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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 

 
TUESDAY, December 13, 2016 @ 6:00 PM 

 
Call to Order – 6:00 P.M. 

 
 

***CONSENT CALENDAR*** 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings Attach 1 
 
 Action:  Approve the minutes from the November 8, 2016 Meeting. 
 
   Attach 2 

2. Balanced Rock Way Vacation of Public Right-of-Way [File# VAC-2016-407] 
 

Request to vacate public Right-of-Way, known as Balanced Rock Way, located within 
Sundance Village Subdivision. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Rimrock Landing Apartment Investors LLC, c/o Lynn Rindlisbacher 
 Hidden Cove LLC, c/o Nathan Coulter 
 24.5 Road LLC, c/o LeAnn B. Maisel 
Location: Between Flat Top Lane and F¼ Road 
Staff Presentation: Lori Bowers, Sr. Planner 
  Attach 3 

3. McHugh Zone of Annexation [File#ANX-2016-490] 
 
Request a zone of Annexation from County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family – 4 
ac/du) to a City R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac) on 1.20 +/- acres. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Richard and Virginia McHugh, Owners 
Location: 115 Vista Grande Road 
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner 
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 ***INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION*** 
 
  Attach 4 

4. Grand Junction Lodge Outline Development Plan [File#PLD-2016-501] 
 
Request to rezone from R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) to PD (Planned Development) and 
approval of an Outline Development Plan to develop a 45,000 square foot Senior 
Living Facility on 2.069 acres in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Joe W. and Carol J. Ott, Trustees, Owners 
 Sopris Lodge, LLC, Applicant 
Location: 2656 Patterson Road 
Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager 
 
  Attach 5 

5. 2017 Master Plan for St. Mary’s Hospital [File#FMP-2016-486] 
 
Request approval of an Institutional and Civic Master Plan for St. Mary’s Hospital for 
properties on a total of 51 +/- acres. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Dan Prinster, St. Mary’s Vice-President of Business Development 
Location: 2635 N. 7th Street 
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner 
 

6. Other Business 
 
 

7. Adjournment 
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Attach 1 
 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
November 8, 2016 MINUTES 

6:00 p.m. to 6:25 p.m. 
 
 
The meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman 
Christian Reece.  The 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 Jon Buschhorn, Ebe 
Eslami, George Gatseos, Steve Tolle and Bill Wade. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Administration Department - Community 
Development, was Greg Moberg, Development Services Manager, and Scott Peterson 
(Senior Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lydia Reynolds was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were seventeen citizens in attendance during the hearing. 
 

***CONSENT CALENDAR*** 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
 Action:  Approve the minutes from the October 11, 2016 Meeting. 
 
 

2. Connor Zone of Annexation [File# ANX-2016-470]  
 

Request a Zone of Annexation from County RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
to a City R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) on 6.35 acres. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Naomi E. Connor, Owner 
Location: 2839 Riverside Parkway 
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner 
 

Chairman Reece briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, Planning 
Commissioners and staff to speak if they wanted the item pulled for a full hearing.  A 
member of the audience requested that the Connor Zone of Annexation be pulled for a full 
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hearing. Chairman Reece asked for a motion to approve the consent agenda with the 
modification. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, I move to approve the Consent 
Agenda as amended.” 
 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 
 
 

***INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION*** 
 
 

2. Connor Zone of Annexation [File# ANX-2016-470]  
 

Request a Zone of Annexation from County RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
to a City R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) on 6.35 acres. 
 
Action:  Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Naomi E. Connor, Owner 
Location: 2839 Riverside Parkway 
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner 

 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
 
Mr. Peterson explained that the property owner, Naomi Connor has requested annexation 
into the City limits.  The proposed zoning of R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) implements the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, which has designated the property as 
Residential Medium (Residential 4-8 du/ac). 
 
Mr. Peterson stated that a Neighborhood Meeting was held on August 1, 2016 with eight 
citizens along with the applicant’s representative and City Project Manager in attendance.  
No major objections to the proposed annexation were received, however the neighborhood 
did have concerns regarding the proposed overall density that the area could have when 
the remaining acreage would be developed at time of future single-family residential 
subdivision development. 
 
Mr. Peterson displayed a slide of the site location map and noted that the 6.35-acre 
property is located in Pear Park and is directly across the street the Veterans Memorial 
Cemetery of Western Colorado.  The property owner has requested annexation and 
zoning into the City limits in order to subdivide the existing property to create a free-
standing lot for the existing single-family home and a second lot to market and sell in 
anticipation of future residential subdivision development.  Mr. Peterson explained that 
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. 
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The next slide Mr. Peterson showed was an aerial photo of the property and explained that 
the property contains an existing single-family home and various accessory structures.  
The existing Summer Glen subdivision is located to the west and is zoned R-8.  It contains 
63 lots with an overall residential density of 4.92 du/ac.  To the east is the Pine Estates 
subdivision within Mesa County jurisdiction that contains 20 lots (1.07 du/ac) (0.55 acre 
lots). 
 
Mr. Peterson displayed the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map that identifies the 
property as Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) and the proposed zoning of R-5 implements 
this land use designation.  Mr. Peterson stated that the current zoning of County RSF-R 
(Residential Single-Family – Rural) is not compatible with the Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac), therefore the rezone request 
is trigging the annexation request. 
 

 
Mr. Peterson then showed a slide illustrating the existing zoning in the area.  In looking at 
the review criteria for the zoning designation, Mr. Peterson stated that he feels that the 
proposed zoning of R-5 provides a transition of density between the adjacent existing RSF-
2 and R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) zone district and would be in keeping with the 
Comprehensive Plan, therefore, the character and condition of the area has changed and 
the applicant is requesting a density that lies in the middle of the range allowed by the 
Residential Medium category.  Mr. Peterson noted that adequate public and community 
services are available to the property.  Both Ute Water and City sanitary sewer are 
presently stubbed to the property. 
 
Mr. Peterson stated that the proposed R-5 (Residential-5 du/ac) zone district would also 
implement Goals 1, 3 & 5 of the Comprehensive Plan by creating an opportunity for 
ordered and balanced growth in a manner consistent with adjacent residential 
development.  In addition, the proposed Annexation and zoning also provides for 
additional housing opportunities and choices to meet the needs of a growing community. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUTIONS 
 
Mr. Peterson stated that after reviewing the Connor Zone of Annexation application, a 
request to zone the property R-5 (Residential-5 du/ac), the following findings of fact and 
conclusions have been determined: 
  

 The requested Zone of Annexation is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, specifically Goals 1, 3 & 5. 
 

 The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning & 
Development Code have been met or addressed. 

 
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF 
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Commissioner Eslami asked Mr. Peterson if the cul-de-sacs of N. Forest Ct. and S. Forest 
Ct. would be allowed to access the property from the East.  Mr. Peterson explained that 
the two cul-de-sacs stub directly at the property line and could conceivable connect to the 
subject property, providing access, in the future.  
 
With no further questions for staff, Chairman Reece opened the public hearing portion of 
the meeting and asked for those in favor or opposition to proposed annexation/zoning to 
come forward and sign in to speak.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Nate Richardson, with United Country Reality stated he was there to represent the 
applicants.  Mr. Richardson stated the although the future land use map indicates a 
recommended zoning of up to R-8 (Residential-8 du/ac), it was felt that the R-5 
(Residential-5 du/ac) density would work best with the area. 
 
Commissioner Wade asked if any kind of preliminary development plan had been 
discussed.  Mr. Richardson stated that a preliminary site plan had been discussed with an 
engineer and the possible connections to the east and west were explored. 
 
Renee Fugere, 382 Evergreen Rd. stated that she has lived in Pine Estates for 24 years.  
Ms. Fugere pointed out that she is in the neighboring subdivision that is zoned R2 
(Residential-2 units/acre) and most of the lots are one half to one acre in size.  To the east 
of her is White Willows which is zoned R4 (Residential-4 units/acre).  Ms. Fugere 
explained that when a neighboring subdivision came in as R8 (Residential-8 du/ac), it 
highly impacted their area in a negative way.  Ms. Fugere asked the Commissioners why 
the proposed zone couldn’t be zoned R4 (Residential-4 du/ac). 
 
Ms. Fugere stated that her biggest concern is the possible connectivity of N. and S. Forest 
Cul-de-sacs between the two subdivisions.  Already, there is a long wait in the mornings 
with cars stacked trying to get onto Riverside Parkway. 
 
Ms. Fugere asked if it is possible at this point to even consider an R4 (Residential-4 du/ac) 
zone and pointed out that it was not a consideration at the neighborhood meeting, just an 
R5 (Residential-5 du/ac) -R8 (Residential-8 du/ac) was presented for consideration. 
 
Brent Whitman, 2839 N. Forest Ct., pointed out that his subdivision does not have curb and 
gutter or related infrastructure and their sprinkler systems go right out to the streets.  Mr. 
Whitman also expressed concern that he thought he heard in the staff presentation that 
there was no opposition, when all of the Pine Estates residents that attending the meeting 
were opposed to it. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT 
 
Chairman Reece asked Mr. Richardson to address the question of why R4 (Residential-4 
du/ac) zoning was not considered.  Mr. Richardson replied that they looked at the density 
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of several of the neighboring subdivisions which are R5 (Residential-5 du/ac) and also 
considered the marketability of selling the lots to developers. 
 
Chairman Reece noted that the difference between an R5 (Residential-5 du/ac) and R4 
(Residential-4 du/ac) density in this subdivision would be about 6 lots.  Mr. Richardson 
stated that six lots is about the difference, however they may lose a lot or two based on the 
need for a detention area if that comes into play down the road. 
 
Commissioner Eslami stated that it is his experience that they may not even get to five 
additional lots and that 3.5 or 4 additional lots is probably more realistic. 
 
Commissioner Wade asked if the applicant has shared a preliminary development plan with 
the neighboring residents at this point.  Mr. Richardson stated that the plans are too 
preliminary at this point and discussions are still on-going with their engineers. 
 
Commissioner Wade stated that it has been his experience that the more information the 
applicant shares with the neighboring subdivisions, the more likely it is to be accepted. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF 
 
Noting that there has not been a development plan or request to subdivide the property, 
Commissioner Wade asked if a traffic study of the area has been conducted.  Mr. Peterson 
replied that only the zone of annexation is being considered at this time.  Mr. Peterson 
noted that the applicant has submitted for a simple subdivision application, however that 
process is done through administrative review and does not require a public hearing.  The 
simple subdivision application is to carve off the existing home and create a lot that can be 
marketed for future development. 
 
Mr. Peterson stated that there has not been a subdivision layout design and if or when they 
get to that stage, another neighborhood meeting would be required. 
 
Commissioner Eslami thanked the students that were in the audience for attending.  With 
no further questions from the public or for staff, Chairman Reece closed the public hearing 
portion of the meeting. 
 
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Eslami noted that since there are no plans to discuss, his comments are 
limited to the zone of annexation.  Commissioner Eslami indicated that he is in support of 
the proposed zoning and that it is an appropriate density for the area. 
 
Addressing the citizens in attendance that spoke in opposition of the proposal, 
Commissioner Wade suggested that they stay on top of the process, adding that it is in 
review of the site plan where their concerns expressed can have the most impact. 
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Commissioner Gatseos noted that he understands that the citizens opposed wanted an R4 
(Residential-4 du/ac) zoning, however the range for Medium Density is R4 (Residential-4 
du/ac) to R8 (Residential-8 du/ac). 
 
Commissioner Tolle stated that safety is always a big concern with him and he hopes that 
the potential traffic will be reviewed carefully if it moves to another phase. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, I move that file ANX-2016-470 be 
approved and moved on to the City Council.” 
 
Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 6-0. 

 
2. Other Business 

 
None 

 
3. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:25 p.m. 
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Attach 2 
 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
 

Subject:  Vacation of Public Right-of-Way, Balanced Rock Way  
Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a recommendation to City Council for a 
request to vacate public Right-of-Way, known as Balanced Rock Way located within 
Sundance Village Subdivision. 

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

 
Executive Summary:   
 
This is a request to vacate the entire Right-of-Way of Balanced Rock Way, between Flat 
Top Lane and F ¼ Road.  Balanced Rock Way is a north/south street located between two 
vacant parcels that are currently in the Site Plan Review process for an apartment complex.  
By vacating the right-of-way, this area can be better utilized and designed for angled 
parking between the two properties that are being developed as one project. The right-of-
way to be vacated will remain open for access and will function as a parking lot and drive 
aisle.  A utility easement will be retained for the existing utilities, as well as a public access 
easement. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
Sundance Village Subdivision was platted in 2008 and included Balanced Rock Way as a 
public street.  The properties on either side of Balanced Rock Way are now being planned 
for an apartment complex.  Through the review process it has become apparent that the 
dedicated public right-of-way is not needed and could be better utilized as a drive aisle and 
angled parking.   
 
With the vacation of the public right-of-way the City is relieved of any future maintenance 
responsibilities.  A utility easement will be established for the existing utilities, as well as a 
public access easement.     
   
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   
 
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.   

Date:  October 26, 2016  

Author:   Lori V. Bowers  

Title/ Phone Ext:   Senior Planner/x4033 

Proposed Schedule:  

Planning Commission: October 11, 2016/ 

Continued to December 13, 2016   

City Council:  January 4, 2017  

File #:  VAC-2016-407  
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The proposed apartment complex, consisting of 216 units, meets Goal 5 of the 
Comprehensive Plan by providing a broader mix of housing.  The requested vacation 
furthers Goal 5 because converting the right-of-way into parking provides more parking and 
efficient access producing a better development.  
 
How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 
 
The purpose of the adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to present a 
clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and retaining 
employees.  The proposed vacation of a dedicated street will result in improved parking 
and site circulation for a new apartment complex.  Generally, apartments are a desirable 
and attainable type of housing for employees.      
 
Other issues:   
 
There appears to be no other issues associated with the proposed vacation. 
 
Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This item has not been previously presented or discussed. 
 
Attachments:   
Background Information 
Site Location with Aerial Photo Map 
Site Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map  
Existing City Zoning Map 
Ordinance with Exhibit   
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: Between Flat Top Lane and F ¼ Road 

Applicants: 
Rimrock Landing Apartment Investors, LLC c/o 
Lynn Rindlisbacher; Hidden Cove LLC c/o Nathan 
Coulter, 24.5 Road LLC c/o LeAnn B. Maisel 

Existing Land Use: Dedicated Right-of-Way 
Proposed Land Use: Drive aisle and parking area 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Good Will Store 
South GVT Transfer Station 
East Vacant Land – pending apartment project 
West Vacant Land – pending apartment project 

Existing Zoning: ROW not zoned / C-1 on West side; PD on East  
Proposed Zoning: No Changes 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North C-1 (Light Commercial) and R-8 (Residential – 8 
dwelling units per acre) 

South C-1 (Light Commercial) 
East PD (Planned Development) 
West C-1 (Light Commercial) 

Future Land Use Designation: Village Center 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
The proposed request falls under Section 21.02.100 – Vacation of public right-of-way or 
easement. The purpose of this section is to permit the vacation of surplus rights-of-way 
and/or easements. This type of request is available for vacation of any street, alley, easement 
or other public reservation subject to the criteria contained within the section.  

 
Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code 
 
The vacation of the right-of-way shall conform to the following: 
 
(1) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, and other adopted plans and 

policies of the City. 
 
The requested vacation does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, the Grand 
Valley Circulation Plan or other adopted plans and policies of the City and supports 
Goal 5 of the Comprehensive Plan by providing a broader mix of housing 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
 

(2) No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation. 
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All parcels adjacent to Balanced Rock Way are owned by the applicant and will be a 
part of the overall apartment complex development. The provision of a public access 
easement will ensure that no parcel will be landlocked. Therefore, this criterion can be 
met with the recording of adequate easements. 

 
(3) Access to any parcel shall not be restricted to the point where access is unreasonable, 

economically prohibitive or reduces or devalues any property affected by the proposed 
vacation. 
 
Both sides of the subject right-of-way are currently vacant and owned by the applicant.  
The applicant has submitted an application to develop the surrounding lots as an 
apartment complex. To make sure that no parcel shall be restricted to the point where 
access is unreasonable, economically prohibitive or reduces or devalues any property 
affected by the proposed vacation, the applicant has agreed to provide easements for 
public access and utilities. 
 
Therefore, this criterion will be met with the dedication of utility and public access 
easements. 
 

(4) There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of the general 
community and the quality of public facilities and services provided to any parcel of 
land shall not be reduced (e.g. police/fire protection and utility services). 
 
Public access, access for police/fire protection and access for all utility providers, 
existing and future, will be retained. 
 
Therefore, this criterion will be met with the dedication of utility and public access 
easements. 
 

(5) The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be inhibited to any 
property as required in Chapter 21.06 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
The area of the vacated right-of-way will be retained as an easement for existing and 
future utilities, as well as an access easement for the provision of services.   
 
Therefore, this criterion will be met with the dedication of utility and public access 
easements. 

 
(6) The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance 

requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc. 
 
The City will be relieved of future maintenance responsibility if the vacation of the 
subject right-of-way is approved. 

 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the requested vacation of public right-of-way, Balanced Rock Way, file 
number VAC-2016-407, staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested right-of-way vacation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code have 

all been met.  
 
3. Applicants shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance, any 

easement documents and dedication documents. 
 
4. The area of the vacated right-of-ray shall be retained as an easement for the 

purpose of public access, pubic facilities and as a utility easement for existing and 
future utilities. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the requested right-of-way vacation, file number VAC-2016-407 to the City Council with the 
findings and conclusions listed above.  
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on item VAC-2016-407, I move we forward a recommendation of 
approval to the City Council on the request to vacate the entire right-of-way of Balanced 
Rock Way and retain a public access and utility easement, with the findings of fact and 
conclusions listed in the staff report. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR  
BALANCED ROCK WAY 

LOCATED BETWEEN FLAT TOP LANE AND F ¼ ROAD 
 

RECITALS: 
 

A vacation of dedicated right-of-way for Balanced Rock Way, has been requested by 
the adjoining property owners. 
 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT: 
 
The following described dedicated right-of-way is hereby vacated subject to the listed 
conditions: 

 
1. Applicants shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance, any 

easement documents and dedication documents. 
2. The area of the vacated Right-of-Way shall be retained as an easement for the purpose 

of public access, emergency responders and as a utility easement for existing and future 
utilities. 

 
The following right-of-way is shown on “Exhibit A” as part of this vacation description. 
 
Dedicated right-of-way to be vacated: 
 
Commencing at the South Center 1/16th Corner of Section 4, Township 1 South, Range 1 
West, Ute Meridian, as shown on that certain subdivision plat known as Sundance Village 
Subdivision, recorded as Reception Number 2457553, in Book 4727 at Page 587, in the 
office of the Mesa County Recorder and running Thence, South 00°01’19” West, along the 
West line of the Southwest quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 4, a distance of 26.00 
feet; Thence, North 89°50’07” East, a distance of 329.84; Thence, South 00°10’15” East, a 
distance of 25.00 feet to the Point of Beginning for this description; Thence, North 89°50’07” 
East, a distance of 34.50 feet; Thence, South 00°10’15” East, a distance of 95.31 feet; 
Thence, South 45°11’07” East, a distance of 21.21 feet; Thence, South 00°10’15” East, a 
distance of 40.00 feet; Thence, South 44°50’33” West, a distance of 21.21 feet; Thence, 
South 00°10’15” East, a distance of 149.24 feet; Thence, South 44°50’13” East, a distance 
of 21.34 feet; Thence, South 00°10’15” East, a distance of 39.80 feet; Thence, South 
44°50’33” West, a distance of 21.21 feet; Thence, South 00°10’15” East, a distance of 163.66 
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feet; Thence, South 89°50’27” West, a distance of 34.50 feet; Thence, North 00°10’15” West, 
a distance of 548.17 feet to the Point of Beginning. 

 
Contains 0.472 Acres, or 20,560 Square Feet, more or less 
 
Introduced for first reading on this  day of      , 2016 and ordered published in pamphlet 
form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this  day of       , 2016 and ordered published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 ______________________________  
 President of City Council 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 3 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 

Subject:  McHugh Zone of Annexation, Located at 115 Vista Grande Road 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a recommendation of approval to City 
Council of a Zone of Annexation from County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family – 4 
du/ac) to a City R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac) on 1.20 +/- acres. 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:   
 
A request to zone 1.20 +/- acres from County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family – 4 du/ac) 
to a City R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac) zone district.   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
The property owners have requested annexation into the City limits and a zoning of R-4 
(Residential – 4 du/ac) in order to re-subdivide the existing platted property to create a 
second residential lot in anticipation of future single-family residential development. 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 proposed zoning of R-4 implements the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, which has designated the property as 
Residential Medium Low (2 -4 du/ac).  
 
Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on September 15, 2016 with 12 citizens along with the 
applicant and City Project Manager in attendance. The applicant discussed the proposed 
annexation, zoning request and anticipated construction of an additional single-family 
detached home.  No major objections to the proposed annexation, zoning, nor proposed 
future single-family residential development were received at the meeting, however the City 
did receive an email from a nearby neighbor that is included within the Staff Report 
concerning the proposal.   
  

Date:  November 21, 2016 

Author:  Scott D. Peterson 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior 

Planner/1447 

Proposed Schedule:  December 

13, 2016 

File #:  ANX-2016-490 
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How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   
 
Annexation of the property will create consistent land use jurisdiction and allows for  
efficient provision of municipal services.  The proposed annexation also creates an 
opportunity to create ordered and balanced growth spread throughout the community in a 
manner consistent with adjacent residential development.  The proposed Annexation also 
provides additional housing opportunities and choices to meet the needs of a growing 
community, which implements the following goals and polices from the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the City, 
Mesa County, and other service providers.  
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 
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.   
 
How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 
 
The purpose of the adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to present a 
clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and retaining 
employees.  Though the proposed Annexation does not further the goals of the Economic 
Development Plan as the proposed land use is for a residential development, the proposal 
does provide additional residential housing opportunities for both professionals and retirees 
in the community, located within the Redlands.  
 
Board or Committee Recommendation:   
 
There is no other committee or board recommendation. 
 
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.  The annexation includes the full width of Vista Grande Road from Broadway 
to the property and which is in satisfactory condition and has been maintained by Mesa 
County. 
 
Other issues:   
 
There are no other issues identified. 
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Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This has not been previously discussed by the Planning Commission. 
 
Attachments:   
 
1.  Background Information 
2.  Staff Report 
3.  Annexation Site Location Map 
4.  Aerial Photo 
5.  Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
6.  Existing City and County Zoning Map 
7.  Correspondence received 
8.  Ordinance 
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STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 115 Vista Grande Road 
Applicants:  Richard & Virginia McHugh, Owners 
Existing Land Use: Single-family detached home 

Proposed Land Use: Simple Subdivision to re-subdivide the existing lot 
to construct a new single-family detached home 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Single-family detached 
South Single-family detached 
East Single-family detached 
West Single-family detached 

Existing Zoning: County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family – 4 
du/ac) 

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

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

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

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

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

West County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family – 4 
du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium Low (2 – 4 du/ac) 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code, 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 Low (2 – 4 du/ac).  The request for an R-4 (Residential – 
4 du/ac) zone district is consistent with this designation.  Generally, future development 
should be at a density equal to or greater than the allowed density of the applicable County 
zoning district.   
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding of 
consistency with the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code must be made per 
Section 21.02.140 (a) as follows: 
 

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or 
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The requested annexation and zoning is being triggered by the 1998 Persigo 
Agreement between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction as the proposed 
development of the site is considered residential annexable development.  The 
Persigo Agreement defines Residential Annexable Development to include any 
proposed development that would require a public hearing under the Mesa County 
Land Development Code as it was on April 1, 1998 (GJMC Section 45.08.020 e. 1).  
The property owners intend to subdivide off a portion of the existing property in order 
to create a single lot to construct a single-family detached home in order to market 
and sell.  Upon inquiry with Mesa County, it was determined that the subject 
property was platted as Lot 2, Carolina Hills Subdivision in 1947.  The applicant’s 
request to create a second parcel would require a public hearing, therefore, the 
request meets the criteria for residential annexable development and cannot be 
partitioned as another subdivision in unincorporated Mesa County without a public 
hearing.  Thus, the property owners have petitioned for annexation into the City 
limits with a requested zoning district that is compatible with the existing 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium Low 
(2 – 4 du/ac) and is consistent with the existing County zoning.   

 
Therefore, this criterion has been met.  
 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2010, designated this property as 
Residential Medium Low (2 – 4 du/ac).  The applicant is requesting an allowable 
zone district that is consistent with the density range allowed by the Residential 
Medium Low category.   
 
Existing properties to north, south, east and west are within Mesa County jurisdiction 
and are zoned RSF-4.  The residential character of this area of the Redlands is 
single-family detached on properties ranging in size from 0.33 to 5.09 acres 
(applicant’s proposed lot size is 0.58 & 0.62 +/- acres), therefore the character and 
condition of the area has not changed and the applicant is requesting the same 
zoning designation of R-4 as what is allowed on the adjacent properties for 
compatible zoning and lot size. 
 
Therefore, the criterion has not been met.  
 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or 
 
Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the property 
and are sufficient to serve land uses associated with the R-4 zone district.  Ute 
Water and City sanitary sewer are both presently stubbed to the property and are 
available in Vista Grande Road.  However, in order to subdivide the existing 
property, the applicants will need to provide an 8” Ute Water line and fire hydrant to 
provide fire flow or possibly install a residential sprinkler system for the new house, 
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with City Fire Department review and approval.  The applicants are currently 
working with the Fire Department on this issue and will likely propose to install the 
residential sprinkler system.  The property is also being served by Xcel Energy 
electric and natural gas.  A short distance away is Scenic Elementary School and 
further to the east on Broadway is a neighborhood commercial center that includes 
an office complex, convenience stores and gas islands, restaurants and a grocery 
store.  To the west on Broadway at the intersection with Redlands Parkway is 
another neighborhood commercial center which includes a car wash, convenience 
store, bank and walk-in medical clinic. 
 
Therefore, 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; and/or 
 
There is not an inadequate supply of suitably designed land available in the 
community as the R-4 zone district comprises the second largest amount of 
residential acreage within the City limits behind the R-8 zone district (Over 1,862 
acres within the City limits is zoned R-4).  The existing property currently contains a 
single-family home on one platted lot (1.20 +/- acres).  The property owners are 
requesting to annex and zone the property in accordance with the adopted Persigo 
Agreement between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction in order to 
subdivide the property to create another single-family detached home and lot to 
match the land uses of what is currently developed in the area.  The request to 
zone the subject property R-4 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium Low (2 – 4 du/ac) and the current 
County zoning of RSF-4. 
 
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-4 zone would implement Goals 3 & 5 of the Comprehensive Plan by 
creating an opportunity for ordered and balanced growth spread throughout the 
community in a manner consistent with adjacent residential development.  The 
proposed Annexation also provides additional housing opportunities and choices to 
meet the needs of a growing community, thus the community will derive benefits 
from the proposed zone of annexation request. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
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Alternatives: The following zone districts would also be consistent with the Future Land Use 
designation of Residential Medium Low (2 – 4 du/ac) for the subject property. 
  

a. R-R, (Residential – Rural) 
b. R-E, (Residential – Estate) 
c. R-1, (Residential – 1 du/ac) 
d. R-2, (Residential – 2 du/ac) 
e. R-5, (Residential – 5 du/ac) 

 
In reviewing the other zone district options, the residential zone districts of R-R, R-E, and 
R-1 have a minimum lot size requirement that exceeds the applicant’s proposed re-
subdivision property sizes of 0.58 and 0.62 +/- acres respectfully, so those zone districts 
would not be an option. The R-2 zone district could be a zoning option as the proposed 
residential density via the creation of an additional lot would be in keeping with the overall 
density range of the R-2 zone district.  However, the intent of the R-4 zone is to provide 
medium to low density single-family uses where adequate public facilities and services are 
available.  The R-4 zone is also consistent with the current County zoning of RSF-4.  The 
properties could also have the opportunity in the future to subdivide further for additional 
development potential which would be in keeping with the proposed R-4 zone district. 

 
If the Planning Commission chooses an alternative zone designation, specific alternative 
findings must be made as to why the Planning Commission is recommending an alternative 
zone designation to the City Council. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the McHugh Annexation, ANX-2016-490, for a Zone of Annexation from 
County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family – 4 du/ac) to a City R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac), the 
following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

5. The requested zone of annexation is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, specifically Goals 1, 3 & 5. 
 

6. The applicable review criteria, items 1, 3 and 5 in Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand 
Junction Zoning and Development Code have been met or addressed. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
Zone of Annexation from County RSF-4 (Residential Single-Family 4 – du/ac) to a City R-4 
(Residential – 4 du/ac) for the McHugh Annexation, ANX-2016-490 to the City Council with 
the findings of facts and conclusions listed above. 
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RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the McHugh Zone of Annexation, ANX-2016-490, I move that the 
Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of the 
Zone of Annexation from a County RSF-4 zone district to a City R-4 zone district with the 
findings of facts and conclusions listed in the staff report. 
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Proposed Zone of Annexation does not include adjacent right-of-way, property only. 
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Proposed Zone of Annexation does not include adjacent right-of-way, property only. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 

 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE MCHUGH ANNEXATION 
TO R-4 (RESIDENTIAL – 4 DU/AC) 

 
LOCATED AT 115 VISTA GRANDE ROAD 

 
Recitals 
 

The property owners have requested annexation into the City limits in order to 
subdivide the existing property to create a second residential lot in anticipation of 
construction of a new single family detached home.   
 
 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 McHugh Annexation to the R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac) zone district, finding that 
it conforms with the designation of Residential Medium Low (2 – 4 du/ac) 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-4 (Residential – 4 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 be zoned R-4 (Residential – 4 du/ac). 
 

MCHUGH ANNEXATION 
 
Lot 2, Carolina Hills Subdivision as identified in Reception # 468446 in the Office of the 
Mesa County Clerk and Recorder. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading this ___ day of ___, 20__ and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ADOPTED on second reading this___ day of___, 20__ and ordered published in pamphlet 
form. 
  
 
 
 
 



 
Planning Commission  December 13, 2016 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 4 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
 
 
Subject:  Grand Junction Lodge, Outline Development Plan, Located at 2656 Patterson 
Road. 
Action Requested/Recommendation:  Forward a recommendation to City Council of a 
rezone from R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) to PD (Planned Development) and of an Outline 
Development Plan to develop a 45,000 square foot Senior Living Facility on 2.069 acres 
in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 

Presenters Name & Title:  Kathy Portner, Community Development Manager 

 
Executive Summary: 
 
The applicants request approval of a rezone to PD (Planned Development and an Outline 
Development Plan (ODP) to develop a 45,000 square foot Senior Living Facility, under a 
Planned Development (PD) zone district with default zone of MXOC (Mixed Use 
Opportunity Corridor), located at 2656 Patterson Road.    
 
Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
The 2.069 acre site is located at the northeast corner of Patterson Road and North 8th 
Court.  The Patterson Road corridor is designated by the Comprehensive Plan as an 
Opportunity Corridor.  A new form-based zone district, MXOC (Mixed Use Opportunity 
Corridor) was established in 2014 and permits all types of group living facilities, along with 
other types of commercial uses.  The applicant has requested to rezone the property to 
PD, using the MXOC zone district as the “default zone”, in order to establish a senior 
assisted living/memory care facility, consisting of one building, not to exceed 45,000 square 
feet, which would be the only use permitted on the subject property.   
 
A full analysis of the proposed ODP, including addressing applicable approval criteria, is 
included in the attached report. 
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 

Date:  November 26, 2016 

Author:  Brian Rusche 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior Planner/4058 

Presenter:  Kathy Portner 

Proposed Schedule:   

December 13, 2016 

File #:  PLD-2016-501 
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The proposed rezoning will create an opportunity for the development of a senior assisted 
living/memory care facility that is located near medical services. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City will sustain, develop 
and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 
The proposed facility will address a regional need for assisted living and memory care beds 
for an aging population, while adding jobs for the community and physical improvements to 
the property. 
 
How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 
 
The proposed rezone meets with the goals and intent of the Economic Development Plan 
by assisting a new business that offers its services to an aging population to establish a 
presence within the community. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on September 1, 2016.  A summary of the meeting is 
attached to this report. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
There is no other board or committee recommendation. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget: 
 
Property tax levies and any municipal sales/use tax will be collected, as applicable. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
A previous proposal for a facility not to exceed 50,000 square feet was recommended for 
approval by the Planning Commission but denied by the City Council.  The revised 
proposal decreases the building size to 45,000 square feet, reduces the number of beds 
from 60 to 48, reduces the number of staff by 2-3 employees, increases the parking ratio, 
provides for off-peak shift changes and commits to off-site parking for special events. 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Background Information 
2. Staff Report 
3. Location Map 
4. Aerial Photo  
5. Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Map 
6. Existing Zoning Map 
7. General Project Report 
8. Outline Development Plan 
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9. Neighborhood Meeting Summary 
10. Ordinance 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2656 Patterson Road 

Applicant: 
Joe W. and Carol J. Ott, Trustees – Owner 
Sopris Lodge, LLC – Applicant 
River City Consultants, Inc. - Representative 

Existing Land Use: Single-family Residential 
Proposed Land Use: Assisted Living Facility 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family Residential 
South St. Mary’s Hospital – Advanced Medicine Pavillion 
East Single Family Residential 
West Single Family Residential 

Existing Zoning: R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: PD (Planned Development) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

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

Future Land Use 
Designation: 

Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 
Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor 

Blended Residential 
Category: Residential Medium (4-16 du/ac) 

Zoning within 
density/intensity range? X Yes  No 

 
Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) Chapter 21.05 – Planned Development 
 
Section 21.05.010 – Purpose:  The planned development zone applies to unique single-
use projects where design flexibility is not available through application of the standards in 
Chapter 21.03.   
 

The Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2010, designates Patterson Road in its entirety as 
a Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor, which is implemented by a form-based zone known 
as MXOC (short for Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor).  The MXOC zone permits 
assisted living facilities, which are classified as an unlimited group living facility under 
GJMC Section 21.04.010.  However, this zone district would also permit a range of 
additional uses, such as medical offices, personal services, and multifamily residential.  
The subject property has been considered for these types of uses in the past, none of 
which were approved.  The applicant has therefore proposed the use of a Planned 
Development (PD) limiting the use to a senior assisted living/memory care facility, not to 
exceed 45,000 square feet.  The applicant has further provided an Outline 
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Development Plan (ODP), which utilizes the default standards of the MXOC zone to 
design a unique facility that will fit the site and the neighborhood context. 

 
Long-Term Community Benefit:  This section also states that Planned Development 
zoning should be used when long-term community benefits, as determined by the Director, 
will be derived.  Specific benefits include, but are not limited to: 
 

a) More effective infrastructure:  The proposed facility will make optimal use of existing 
infrastructure, including utilities (same linear footage of sewer and water pipes paid 
for by higher use rates) and transportation (adjacent to St. Mary’s Hospital campus, 
along with a bus stop approximately 400 feet east). 
 

b) Reduced traffic demands:  When compared to other possible uses that could be 
allowed on the site, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation, an 
assisted living/memory care facility typically generates less traffic. 
 

c) Needed housing types and/or mix:  The proposed facility will provide a much 
needed and diverse housing type in the form of senior assisted living and memory 
care units.  The facility will be located on an infill site in an established area 
surrounded by medical care facilities, specifically St. Mary’s Hospital. 
 

d) Innovative designs:  The Lodge will be built of various local, sustainable materials 
such as natural wood, iron, and brick.  The Lodge will use as many environmentally 
responsible materials as possible to preserve and enhance the environment while 
providing a comfortable atmosphere for the senior population. 

 
The applicant has presented, and planning staff concurs with, several long-term community 
benefits of the proposed PD, including more effective infrastructure and reduced traffic 
demand, filling a need for assisted living housing types, and an innovative design for an 
infill site.  
 
Section 21.05.020 - Default standards. 
The use, bulk, development, and other standards for each planned development shall be 
derived from the underlying zoning, as defined in Chapter 21.03 GJMC. In a planned 
development context, those standards shall be referred to as the default zone. The Director 
shall determine whether the character of the proposed planned development is consistent 
with the default zone upon which the planned development is based.  
 
Areas within a Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor that are currently zoned for residential 
purposes may be rezoned for more intense use provided that Form Districts are utilized 
and the depth of the lot is at least 150 feet, per GJMC Section 21.02.140(c)(2).  The 
subject property is 155 feet at its narrowest point, after accounting for addition right-of-way, 
and nearly 350 feet of depth along the canal. 
 
Deviations from any of the default standards may be approved only as provided in this 
chapter and shall be explicitly stated in the rezoning ordinance.  
 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03
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The MXOC (Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor) is a form-based zone district and includes 
several specific standards, found in GJMC Section 21.03.090(h).  The applicant proposes 
to meet or exceed all of these minimum standards as part of the Final Development Plan 
with no deviations requested.   
 
Section 21.05.030 - Establishment of Uses:  The property will be developed as a single 
use project:  an assisted living facility not to exceed 45,000 square feet.  Accessory uses 
may include a greenhouse and outdoor solar array, subject to approval of the Final 
Development Plan for the property. 
 
Section 21.04.030(p) Use-specific standards – Group Living Facility:  An assisted 
living facility is listed as an example of a group living facility under this section.  These 
facilities are required to be registered by the City annually, as stated here: 
 
(8)The Director shall approve the annual registration if the applicant, when registering or 
renewing a registration, provides proof that: 
 

(i) The group living facility has a valid Colorado license, if any is required; 
(ii) The group living facility is at least 750 feet from every other group living facility; 
(iii) The group living facility has complied with the applicable City, State and other 

building, fire, health and safety codes as well as all applicable requirements of the 
zone district in which the group living facility is to be located; 

(iv) The architectural design of the group living facility is residential in character and 
generally consistent with the R-O zone district; 

(v) Only administrative activities of the private or public organization sponsored, 
conducted or related to group living facilities shall be conducted at the facility; 

(vi) The group living facility complies with the parking requirements of this code; and 
(vii) The maximum number of residents allowed is not exceeded. 

 
All of these standards will be met by the proposed facility prior to registration, as directed in 
this section.   
 
Section 21.05.040 – Development Standards: 
(a)    Generally. Planned development shall minimally comply with the development 
standards of the default zone and all other applicable code provisions, except when the 
City Council specifically finds that a standard or standards should not be applied.   
 
Residential Density:  The density calculation for a group living facility equates to four (4) 
beds as one (1) dwelling unit (GJMC Section 21.04.030.p.1). The proposed facility will 
include 48 beds, for a density of 5.79 dwelling units per acre. This density is consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan designation for neighborhoods north of Patterson (Residential 
Medium 4-8 du/ac). There is no maximum density under the default zone of MXOC. 
 
Minimum District Size:  A minimum of five acres is recommended for a planned 
development unless the Planning Commission recommends and the City Council finds that 
a smaller site is appropriate for the development or redevelopment as a PD. In approving a 
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planned development smaller than five acres, the Planning Commission and City Council 
shall find that the proposed development: 
 

(1) Is adequately buffered from adjacent residential property; 
 

Landscaping and parking will buffer the facility from the neighboring residences to 
the north and west.  More importantly, the landscaping along the north side of the 
property will incorporate many of the existing trees.  The adoption of the Outline 
Development Plan and concept landscaping plan will ensure these trees are 
preserved to the extent practical, with any modifications of a comparable or 
equivalent amount to be determined at Final Plan review.  A canal separates the 
facility from residences to the east, and no residences exist to the south. 

 
(2) Mitigates adverse impacts on adjacent properties; and 

 
The design for the facility, as shown on the ODP, brings the building to the front of 
the property with minimal setback from Patterson Road, creating a separation 
between the facility and the neighboring residences to the north.  This separation 
will likely reduce the existing traffic noise from Patterson Road.  Furthermore, the 
anticipated traffic from such a facility, while more than a single family residence, is 
less than other commercial uses that may be considered in the context of the 
Opportunity Corridor.  The purpose of the single-use Planned Development is to 
limit the use and address the parameters for that use, which will then be 
implemented by Ordinance.   

 
(3)    Is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
The proposed ODP is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan, specifically Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the 
City will sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 

 
The proposed facility will address a regional need for assisted living and memory 
care beds for an aging population, while adding jobs for the community and 
physical improvements to the property. 
 

It is the opinion of Staff that the proposed development meets the criteria to allow a 
planned development smaller than five acres. 
 
Open Space:  A group living facility shall only be located or operated on a parcel that 
contains at least 500 square feet for each person residing in the facility; using this metric 
the proposed facility has 1,877 square feet per person.   
 
Landscaping:  Landscaping shall meet or exceed the requirements of GJMC Section 
21.06.040.  The landscaping plan will be reviewed as part of the Final Development Plan 
and shall meet or exceed the requirements of GJMC Section 21.06.040.  The landscape 
plan exceeds the requirements specific to the MXOC district, which states that no street 
frontage landscaping is required when the setback for a building is 10 feet or less.  



 
Planning Commission  December 13, 2016 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Parking:  The developer will construct a parking lot that provides the minimum number of 
spaces for a group living facility, which is 1 space per 4 beds plus 1 space per 3 employees 
per GJMC Section 21.06.050(c). 
 
Street Development Standards:  The only access to the subject property will be from N. 
8th Court.  Improvements to existing sidewalks, including closure of existing curb cuts onto 
Patterson Road, will be incorporated into the final design. 
 
Internal circulation will be evaluated with the Final Development Plan and will conform to 
Transportation Engineering and Design Standards (TEDS). 
 
The applicant has completed a traffic study, which has been evaluated by City staff.  The 
overall impacts to the intersection of N. 8th Court and Patterson Road do not warrant any 
modifications to the intersection at this time.   
 
Section 21.05.040(g) - Deviation from Development Default Standards: The applicant is 
not proposing any deviations to the default standards of the MXOC (Mixed Use Opportunity 
Corridor) form district. 
 
Section 21.05.050 - Signage:  Signage within the development shall meet the standards of 
GJMC Section 21.06.070(g)(3) except that all freestanding signs shall be monument style 
signs with a maximum height of 15 feet.   
 
Section 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
An Outline Development Plan (ODP) application shall demonstrate conformance with all of 
the following: 
 

i. The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans 
and policies; 
 
The proposed Outline Development Plan has been reviewed by the Community 
Development Division and other review agencies and has been found to comply with 
the Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other applicable 
adopted plans and policies.  

 
ii. The rezoning criteria provided in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning 

and Development Code; 
 

(1)    Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or 
 
The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2010 created a Mixed Use Opportunity 
Corridor along Patterson Road.  The Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor allows for the 
consideration of commercial uses along major corridors for some properties that 
previously could not be considered, provided that the properties are included in a 
Form-based District, which was developed as part of the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
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designation as a Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor changes the potential for the 
property, which contains an abandoned single family dwelling. 
 
This criterion has been met. 

 
(2)    The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
On November 19, 2014, City Council passed and adopted Ordinance No. 4646 
create the Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor (MXOC) form district.  The reason for the 
new form district was due to significant interest in developing along the Mixed Use 
Opportunity in a somewhat more automobile-centric concept.  Therefore conditions of 
the area have changed such that the proposed PD zone and development is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This criterion has been met. 
 
(3)    Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of 
land use proposed; and/or 
 
Adequate public facilities and services (water, sewer, utilities, etc.) are currently 
available or will be made available concurrent with the development and 
commiserate with the impacts of the development. 
 
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; and/or 
 
There is a growing demand for assisted-living and, in particular, memory support 
facilities as the population ages.  There are few sites large enough to accommodate 
these facilities while also being near the regional medical center(s) which are 
becoming an important part of the local economy. 
 
This criterion has been met.   
 
(5)    The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 
from the proposed amendment. 

The long-term community benefits of the proposed PD include more effective 
infrastructure, reduced traffic demands compared with other potential uses, and 
filling a need for assisted living housing types, and an innovative design for a 
uniquely shaped site.  In addition, it meets several goals of the Comprehensive Plan 
by addressing a regional need for assisted living and memory care beds for an aging 
population, while adding jobs for the community. 

This criterion has been met. 
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iii. The planned development requirements of Chapter 21.05;  
 
The proposed ODP has been reviewed by the Community Development Division 
and other review agencies and has been found to be in conformance with the 
Planned Development requirements of Chapter 21.05 of the Zoning and 
Development Code.   

 
iv. The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in Chapter 21.07; 

 
This property is not subject to any corridor guidelines or other overlay districts. 

 
v. Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with the 

projected impacts of the development; 
 
Adequate public services and facilities, include City of Grand Junction domestic 
water and Persigo 201 sanitary sewer are currently available adjacent to the 
property and will be made available for use by and commiserate with the proposed 
development. 

vi. Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all development 
pods/areas to be developed; 
 
Internal circulation will be evaluated with the Final Development Plan and will conform 
to Transportation Engineering and Design Standards (TEDS). 
 

vii. Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall be provided; 
 

Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall be provided 
and reviewed as part of the final development plan. 
 

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

 
The proposed density falls within the range allowed by the Comprehensive Plan and 
the default zone of MXOC. 
 

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

 
The default land use zone is the MXOC as described within this staff report and 
Ordinance. 
 

x. An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire property or for each 
development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The proposed development will be completed in one phase.   
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FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Grand Junction Lodge application, PLD-2016-501, a request for 
approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) and Planned Development Ordinance, I 
make the following findings of fact/conclusions and conditions of approval:   
 

1. The requested Planned Development - Outline Development Plan is consistent with 
the goals and polices of the Comprehensive Plan, specifically, Goal 12.   

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 

Development Code have been addressed. 
 

3. The review criteria in Section 21.05 – Planned Development have been addressed. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
requested Outline Development Plan as a Planned Development Ordinance, PLD-2016-501 
to the City Council with findings of fact/conclusions and conditions of approval as stated in 
the staff report.    
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on item PLD-2016-501, I move that the Planning Commission forward a 
recommendation of approval to the City Council on the requested Outline Development Plan 
as a Planned Development Ordinance for Grand Junction Lodge, with the findings of fact, 
conclusions, and conditions identified within the staff report. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
ORDINANCE NO.  

 
AN ORDINANCE TO ZONE THE GRAND JUNCTION LODGE DEVELOPMENT  

TO A PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ZONE,  
BY APPROVING AN OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN WITH A DEFAULT ZONE OF 

MXOC (MIXED USE OPPORTUNITY CORRIDOR)  
 

LOCATED AT 2656 PATTERSON ROAD 
 
Recitals: 
 

A request to rezone 2.069 acres from R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) to PD (Planned 
Development) and of an Outline Development Plan to develop a 45,000 square foot Senior 
Living Facility has been submitted in accordance with the Zoning and Development Code 
(Code). 

 
This Planned Development zoning ordinance will establish the standards, default 

zoning, and adopt the Outline Development Plan for the Grand Junction Lodge 
Development.  If this approval expires or becomes invalid for any reason, the property 
shall be fully subject to the default standards specified herein. 

 
In public hearings, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the request 

for Outline Development Plan approval and determined that the Plan satisfied the criteria of 
the Code and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive Plan.  
Furthermore, it was determined that the proposed Plan has achieved “long-term community 
benefits” through more effective infrastructure, reduced traffic demands compared with 
other potential uses, filling a need for assisted living housing types, and an innovative 
design for a uniquely shaped site.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS ZONED TO PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING DEFAULT ZONE AND STANDARDS: 
 

A. Lots 12 & 13, Walker Heights Subdivision, Reception Number 1022545, City of 
Grand Junction, County of Mesa, State of Colorado. 
  

B. The Grand Junction Lodge Outline Development Plan is approved with the Findings 
of Fact/Conclusions, and Conditions listed in the Staff Report including attachments 
and Exhibits. 
 

C. Default Zone 
 
The default land use zone is MXOC (Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor): 
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Reference Table 1 for Lot, Setback, and Bulk Standards. 
 

Reference Table 2 for Architectural Considerations. 
 

D. Authorized Uses 
 
Uses include those typically associated with Assisted Living, including accessory uses 
such as solar panels and greenhouses. 

 
Table 1:  Lot, Setback, and Bulk Standards: 
 

 
 
Table 2:  Architectural Considerations: 

 
(1) Architectural Standards shall be per the Default Zone of MXOC (Mixed Use   

Opportunity Corridor). 
 

Introduced for first reading on this _______ day of ________, 2016 and ordered published 
in pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this  day of , 2016 and ordered published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 ______________________________  
 President of City Council 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Planning Commission  December 13, 2016 
 

 



 
Planning Commission  December 13, 2016 
 

 
Attach 5 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
  

Subject:  Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital, Located at 2635 N. 7th Street 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a Recommendation to City Council of 
an Institutional and Civic Master Plan for St. Mary’s Hospital  

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 
Executive Summary:   
 
A request to approve an Institutional and Civic Master Plan for St. Mary’s Hospital for 
properties that they own on a total of 51 +/- acres. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
In an effort to avoid approving hospital expansions in a piecemeal fashion and at the 
direction of the Grand Junction Planning Commission, St. Mary’s Hospital prepared its first 
Master Plan in 1995.  The purpose of the Plan was to set forth the vision for upgrades, 
improvements and expansions to St. Mary’s facilities and campus area over a 5-year period 
and to allow the Planning Commission an opportunity to consider the proposed 
improvements in a comprehensive manner. 
 
In 2000, St. Mary’s submitted a second Master Plan.  During that same year the Zoning 
and Development Code was revised to include a formal process for Institutional and Civic 
Master Plans giving final approval authority to the City Council.  Since that time all new 
Master Plans for St. Mary’s and other institutions are required to go through the same 
process to be reviewed by the Planning Commission and approved by the City Council.  
The purpose of a master plan review process is to provide an opportunity for the early 
review of major institutional and civic facilities that provide a needed service to the 
community, but might impact the surrounding neighborhood.  The master plan review 
allows the City, through a public process, to assess any impacts early in the review process 
and direct the applicant on how best to address the impacts. 
 
Master Plan 2011, which constitutes the current Master Plan for St. Mary’s Hospital 
proposed no major changes to the hospital campus with the exception of completing four 
(4) unfinished floors in the patient tower and remodeling several departments in older areas 
of the hospital.   
 
 
 

Date:  November 23, 2016 

Author:  Scott D. Peterson 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior Planner/1447 

Proposed Schedule:  Planning 

Commission Meeting:  December 13, 

2016 

File #:  FMP-2016-486 
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Master Plan 2017 proposes the following construction projects over the upcoming 5-years: 
 
 Continue with the interior remodeling of several departments in the older areas of the 

hospital, including electrical infrastructure. 
 Demolish the Farrell Building (2320 N. 7th Street) and also the building at 2323 N. 7th 

Street and replace with landscaping improvements. 
 Renovation and new construction of an additional 40,000 sq. ft. (2-floors) for the 

Cardiac Center of Excellence.   
 New construction of an additional 14,000 sq. ft. for the Hybrid Operating Room.   
 Study the idea of constructing an additional 51,000 sq. ft. (2-floors) for the Laboratory 

and Pharmacy expansions.  The construction is anticipated within 5-years, but an 
actual date is not yet determined, so this expansion might be delayed until Master Plan 
2022.  

 
 

 
 
 
Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital, if approved, would be valid for a period of five (5) 
years, until the year 2022. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on September 1, 2016 with 25 area residents along with 
representatives from St. Mary’s Hospital, applicant’s consultant and City Project 
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Manager in attendance.  No major objections to the proposed upcoming development 
projects for St. Mary’s were received at the meeting.  Comments received from the public 
can be found in the Master Plan 2017 document within the Appendix (attached).  The 
applicant also conducted a separate Neighborhood Meeting on August 23, 2016 for the 
residents of the Mira Vista Road neighborhood immediately to the west of the hospital to 
have an open dialog for identification of concerns and impacts that the hospital may have 
adjacent to the residential neighborhood.  
 
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   
 
Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital will help maintain the Grand Valley as being a  
regional provider of health care services/medical center by serving all of western  
Colorado and southeast Utah which implements the following goals and policies from  
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center into 
a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will sustain, 
develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 
How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 
 
The purpose of the adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to present a 
clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and retaining 
employees.  The proposed Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital furthers the goals of 
the Economic Development Plan by supporting and facilitating access and expansion of the 
health care industry within the Grand Valley as St. Mary’s Hospital is a vital economic 
partner within the community by providing medical services and employment.  The 
expansion of the health care industry is also a key economic development component to 
maintain Grand Junction’s status as a regional center. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation:   
 
There is no other committee or board recommendation. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:   
 
N/A. 
 
Other issues:   
 
There are no other issues identified. 
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Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This has not been previously discussed by the Planning Commission. 
 
Attachments:   
 
1.  Staff Report/Background Information 
2.  Master Plan 2017 document 
3.  Resolution 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2635 N. 7th Street 

Applicant:  Dan Prinster, Vice President of Business 
Development, St. Mary’s Hospital 

Existing Land Use: Hospital/Clinic 
Proposed Land Use: Same 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Commercial 
South Commercial & Residential 
East Medical Office/Clinic 
West Residential 

Existing Zoning: PD, (Planned Development) (B-1, Neighborhood 
Business default) 

Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North B-1, (Neighborhood Business); R-O, (Residential 
Office); R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

South R-O, (Residential Office); B-1, (Neighborhood 
Business); R-5, (Residential – 5 du/ac) 

East B-1, (Neighborhood Business); R-16, (Residential 
– 16 du/ac) 

West R-4, (Residential – 4 du/ac) 

Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
 
Section 21.02.190 (c) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
In reviewing a Master Plan, the decision-making body shall consider the following:   
 

(1) Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and other area, corridor or 
neighborhood plans; 
 
The Plan complies with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, 
specifically, Goals 4 & 12 by supporting the continued development of the City 
Center into a vibrant and growing area with jobs and also by being a regional 
provider of goods and services, in this case health care services. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met.  
 
(2) Conformance with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and general transportation 
planning requirements;  
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The Master Plan complies with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Transportation 
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS).  Proper access was previously established 
by St. Mary’s with the design and approval of the patient tower project in 2006 and 
there are no additional plans to provide for a new traffic study or change current 
access points to the hospital. 
 
Therefore, the criterion has been met.  
 
(3) Adequate parking, adequate stormwater and drainage improvements, 
minimization of water, air or noise pollution, limited nighttime lighting and adequate 
screening and buffering potential; 
 
The Master Plan indicates that St. Mary’s has an excess of required parking spaces 
for all their properties by over 500 spaces (Page 31 of Master Plan 2017).  Also, 
existing detention facilities can handle the new increase in proposed building 
expansions, therefore, adequate off-street parking and stormwater/drainage 
improvements have been addressed.  St. Mary’s officials have also met with the 
residential neighborhood to the west to help address their concerns regarding 
existing and proposed developments for the hospital campus. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
 
(4) Adequacy of public facilities and services; and 
 
Adequate public facilities and services have been provided to the site that 
accommodates the needs of the hospital and also the public. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
 
(5) Community benefits from the proposal.  
 
Master Plan 2017 will provide numerous community benefits in the continued 
advancement of health care for the region as St. Mary’s continues to add, remodel 
and update their existing facilities in the coming 5 years. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital, FMP-2016-486 for an Institutional 
and Civic Facility Master Plan, the following findings of fact and conclusions have been 
determined:   
 

1. The requested Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, specifically Goals 4 and 12. 
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2. The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.190 (c) of the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code have been met or addressed. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital, FMP-2016-486 to 
the City Council with the findings of facts and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s 
Hospital, FMP-2016-486, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council 
a recommendation of approval with the findings of facts and conclusions listed in the staff 
report. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO.______ 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING MASTER PLAN 2017 FOR 
 ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL AND ENVIRONS  

 
LOCATED AT 2635 NORTH 7th STREET 

 
Recitals 
 

St. Mary’s Hospital has submitted to the City, Master Plan 2017 for the development 
of the hospital and the lands near to it that are dedicated to the provision of patient services.   
 

Master Plan 2017 proposes the interior remodeling of several departments in the  
older areas of the hospital, including electrical infrastructure.  Demolition of the Farrell 
Building (2320 N. 7th Street) and also the building at 2323 N. 7th Street.  Renovation and 
new construction of an additional 40,000 sq. ft. (2-floors) for the Cardiac Center of 
Excellence.  New construction of an additional 14,000 sq. ft. for the Hybrid Operating 
Room and the study the idea of constructing an additional 51,000 sq. ft. (2-floors) for the 
Laboratory and Pharmacy expansions.  The construction and addition to the laboratory 
and pharmacy is anticipated within 5-years, but an actual date is not yet determined, so this 
expansion might be delayed until Master Plan 2022.  
 

The Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan process as defined in Section 
21.020.190 of the Zoning and Development Code provides an opportunity for the early review 
of major institutional and civic facilities that provide needed service to the community.  In 
accordance with this section of the Code, Master Plans such as that advanced by St. Mary’s 
Hospital are now specifically encouraged and recognized as important planning tools.  In 
this case the adopted plan as it is amended over time will be a guiding document on which 
both the community and the hospital can rely for many years to come. 
 

In 2017, St. Mary’s Hospital is celebrating 121 years of serving the health and medical 
needs of area residents and visitors.  St. Mary’s Hospital currently owns and consists of 
numerous properties that make up a total of 51 acres. 
 

St. Mary’s campus and associated properties are zoned Planned Development.   
 

On the 13th day of December, 2016, the Grand Junction Planning Commission, having 
heard and considered the request, found the criteria of the Code to have been met, and 
recommends that Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital be approved. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND 
JUNCTION THAT: 
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Master Plan 2017 for St. Mary’s Hospital is approved and more particularly described in 
Community Development Division file number FMP-2016-486. 
 
Master Plan 2017 will be valid for five (5) years until 2022  
 
ADOPTED this _____ day of ___, 20__. 
  
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 


