility to the broader 
street network.  In the 10 years since this plan was adopted, there is a better 
understanding how this area is developing. 
 

Commissioner Gatseos summarized that it is his understanding that moving the access 
is to address development in the larger area and for safety reasons.  Mr. Rusche stated 
that was correct. 
 

Commissioner Deppe asked if the petitioner for both of the requests was the same 
developer.  Mr. Rusche stated that it is the petitioner requesting both items, not City 
initiated, to accomplish their development. 
 

Applicant Comments 
 

Mr. Voytilla wished to clarify that his development proposal will not change Mr. Antunes 
access to his property.  Mr. Voytilla stated that he is required to put in a stub street to 
Mr. Antunes property otherwise that property is not a part of his proposal. 
 

Chairman Reece asked if there was anyone who wished to speak in favor or against 
this item.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairman Reece closed the public hearing 
portion of the discussion. 
 

Chairman Reece called for a motion. 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, I move that we forward a 
recommendation to City Council for approval of the Fox Meadows Access Plan 
Amendment, located at 3175 D ½ Road file number CPA-2015-456.” 
 



 

 

 

Commissioner Gatseos seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 
 

General Discussion/Other Business 
 

Chairman Reece reminded the Commission that the Christian Living Service, Outline 
Development Plan has been continued and has been rescheduled for January 26, 
2016. 
 
Greg Moberg, Development Services Manager, reminded the Commission that there 
will be a workshop on January 21st. 
 

Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
 

None 
 

Adjournment 
 

The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 7:08 p.m. 



 

 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A PETITION 

FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, 

MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS,  

AND DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE 

 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 1 AND NO. 2 

 

LOCATED AT 3175 D ½ ROAD 

 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 
 

WHEREAS, on the 6
th

 day of January, 2016, a petition was referred to the City 
Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the 
following property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows: 
 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
The North 5.00 feet of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 
East of the Ute Principal Meridian. 
 
CONTAINING 6,551 Square Feet or 0.150 Acres, more or less, as described hereon. 
 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 2 

 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 and 
assuming the North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 bears S 89°54’16” E 

with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Commencement, S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said 

Section 15, a distance of 5.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, continue S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of 

said Section 15, a distance of 1,315.21 feet, more or less, to a point being the 
Southeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15; thence N 89°52’41” W, 

along the South line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 280.44 feet, 
more or less, to a point being the Southeast corner of Dove Creek Subdivision, as 



 

 

 

same is recorded in Book 3925, Pages 704 and 705, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence N 00°07’50” W, along the East line and the Northerly projection 

thereof, of the East line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 1,310.08 feet; 
thence N 89°54’16” W, along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line 

of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 234.24 feet; thence S 00°07’50” 

E along the Northerly projection of the East line of Lot 4, Block 1 of said Dove Creek 
Subdivision, a distance of 20.00 feet to a point being the Northeast corner of said Dove 
Creek Subdivision; thence N 89°54’16” W, along the North line of said Dove Creek 

Subdivision, a distance of 547.96 feet, more or less, to a point being the Northwest 
corner of said Dove Creek Subdivision; thence N 00°04’29” E, along a line being the 

Northerly projection of the West line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 
25.00 feet; thence S 89°54’16” E, along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with, the 

North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 1,062.62 feet, more or 
less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
LESS HOWEVER, any portion of the Chatfield Subdivision, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, page 75, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado that may exist within the 
limits of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 due to a conflict with the Easterly 
boundary of said Chatfield Subdivision. 
 
CONTAINING 383,707 Square Feet or 8.809 Acres, more or less, as described hereon.  
 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 
17

th
 day of February, 2016; and  

 
 WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined and does hereby find and 
determine that said petition is in substantial compliance with statutory requirements 
therefore, that one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be annexed is 
contiguous with the City; that a community of interest exists between the territory and the 
City; that the territory proposed to be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near 
future; that the said territory is integrated or is capable of being integrated with said City; 
that no land held in identical ownership has been divided without the consent of the 
landowner; that no land held in identical ownership comprising more than twenty acres 
which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, has an assessed valuation 
in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included without the landowner’s consent; 
and that no election is required under the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965. 
 

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

The said territory is eligible for annexation to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
and should be so annexed by Ordinance. 

 
ADOPTED the    day of    , 2016. 
 

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 

 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 

CONSISTING 0.150 ACRES OF 

 

D ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

WHEREAS, on the 6
th

 day of January, 2016, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 
17

th
 day of February, 2016; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

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: 
 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
The North 5.00 feet of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 
East of the Ute Principal Meridian. 
 
CONTAINING 6,551 Square Feet or 0.150 Acres, more or less, as described hereon. 
 
be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 6
th

 day of January, 2016 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of    , 2016 and 
ordered published in pamphlet form. 



 

 

 

 
 

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 

 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 2 

 

CONSISTING OF ONE PARCEL AND A PORTION OF D ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 

LOCATED AT 3175 D ½ ROAD 
 

WHEREAS, on the 6
th

 day of January, 2016, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 
17

th
 day of February, 2016; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

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: 
 

FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 2 

 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 and 

assuming the North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 bears S 89°54’16” E 

with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Commencement, S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said 

Section 15, a distance of 5.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, continue S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of 

said Section 15, a distance of 1,315.21 feet, more or less, to a point being the 
Southeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15; thence N 89°52’41” W, 

along the South line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 280.44 feet, 
more or less, to a point being the Southeast corner of Dove Creek Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Book 3925, Pages 704 and 705, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence N 00°07’50” W, along the East line and the Northerly projection 



 

 

 

thereof, of the East line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 1,310.08 feet; 
thence N 89°54’16” W, along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line 

of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 234.24 feet; thence S 00°07’50” 

E along the Northerly projection of the East line of Lot 4, Block 1 of said Dove Creek 
Subdivision, a distance of 20.00 feet to a point being the Northeast corner of said Dove 
Creek Subdivision; thence N 89°54’16” W, along the North line of said Dove Creek 

Subdivision, a distance of 547.96 feet, more or less, to a point being the Northwest 
corner of said Dove Creek Subdivision; thence N 00°04’29” E, along a line being the 

Northerly projection of the West line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 
25.00 feet; thence S 89°54’16” E, along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with, the 

North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 1,062.62 feet, more or 
less, to the Point of Beginning. 
LESS HOWEVER, any portion of the Chatfield Subdivision, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, page 75, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado that may exist within the 
limits of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 due to a conflict with the Easterly 
boundary of said Chatfield Subdivision. 
 
CONTAINING 383,707 Square Feet or 8.809 Acres, more or less, as described hereon.  
 
be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 6
th

 day of January, 2016 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of    , 2016 and 
ordered published in pamphlet form. 

 
 

Attest: 
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE FOX MEADOWS ANNEXATION NO. 2 

TO R-5 (RESIDENTIAL 5 DU/AC) 
 

LOCATED AT 3175 D ½ 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 Fox Meadows Annexation No. 2 to the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 
zone district, finding that it conforms with the designation of Residential Medium as 
shown on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and is generally compatible with land uses 
located in the surrounding area.   
 
 After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that 
the R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone district is in conformance with at least one of the 
stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

THAT: 
 
The following property shall be zoned R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac): 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 
1/4 SE 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 and 
assuming the North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 bears S 89°54’16” E 

with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Commencement, S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said 

Section 15, a distance of 5.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, continue S 00°07’43” E along the East line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of 

said Section 15, a distance of 1,315.21 feet, more or less, to a point being the 
Southeast corner of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15; thence N 89°52’41” W, 

along the South line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 280.44 feet, 
more or less, to a point being the Southeast corner of Dove Creek Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Book 3925, Pages 704 and 705, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence N 00°07’50” W, along the East line and the Northerly projection 

thereof, of the East line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 1,310.08 feet; 
thence N 89°54’16” W, along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line 



 

 

 

of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 234.24 feet; thence S 00°07’50” 

E along the Northerly projection of the East line of Lot 4, Block 1 of said Dove Creek 
Subdivision, a distance of 20.00 feet to a point being the Northeast corner of said Dove 
Creek Subdivision; thence N 89°54’16” W, along the North line of said Dove Creek 

Subdivision, a distance of 547.96 feet, more or less, to a point being the Northwest 
corner of said Dove Creek Subdivision; thence N 00°04’29” E, along a line being the 

Northerly projection of the West line of said Dove Creek Subdivision, a distance of 
25.00 feet; thence S 89°54’16” E, along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with, the 

North line of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15, a distance of 1,062.62 feet, more or 
less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
LESS HOWEVER, any portion of the Chatfield Subdivision, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, page 75, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado that may exist within the 
limits of the NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 15 due to a conflict with the Easterly 
boundary of said Chatfield Subdivision. 
 
CONTAINING 383,707 Square Feet or 8.809 Acres, more or less, as described hereon.  
 
LESS 0.50 Acres of D ½ Road Right-of-Way. 
 
Introduced on first reading this 3

rd
 day of February, 2016 and ordered published in 

pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2016 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk President of the Council 
 



 

 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN,  

SPECIFICALLY THE PEAR PARK NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN,  

MORE SPECIFICALLY THE TRANSPORTATION ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN,  

A PART OF THE GRAND VALLEY CIRCULATION PLAN,  

TO REVISE THE ACCESS POINT ON D ½ ROAD  

TO ALLOW DIRECT ACCESS INTO PROPERTY KNOWN AS FOX MEADOWS 
 

LOCATED AT 3175 D ½ 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 a request to amend the Pear Park Neighborhood Plan, an element of the 
Comprehensive Plan, to revise the access point to D 1/2 Road from property known as 
Fox Meadows, finding that it conforms with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan and that the review criteria (ii) through (vi) in Section 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that 
the requested amendment conforms with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan and that the review criteria (ii) through (vi) in Section 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

THAT: 
 
The 2004 Pear Park Transportation and Access Management Plan (TAMP) be revised 
move the access point onto D ½ Road from property at 3169 D ½ Road to property 
known as Fox Meadows, located at 3175 D ½ Road, as shown on the attached exhibit. 
 
 
Introduced on first reading this 3

rd
 day of February, 2016 and ordered published in 

pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2016 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk President of the Council 



 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT  

AMENDING THE PEAR PARK TRANSPORTATION ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN  
AS SHOWN 

Yellow = remove access.  Red = new access 
 



 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Amending Sections of the Zoning and Development Code to Allow the 
Planning Commission to Approve a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Prior to Site Plan 
Review 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of the Proposed Ordinance and Order Final Publication in Pamphlet Form 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
The proposed ordinance amends the Zoning and Development Code, Title 21, of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) by allowing the Planning Commission to 
approve the conditional use of a property prior to site plan approval.  Through the use 
of a site sketch the Planning Commission may make findings to determine that 
necessary site design features or mitigation measures will be taken to enhance or deter 
certain impacts to the neighborhood.      

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
Currently the Conditional Use process requires a full site plan review along with 
complete construction drawings that are in conformance with the submittal standards of 
SSIDs (Submittal Standards for Improvement and Development, TEDS (Transportation 
and Engineering Design Standards) and SWMM (Storm Water Management Manual) 
as part of the application.  This can be costly and time consuming to the applicant prior 
to knowing if the CUP will be approved or not.  It is proposed that a site sketch showing 
sufficient detail to enable the Planning Commission to make a determination of the use 
in the subject location and zone district be all that is required for approval of the subject 
use.  The Planning Commission can request additional information from the applicant if 
it deems the site sketch is insufficient to enable it to make a determination on the 
criteria found in Section 21.02.110.  In any subsequent site plan review, the Director 
shall ensure and determine that all mitigating / enhancing site features approved or 
made conditions of approval by the Planning Commission are depicted on the approved 
site plan. A copy of the SSID Drawing Standards Checklists are attached below for 
comparison of the requirements of a Site Sketch versus a Site Plan. In short, it is the 
level of detail required.  A site sketch shows the proposed and existing improvements 
which would include building location, areas available for landscaping, parking and 
storage areas.  A site plan however requires full construction drawings showing details 

Date:  February 5, 2016 

Author:  Lori V. Bowers 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Sr. Planner /X 4033 

Proposed Schedule:  Feb. 3, 2016, 1
st

 

reading 

2nd Reading:  Feb. 17, 2016  

File #:  ZCA-2015-421  



 

 

 

for utilities such as fire hydrants, meters and service taps, top and toe of slopes for 
retention and detention basins, parking lot striping details. It may also require a floor 
plan and building elevations.     
 
The proposed Ordinance further provides if the applicant changes or expands a 
structure or other feature of a site that is subject to a Conditional Use Permit, the 
Director shall determine whether the expansion/change is “major” or “minor.”  A major 
expansion/change shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with 
the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit.  A minor expansion/change shall be reviewed 
administratively in accordance with the applicable site plan review criteria and 
conditions of the Conditional Use Permit.  
 
Section 21.06.070(g)(5) Planned Developments and Conditional Uses.  This section of 
the Code requires that any signs for a conditional use site be made part of the 
development plan.  There are sufficient Code requirements within the Sign Code to 
address signs for a property that has received a Conditional Use Permit.  The reference 
to Conditional Uses in this section is redundant and it is suggested that it be removed.   
 
 

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.  
 
By allowing an applicant to submit a site sketch for a use that is not considered a use 
by right, and may have limitations and requirements placed on it if it is determined, the 
applicant may be saved considerable time and money with this type of use review 
rather than a full site plan review prior to approval of the use. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
These amendments to the Conditional Use Permit process will provide assurance to an 
applicant that the proposed use will be permitted prior to spending time and money on a 
completely designed set of drawings.  This supports the City’s 2014 Economic 
Development Plan, specifically Section 1.5 Supporting Existing Business: Streamline 
processes…while working within the protections that have been put in place through the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Action Step: Be proactive and business friendly and review 
development standards and policies to ensure that they are complimentary and support 
the common mission. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Code amendment to the City 
Council on January 12, 2016.  This item was considered non-controversial and was 
placed on the Consent Agenda.    

 



 

 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
No financial impacts have been identified. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the form of the ordinance. 
 

Other issues:   
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This item was presented on the Consent Agenda on February 3, 2016. 
 

Attachments:   

 
SSID Site Plan Checklist 
SSID Site Sketch Checklist 
Proposed Ordinance 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.02.110 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

(CUP) AND SECTION 21.06.070(G)(5) PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS AND 

CONDITIONAL USES  
 
Recitals: 
 
  This ordinance amends the Zoning and Development Code, Title 21, of 
the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) by allowing a site sketch to determine a 
conditional use of a property, prior to site plan approval.  Through the use of a site 
sketch the Planning Commission may make findings to determine that necessary site 
design features or mitigation measures will be taken to enhance or deter certain 
impacts to the neighborhood.      
   

The proposed Ordinance further provides if the applicant changes or expands a 
structure or other feature of a site that is subject to a Conditional Use Permit, the 
Director shall determine whether the expansion/change is “major” or “minor.”  A major 
expansion/change shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with 
the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit.  A minor expansion/change shall be reviewed 
administratively in accordance with the applicable site plan review criteria and 
conditions of the Conditional Use Permit.  
 
  Section 21.06.070(g)(5) Planned Developments and Conditional Uses.  
This section of the Code requires that any signs for a conditional use site be made part 
of the development plan.  There are sufficient Code requirements within the Sign Code 
to address signs for a property that has received a Conditional Use Permit.  The 
reference to Conditional Uses in this section is redundant and should be removed.   
 
  After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction 
Zoning and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of amending Section 21.02.110 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Section 
21.06.070(g)(5) Planned Developments and Conditional Uses.     
 
  The Planning Commission and City Council find that the amendment 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: 

 

1.  Section 21.02.110 shall be amended as follows (deletions struck through, 

additions underlined): 
 



 

 

 

21.02.110 Conditional use permit (CUP). 

 

(a)    Purpose. The purpose of a conditional use review is to provide an opportunity to 

utilize property for an activity which under usual circumstances could be detrimental to 

other permitted uses, and which normally is not permitted within the same district. A 

conditional use may be permitted under circumstances particular to the proposed 

location and subject to conditions that provide protection to adjacent land uses. A 

conditional use is not a use by right; it is one that is otherwise prohibited within a given 

zone district without approval of a conditional use permit. 

(b)    Applicability. A conditional use permit shall be required prior to the establishment 

of any conditional use identified in Chapter 21.04 GJMC or elsewhere in this code. 

(c)    Approval Criteria. The application shall demonstrate that the proposed 

development will comply with the following:  

(1)    Site Plan Review Standards. All applicable site plan review criteria in 

GJMC 21.02.070(g) and conformance with Submittal Standards for 

Improvements and Development, Transportation Engineering Design Standards 

(GJMC Title 29), and Stormwater Management Manual (GJMC Title 28) 

manuals; 

(2)   (1) District Standards. The underlying zoning districts standards established 

in Chapter 21.03 GJMC, except density when the application is pursuant to 

GJMC 21.08.020(c); 

(3)    (2) Specific Standards. The use-specific standards established in Chapter 

21.04 GJMC; 

(4)    (3) Availability of Complementary Uses. Other uses complementary to, and 

supportive of, the proposed project shall be available including, but not limited 

to: schools, parks, hospitals, business and commercial facilities, and 

transportation facilities; 

(5)   (4) Compatibility with Adjoining Properties. Compatibility with and protection 

of neighboring properties through measures such as: 

(i)    Protection of Privacy. The proposed plan shall provide reasonable 

visual and auditory privacy for all dwelling units located within and adjacent 

to the site. Fences, walls, barriers and/or vegetation shall be arranged to 

protect and enhance the property and to enhance the privacy of on-site and 

neighboring occupants; 

http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04
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http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html#29
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction28/GrandJunction28.html#28
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2108.html#21.08.020(c)
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04


 

 

 

(ii)    Protection of Use and Enjoyment. All elements of the proposed plan 

shall be designed and arranged to have a minimal negative impact on the 

use and enjoyment of adjoining property; 

(iii)    Compatible Design and Integration. All elements of a plan shall 

coexist in a harmonious manner with nearby existing and anticipated 

development. Elements to consider include: buildings, outdoor storage 

areas and equipment, utility structures, building and paving coverage, 

landscaping, lighting, glare, dust, signage, views, noise, and odors. The 

plan must ensure that noxious emissions and conditions not typical of land 

uses in the same zoning district will be effectively confined so as not to be 

injurious or detrimental to nearby properties. 

(d)    Signage. No sign shall be allowed on properties on a conditional use site unless 

the sign has been approved as part of the site development plan. Variance of the 

maximum total surface area of signs shall not be permitted, but the maximum sign 

allowance for the entire development or use may be aggregated and the total allowance 

redistributed. See GJMC 21.06.070 for sign regulations. 

(e)    (d)  Decision-Maker. 

(1)    The Director shall make recommendations to the Planning Commission.  

(2)    The Planning Commission shall approve, conditionally approve or deny all 

applications for a conditional use permit. 

(f)   (e)  Application and Review Procedures. Application requirements and 

processing procedures are described in GJMC 21.02.080. Site plan review and 

approval (pursuant to Section 21.02.070(f) or (g)) can occur either before or after the 

approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission.  In either case, the 

applicant shall submit a site sketch showing sufficient detail to enable the Planning 

Commission to make findings on the Conditional Use Permit criteria (21.02.110(c)) and 

showing all site design features which are proposed or necessary to mitigate 

neighborhood impacts and/or enhance neighborhood compatibility.  The Planning 

Commission can request additional information from the applicant if it deems the site 

sketch is insufficient to enable it to make a determination on the criteria.  In any 

subsequent site plan review, the Director shall ensure and determine that all mitigating / 

enhancing site features approved or made conditions of approval by the Planning 

Commission are depicted on the approved site plan.   

(f)  Site expansion or changes.  If the applicant changes or expands a structure or 

other feature of a site that is subject to a Conditional Use Permit, the Director shall 

determine whether the expansion/change is “major” or “minor.”  A major 

expansion/change shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with 

the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit.  A minor expansion/change shall be reviewed 

http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2106.html#21.06.070
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administratively in accordance with the applicable site plan review criteria and 

conditions of the Conditional Use Permit.  A major expansion or change is one which: 

 (1)  affects, changes, removes or eliminates a site feature or condition which was 

approved or imposed for the purpose of mitigating neighborhood impacts or enhancing 

neighborhood compatibility as described in Section 21.02.110(c)(4);  

 (2)   increases the intensity of the use, the off-site impacts such as noise, light or 

odor, or the hours of operation;  

(3)  results in a substantial change to the features shown on the site sketch 

which formed the basis of the Planning Commission’s approval of the Conditional Use 

Permit; 

All other expansion/changes shall be considered minor.  

(g)    Validity. A conditional use permit approval shall run with the land and remain valid 

until the property changes use or the use is abandoned and nonoperational for a period 

of 12 consecutive months. 

(h)    Amendment or Revocation of Conditional Use Permit.  

(1)    Interested Party. Any interested party may apply to the City for the 

amendment or revocation of a conditional use permit. For purposes of this 

section, “interested party” shall include the following: 

(i)    The original applicant or successor in interest, or the current owner or 

lessee of the property for which the conditional use was granted (may also 

be referred to as the permit holder); 

(ii)    The City; 

(iii)    Any owner or lessee of property that lies within five hundred (500) feet 

of the property for which the conditional use permit was granted. 

(2)    Fee. Any person or entity, other than the City, seeking to amend or revoke 

a conditional use permit shall pay a fee in the amount established for an 

application for a conditional use permit. 

(3)    Preliminary Criteria. An applicant for amendment or revocation of a 

conditional use permit must establish the following to the satisfaction of the 

decision-maker before the requested change(s) can be considered by the 

decision-maker: 

(i)    Grounds for Amendment – Permit Holder. A conditional use permit 

may be amended at the request of the holder of the permit (the holder of 



 

 

 

the permit being the original applicant or successor in interest or the current 

owner or lessee of the land subject to the conditional use permit) upon a 

showing that a substantial change in circumstance has occurred since the 

approval of the permit which would justify a change in the permit.  

(ii)    Grounds for Revocation or Termination – Permit Holder. A conditional 

use permit may be revoked or terminated at the request of the holder of the 

permit upon a showing that, under this title, the use is an allowed use in the 

zone in which it is now established.  

(iii)    Grounds for Amendment or Revocation – Other Interested Party. A 

conditional use permit may be amended or revoked at the request of any 

other interested party if one or more of the following is established: 

(A)    The conditional use permit was obtained by misrepresentation or 

fraud; 

(B)    The use, or, if more than one, all the uses, for which the permit 

was granted has ceased or has been suspended for six months; 

(C)    The holder or user of the conditional use permit has failed to 

comply with any one or more of the conditions placed on the issuance 

of the permit; 

(D)    The holder or user of the conditional use permit has failed to 

comply with any City regulation governing the conduct of that use; 

(E)    The holder or user of the conditional use permit has failed to 

construct or maintain the approved site as shown on the approved site 

plan; 

(F)    The operation of the use or the character of the site has been 

found to be a nuisance or a public nuisance by a court of competent 

jurisdiction in any civil or criminal proceeding. 

(iv)    Due Process. No conditional use permit shall be amended or revoked 

against the wishes of the holder of the permit without first giving the holder 

an opportunity to appear before the Planning Commission and show cause 

as to why the permit should not be amended or revoked. Amendment or 

revocation of the permit shall not limit the City’s ability to initiate or complete 

other legal proceedings against the holder or user of the permit. 

(4)    Decision-Maker. All applications for amendment of a conditional use permit 

shall be processed in the same manner as a new request for a conditional use 

permit, as set forth in subsection (e) of this section.  



 

 

 

(5)    Approval Criteria. An application for amendment or revocation of a 

conditional use permit shall demonstrate that the development or project will 

comply with all of the criteria set forth in subsection (c) of this section. 

2.  Section 21.06.070 (g) (5) be amended to read: 
 
Section 21.06.070(g) 
(5)    Planned Developments. and Conditional Uses. No sign shall be allowed on 
properties in a planned development zone or on a conditional use site unless the sign 
has been approved as part of the development plan. Variance of the maximum total 
surface area of signs shall not be permitted, but the maximum sign allowance for the 
entire development or use may be aggregated and the total allowance redistributed. 

 

All other parts of Section 21.02.110 and Section 21.06.070(g)(5) shall remain in full 

force and effect. 
 
Introduced on first reading this 3

rd
 day of February, 2016 and ordered published in 

pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2016 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk President of the Council 
 



 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Contract for the 2016 Asphalt Overlay Project  
 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to 
Enter into a Contract with Elam Construction, Inc. of Grand Junction, CO for the 2016 
Asphalt Overlay Project in the Amount of $ 1,907,774 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title: Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
                                              Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager  
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
This request is to award a construction contract for the asphalt resurfacing project along 
arterial, collector, and residential road classifications throughout the City of Grand 
Junction.  In all, a total of 10 locations were selected. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
The annual street maintenance project generally consists of resurfacing City streets 
with up to 2 ½” of new asphalt pavement based on the condition of the existing street 
section.  Work items associated with the paving include: milling of existing asphalt 
pavement where needed, adjusting manhole lids and valve covers to grade, and placing 
shoulder gravel on roads that do not have curb and gutter.  Various streets were 
selected for the 2016 overlay project using the following parameters: Traffic volume, 
pavement quality, structural adequacy and surface distress.  
 
The 2016 Overlay Project includes 57,500 square yards of asphalt milling and 15,370 
tons of Hot Mix Asphalt. 
 
The street selected for the 2016 are as follows: 

1. Patterson Rd – 1
st
 St to 7

th
 St 

2. Patterson Rd –  27 ½ Rd to 28 ½ Rd  

3. Monument Road – Lunch loop trail head south ¼ mile 

4. 25 ½ Rd – Patterson Rd to G Rd 

5. F ½ Rd – 29 Rd to 29 ½ Rd 

6. W. Orchard Ave – 25 ½ Rd to W. Mesa Dr 

7. Redlands Parkway – Hwy 340 to South Broadway 

Date:  January 27, 2016  

Author:  Justin Vensel  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Project Engineer, 

ext. 4017   

Proposed Schedule:  February 17, 

2016    

2nd Reading (if applicable):  N/A 

File # (if applicable):  IFB-4149-15-DH 



 

 

 

8. South Broadway – Redlands Parkway to Escondido Cir 

9. Water Treatment Plant road and parking lot 

10. Horizon Dr – I-70 to H Rd * 

A formal Invitation for Bids was issued via BidNet (an on-line site for government 
agencies to post solicitations), posted on the City’s Purchasing website, sent to the 
Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce and the Western Colorado Contractors 
Association, and advertised in The Daily Sentinel.  Two companies submitted formal 
bids, which were found to be responsive and responsible in the following amount:   
 

Firm Location Amount 

Elam Construction, Inc.  Grand Junction, CO $ 1,698,506.00 

Oldcastle SW Group, Inc. Grand Junction, CO $ 1,720,419.70 

 
* The section of Horizon Drive was added to the contract after the bid opening utilizing 
established unit pricing.  The estimated cost for the overlay on Horizon Dr. is 
$209,268.00.  
 
This project is scheduled to begin on early June with an expected final completion date 
of late July.   

 

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. 
 
Street overlays improve the existing streets, provide longevity of the asphalt and 
prevent having to reconstruct the street cross section. This is a needed maintenance 
activity to maintain the existing street system to move traffic throughout the community 
safely and efficiently. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
This project relates to the Economic Development Plan by maintaining the existing 
street network infrastructure leads to general safety and improving the motorist 
efficiency to travel. The improved street network will continue to have the productive 
capacity needed for a growing economy and population. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
There is no board or committee recommendation. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The funding for this project is budgeted in the Sales Tax Capital Improvement fund and 
is detailed below. 
 



 

 

 

Sources 
  Contract Street Maintenance Budget   $2,000,000 
  Water Fund Project Budget                     33,655 

   Total Project Sources    $2,033,655 
 

Expenditures 
  Construction Contract Elam Construction     $1,907,774 

Remaining Budget      $   125,881 

 
The remaining funds in the Contract Street Maintenance Budget will go towards 
pavement preservation techniques and pavement management data collection. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
There are no legal issues arising from or out of the bids.  If the contract is awarded the 
final form thereof will be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues:   
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
The 2016 Overlay Project was part of the budget discussions. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Project Locations Map 



 

 



 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Contract for the Westlake Park Neighborhood Safe Routes to Schools 
Improvement Project 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the City Purchasing Division to 
Enter into a Contract with Sorter Construction, Inc. for the Westlake Park 
Neighborhood Safe Routes to School Improvement Project in the Amount of 
$107,924.31 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Greg Lanning, Public Works Director 
                                               Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

Executive Summary:   
 
This request is to award a construction contract for the installation of curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk on West Orchard Avenue west of 1

st
 Street near Westlake Park and West 

Middle School.  The area is a primary walking route for students and persons in the 
neighborhood that currently does not have sidewalk, thus presenting safety concerns. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
This project would provide pedestrian and bicycling improvements in the Westlake Park 
area to provide safe access to Pomona Elementary and West Middle School as well as 
improve pedestrian connectivity in the neighborhood. 

 
Currently there is no curb, gutter and sidewalk on either side of West Orchard Avenue 
between 25 ½ Road and Poplar Drive.  The project shall include the installation of 
approximately 1,425 lineal feet of 7 foot curb, gutter and sidewalk, the piping of 160 
lineal feet of open irrigation ditch, two irrigation sump structures and 245 linear feet of 
retaining wall. 
 
In conjunction with this project sanitary sewer lines in the immediate area were replaced 
this January as part of the Sewer Line Replacement Project and in the summer of 2016 
West Orchard Avenue will be included in the 2016 Asphalt Overlay Project. City crews 
have also assisted in road and shoulder widening, irrigation pipe installation and fire 
hydrant and water meter relocation in anticipation of this project.    
 
A formal Invitation for Bids was issued via BidNet (an on-line site for government 
agencies to post solicitations), posted on the City’s Purchasing website, sent to the 
Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce and the Western Colorado Contractors 
Association, and advertised in the Daily Sentinel.  Three companies submitted formal 
bids which were found to be responsive and responsible in the amounts summarized 

Date:  February 5, 2016  

Author:  Jerod Timothy/Kristen 

Ashbeck    

Title/ Phone Ext:  Project 

Engineer/CDBG Administrator 

Proposed Schedule:  February 17, 

2016    

File # (if applicable):  CDBG 2015-14 

and IFB-4165-16-DH 



 

 

 

below.  Originally, City Council allocated a total of $159,329 2015 CDBG funds towards 
two Safe Routes to Schools projects.  The first project, improvements at Orchard 
Avenue Elementary School was funded in full but it was questionable whether the entire 
Westlake project could be completed with the CDBG allocation.  However, due to the 
favorable bids summarized below, the second project will be able to be completed 
within the original CDBG allocation. 
 
 

FIRM LOCATION AMOUNT 

Sorter Construction, Inc. Grand Junction $107,924.31 

All Concrete Solutions, LLC Grand Junction $116,966.31 

MA Concrete Construction Grand Junction $138,203.00 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
This project funded through the 2015 CDBG program year allocation addresses steps 
towards the City’s Comprehensive Plan Goal listed below. 
 

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 CDBG project described above will improve the transportation system for multi-
modal use in the vicinity of West Middle School, Pomona Elementary School and 
Westlake Park 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
This project funded through the 2015 CDBG program year allocation indirectly 
addresses steps toward the City’s Economic Development Plan in that the new 
construction will continue to improve the general safety and infrastructure, thereby 
indirectly strengthening the marketability of the community. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:  There is no board or committee review of 
this request. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  This project is covered by the 2015 CDBG allocation of 
$116,199.68. The remaining project balance will go back into the CDBG fund to be re-
allocated to other projects. 

 

Legal issues:   

 
A Memorandum of Understanding has been executed between the Administration 
Department Community Development Division and the Public Works Department as 
required by HUD for the project.  The memorandum describes the details of Federal 
regulations that must be adhered to, the amount of CDBG funding allocated and the 
scope of work of the project.  The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the form of 
memorandum. 



 

 

 

Other issues:  There are no other issues regarding this request. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   

 
City Council discussed and approved the allocation of funding for this project at its May 
20, 2015 meeting. 
 

Attachments:   
 
1.  Vicinity Map 
2.  Project Map       



 

 

 

                      



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 


