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CITY O

Grand Junction
(( COLORADDO

Call to Order — 6:00 P.M.

**CONSENT CALENDAR***

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings Attach 1

Action: Approve the minutes from the March 28, 2017 meeting.

Attach 2
2. Amend the Final Development Plan for the Ridges Planned Development, Filing
Two [File# PLD-2016-580]

Request to amend Filing Two of the Ridges Planned Development.
Action: Recommendation to City Council
Applicant: Dynamic Investments, Inc. c/o Mike Stubbs
Location: Ridge Circle Drive at Ridges Boulevard
Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager
***INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION***
Attach 3

3. Las Colonias Park PD Zoning Ordinance and Outline Development Plan
[File# PLD-2017-158]

Request to Rezone to a PD (Planned Development) and an Outline Development Plan
for the properties located on the north bank of the Colorado River between Highway
50 and 27 V2 Road.

Action: Recommendation to City Council


http://www.gjcity.org/
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Applicant: City of Grand Junction
Location: North bank of the Colorado River between Highway 50 and 27 %
Road
Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager
Attach 4
4. Fountain Hills Subdivision Rezone [File #RZN-2017-104]

Request to Rezone 9.339 acres from R-8 (Residential — 8 due/ac) to R-5 (Residential
— 5 du/ac) zone district.

Action: Recommendation to City Council

Applicant: Hilltop Health Services Corporation, Owner
Monument Homes 7 Development, Applicant
River City Consultants, Inc. - Representative

Location: 3495 N. 15 Street

Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager

Attach 5
5. Civic and Institutional Master Plan and Right-of-Way Vacation Request for
Colorado Mesa University [FMP-2017-118]

Request approval of an Institutional and Civic Master Plan and Right-of-Way Vacation for
Colorado Mesa University.

Action: Recommendation to City Council
Applicant: Colorado Mesa University

Location: 1100 North Avenue
Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager

6. Other Business

7. Adjournment
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Attach 1

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION
March 28, 2017 MINUTES
6:00 p.m. to 10:17 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, Kathy
Deppe, Keith Ehlers, Ebe Eslami, Aaron Miller and Bill Wade.

In attendance, representing the City’s Administration Department - Community
Development, was Kathy Portner, (Planning Manager) and Dave Thornton (Principal
Planner) Lori Bowers (Senior Planner), Scott Peterson, (Senior Planner) and Rick Dorris
(Development Engineer).

Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney).

Lydia Reynolds was present to record the minutes.

There were 29 citizens in attendance during the hearing.

**CONSENT CALENDAR***

8. Minutes of Previous Meetings

Action: Approve the minutes from the February 28, 2017 Meeting.

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.

With no amendments to the Consent Agenda, Chairman Reece called for a motion to
approve the Consent Agenda.

MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, | move approve the consent
agenda.”

Commissioner Ehlers seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed
unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
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**INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION***

9. Amending the Zoning and Development Code [File# ZCA-2016-384]_

Request to amend the Zoning and Development Code to Amend the Sign Code
regarding nonconforming signs.

Action: Recommendation to City Council
Applicant: City of Grand Junction
Location: Citywide

Staff Presentation: Dave Thornton, Principal Planner

STAFF PRESENTATION

David Thornton (Principal Planner) explained that during the past 6 months, city staff,
Planning Commission, City Council, the sign industry and business community have
worked together to seek changes to the City’s sign code. Mr. Thornton noted that changes
have been approved by City Council to the Sign Code that include addressing content
neutrality and digital and electronic signage.

As part of those discussions a third area of concern was raised by the outdoor advertising
sign industry that relates to nonconforming billboards located within zoning overlay districts
and upgrading them to digital/ electronic signage. Council directed staff to review the
upgrade limitations imposed on outdoor advertising/ billboards.

Mr. Thornton explained that it was expressed by the sign industry that the Sign Code did
not treat Outdoor Advertising signage the same as on-premise business signage.

Mr. Thornton explained that currently there are limitations on nonconforming billboards.
Presently, owners of on-premise signs may change the face of their existing signs whether
they are conforming or nonconforming, going from a static sign face to an electronic sign
face, however, the outdoor industry may not make a sign face change for billboards without
obtaining a permit to change it from a static billboard to a digital/electronic billboard. Mr.
Thornton stated that this regulation prohibits nonconforming billboards from upgrading to a
digital/electronic face.

Mr. Thornton displayed a slide of a typical sign cabinet and structure and explained that the
procedure required by the sign industry to change a static sign face to another static sign
face is the same procedure required to change it to a digital/ electronic sign face when the
sign structure is not altered to provide for a larger or smaller sign.

Mr. Thornton referred to the slide displayed and noted that in this case, the cabinet area
between the support structure of the sign would not be altered in a way that changes the
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size of the sign.

After holding meetings with the affected interests the proposed changes to the City’s Sign
Code will include allowing face changes to all signage for all sign types, conforming and
nonconforming including upgrading the sign to digital or electronic.

Proposed changes will level the playing field between on-premise advertising and off-
premise advertising. Mr. Thornton displayed a slide with the following proposed language
to the Sign Code:

“Face changes to any sign including making the sign digital or electronic that do not
increase the size of the sign is allowed. Digital and Electronic signs must comply with
regulations governing such.”

Mr. Thornton displayed a slide and noted that this language is being proposed to be
deleted from the current sign code:

“Any outdoor advertising sign on or near the Riverside Parkway that becomes
nonconforming due to the adoption of this section may continue only in the manner and
to the extent that it existed at the time of the adoption of the ordinance codified in this
title. The sign must not be re-erected, relocated or replaced unless it is brought into
conformance. If a sign is nonconforming, other than because of the adoption of the
ordinance codified in this title, then the sign shall be discontinued and removed on or
before the expiration of three years from the effective date of the ordinance codified in
this title.”

With the proposed change in allowing an outdoor advertising sign face to change to a
digital sign face, this section is no longer valid. The City has never enforced the last part
of this which states “the sign shall be discontinued and removed on or before the expiration
of three years from the effective date of the ordinance”.

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF

Recognizing budget considerations, Commissioner Wade inquired how enforcement of the
sign code is being handled. Mr. Thornton stated that the sign code is currently enforced on
a complaint basis with regards to changes to a previously approved sign.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked how many signs are affected by the proposed changes in
the code. Mr. Thornton estimated that there currently about eight billboards/signs that were
not conforming due to overlays. Mr. Thornton believed that not all of the eight
billboard/signs are in spots that the billboard industry would consider converting to digital
due to the high cost of doing that.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked in what way are the signs non-conforming. His
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understanding is that presently, a non-conforming sign can only have maintenance and
repairs done. Mr. Thornton replied that as of right now, the sign industry can do
maintenance and repair and also do a static face change.

Commissioner Buschhorn expressed concern that although the industry may not be ready
to invest the extra money to convert to digital at the present time, the code change will
allow for it in the future. He felt that the possibility of the non-conforming sign converting to
digital is significant. Commissioner Buschhorn asked if a non-conforming billboard/sign
would be allowed to become digital even if it was in a residential zoning. Mr. Thornton
explained that the change would be allowed regardless of current zoning, however with the
exception of a few signs, the majority are non-conforming due to the overlay they fall in.

Commissioner Ehlers inquired if there had been any neighborhood complaints about the
non-conforming billboard/signs that are currently in residential zoning. Mr. Thornton replied
that since they have been drafting the language, he has received one call that was
concerned about a sign changing to digital, however, it was in regards to a legal and not a
non-conforming sign. The citizen had stated they didn’t want to see any digital signs
allowed in the city.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked why in the code, non-conforming signs are not allowed to
have anything other than maintenance/repairs and face changes done. Ms. Portner
explained that the purpose of addressing the non-conforming signs in the code is that
eventually the need will go away and that it is a use or structure that will eventually become
obsolete and will be removed. Therefore, there are provisions in the code that state how
much repair can be done to those. The limit in the code currently is that if a non-conforming
sign is damaged, only 50% of the value of the sign can be replace. Ms. Portner added that
most of the wooden structures that support the signs have been replaced over time. The
code change is only addressing the sign face itself and not the structure.

Commissioner Buschhorn expressed concern that if the intent of the proposed changes to
the code is to eliminate the non-conforming signs over time, the new wording will somewhat
legitimize the sign and help it become more permanent which would go against the policy
decision to not have the non-conforming signs in the future. Mr. Thornton stated that the
sign is still held to the 50% rule.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mark Gamble, 2475 Commerce Blvd. stated that he represents the Sign Industry. Mr.
Gamble stated that the changes to the sign code come after seven months of meetings and
discussions. Mr. Gamble stated that most of the non-conforming signs are due to overlays,
such as the Riverside Parkway, Greater Downtown Plan and others that the City has
approved over time. He feels the new language will allow him to convert a static sign face
to digital and that he only foresees about 10% of his signs having the potential for that.
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C.J. Rhyne, Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce, stated that in discussions with
local businesses, they have expressed the desire to have the option of digital sign faces as
they are more economical.

COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION

Commissioner Ehlers stated that he feels the overlays in the code are appropriate and the
intent is to give the corridor a certain look or appeal and prevent future clutter.
Commissioner Ehlers felt that the current non-conforming signs should be allowed to
continue, but they should have a natural sunset as they fail over time. He agreed with
Commissioner Buschhorn’s concerns that the changes may be sidestepping the non-
conforming nature of the intent. Commissioner Ehlers stated that he is comfortable with the
code changes as they are addressing the content of the sign and whether it is static or
digital.

Commissioner Buschhorn stated that he feels the purpose of the overlays is to not have
billboards in those areas and to allow digital signs where static is presently a non-
conforming use, goes against the intent of the policy, therefore he is not in favor of the
language change to the sign code.

MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on the Sign Code Amendment, ZCA-
2016-384, | move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of the approval
for the Sign Code Amendment with the findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions listed in
the staff report.”

Commissioner Deppe seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed by a
vote of 6-1.

10.Amend the Final Development Plan for the Ridges Planned Development,
Filing Two [File# PLD-2016-560]

Request approval to amend Filing Two of the Ridges Planned Development.
Action: Recommendation to City Council

Applicant: Dynamic Investment, Inc. c/o Mike Stubbs

Location: Ridge Circle Drive at Ridges Blvd.

Staff Presentation: Lori Bowers, Sr. Planner

STAFF PRESENTATION

Lori Bowers, Senior Planner, explained that this item is a request to amend the final
development plan for The Ridges, Filing Two. Ms. Bowers displayed a slide with the site
location map and aerial photo. Ms. Bowers noted there are two parcels totaling 1.12 acres,
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currently designated as "commercial sites”. Ridge Circle Dr. runs East/West between the
two parcels. Ridges Blvd, the main entrance to the Ridges, runs North/South on the east
side of the parcels. The requested amendment is to include residential uses as well as
allowable business uses, in a PD (Planned Development) zone district.

Ms. Bowers displayed the Future Land Use Map and explained that requests for an Outline
Development Plan need to conform with the criteria found in Section 21.02.150 of the
Zoning and Development Code. The Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan
shows this area to develop in the Residential Medium category. Residential Medium
density is supported by the R-O (Residential Office) zone district, proposed as the default
zone for these two properties. Uses and bulk standards of the R-O zone district are
proposed, with a deviation to the building height. Building heights have been reduced to a
maximum height of 35 feet. The types of screening or buffering will be dependent upon the
type of development proposed, whether residential, business or mixed use.

The following slide illustrated the existing planned development zoning. The existing zoning
is PD (Planned Development). Throughout the City, 14% of the land is zoned PD for
residential purposes, 3% is zoned PD for non-residential purposes. The request broadens
the possible uses for the subject parcels. This amendment to the PD will allow for the
possibility of mixed uses as well as different types of residential uses. The request by the
applicant is market driven since they have seen little to no interest in the 30 years they
have been for sale.

Ms. Bowers explained that this ordinance will create a default zoning designation of R-O
(Residential office).

Ms. Bowers displayed a slide with a site plan of the area and explained that the following
setbacks are requested: 10 ft. from Ridges Blvd; 15 ft. from Ridge Circle Drive; a Rear
setback of 5 ft. and Side set back of 10 ft.. Ms. Bowers noted that the setbacks within the
parcels shall be consistent with that of the R-O zoning requirements, and those distance
requirements imposed by the Building Code.

Ms. Bowers explained that the building heights will be limited to 35 feet, or 3 stories which
is a reduction from the standard 40 feet. The maximum building size will be 10,000 square
feet. Ms. Bowers explained that access shall be obtained from Ridge Circle Drive unless
through the site plan review process for a commercial/business application,
interconnectivity from Parcel 2, to the office complex to the north may be considered.

Ms. Bowers stated that this amendment further provides a maximum and a minimum
density for each parcel. For Parcel 1, the maximum density will be six (6) dwelling units; the
minimum number of units will be three (3). The maximum number of dwelling units for
Parcel 2, will be ten (10) units; the minimum number of 3 units. Other household living uses
that may be allowed are a Business Residence, a Rooming/Boarding House, Two-Family
Dwelling, Single-Family Detached, Multi-Family, and Accessory Dwelling Units. Home
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Occupations, Small or Large Group Living Facilities are also allowed.

Other possible uses, that pertain to the existing commercial aspects of the parcels are a
Community Activity Building, a Museum, Art Galleries, Libraries. Day Care, which would
include Home-Based Day Care, General Day Care; a small Hospital/Clinic, Medical and/or
Dental Clinics, and a Counseling Center may be allowed. In addition, Ms. Bowers noted
that Religious Assembly, Safety Services, Recreation and Indoor Entertainment, would be
allowed. Other possible uses might include a small Health Club, Movie Theater, Skating
Rink, an Arcade, Produce Stands, Personal Services. Lodging may be a possibility such as
a Bed and Breakfast, General Offices, and Offices with a Drive-Through may be allowed.
Ms. Bowers explained that any proposed use would have to meet all development
standards that dictate an allowed use, such as adequate parking, adequate drainage and
landscaping requirements must also be met.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUTIONS

Ms. Bowers stated that after reviewing The Ridges Filing Two ODP Amendment
application, file number PLD-2016-580 for a major amendment to the Planned
Development, Outline Development Plan, staff makes the following findings of fact and
conclusions:

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

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

3. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code
(rezoning) will be met.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mike Stubbs, 205 Little Park Rd. explained that he is President of Dynamic Investment,
Inc., the applicant for this project. Mr. Stubbs noted that these lots were originally platted in
the late 1970s. Mr. Stubbs explained that they are not the original developers, but are the
successors to Ridges Development Corporation. Mr. Stubbs stated that they have had the
properties listed on the market off and on over the years. Mr. Stubbs explained that he has
had the property actively listed for the past four years with zero interest for
commercial/business uses, but has had several inquiries for residential.

Mr. Stubbs stated that he has had conversations with city staff regarding the underlying
zoning which was R-O when it was originally developed in the County. In the amended final
plan for the Ridges, it did not specifically call out residential as a use. Mr. Stubbs noted that
these are infill properties and there was no opposition expressed from the neighbors at the
neighborhood meeting.
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Mr. Stubbs noted that this amendment would allow for residential uses and establish the
required bulk standards. In speaking with city staff, Mr. Stubbs noted that the concern was
that there would be too little development, therefore a minimum and maximum density
would be established.

Jeffery Fleming, 305 Main St. stated that he lives in the Ridges and is a member of their
Architectural Control Committee. Mr. Fleming stated that he would like to express support
for new development in the Ridges. Mr. Fleming noted that the streets are already there
and this development would be an asset for the City.

Tom Rolland, stated that he owns the property at 405 Ridges Blvd. which is a small. office
building directly North of the property. Mr. Rolland stated he is opposed to the project as
presented. Mr. Rolland noted that is ok with the residential component, however opposition
is to the density, setbacks and heights. Mr. Rolland noted that the neighborhood meeting
was held in his office. He stated that as a result of those discussions Mr. Stubbs did adjust
the maximus heights from 40 feet to 35 feet.

Mr. Rolland stated that he does not see how reduced density has affected the marketability
of the properties. Mr. Rolland questioned how it is possible that the City staff knows what is
“adequate” regarding the ratio of residential vs. commercial in PDs and does not feel there
is proof to back up the claims made in the staff report. Mr. Rolland pointed out other nearby
properties and noted the open space incorporated. He is concerned there is not enough
open space between his property and this project. Mr. Rolland has concerns about the
proposed density and how the access will affect his property. Mr. Rolland stated that he
would like to see the height limit at 28 feet so there would only be two stories and a setback
of 15 feet.

Referring to the photo of the area, Commissioner Ehlers noted that Commercial properties
typically have a zero setback and asked Mr. Rolland if his building was at a zero setback.
Mr. Rolland replied that although he has never measured it, he believes his building is
setback about 12-15 feet from the property line.

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF

Commissioner Ehlers asked if a residential component was existing first and a commercial
development was being proposed, would there be buffering and screening required. Ms.
Bowers replied that it is something that is always considered, but without a proposal to
review, she is unsure what would be required.

Commissioner Ehlers noted that the proposed front setback is 15 feet as opposed to the
standard 20 or 25 feet, and asked Ms. Bowers if that is to allow for parking in the rear of
property which would create a buffer. Ms. Bowers stated that the discussions during the
review process led to that scenario. Ms. Bowers referred to the illustration and noted that
the required access points for the driveways will dictate where the parking is and that will
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be incorporated into the PD. Ms. Portner clarified that the 15-foot setback is a limitation but
they are not required to build to that line. The way it is written now, they could set the
building back farther if they chose to.

Commissioner Eslami pointed out that the common 20-foot front setback is typically for
single family homes and does not apply to this type of multifamily development.

COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION

Commissioner Eslami does not feel a 5-foot setback to the neighboring property is enough
and he is in favor of a 15-foot setback there. In addition, Commissioner Eslami stated he
thinks that a 28-foot height limitation is more appropriate for this area.

Commissioner Wade noted that one of the jobs of the Planning Commission is to look at
infill development such as this and make sure it is compatible with the area around it.
Commissioner Wade was in favor of the PD changes to allow for the residential
component, but agreed with Commissioner Eslami that a 5-foot side setback is not enough
and the proposed height is too high in this case. Commissioner Wade believed that there is
not a demand for that high of density in area.

Commissioner Deppe stated that she also feels that the 5-foot side setback is not enough
and the 35-foot height limit is too high for that location.

Commissioner Ehlers noted that if this property stayed commercial, the rear setback would
be 10 feet and that is a fair expectation that all the property owners would have had.
Commissioner Ehlers stated that other than the rear setback, he is in favor of the changes
to allow R-O uses.

MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on item PLD-2016-580, | move that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the requested
amendment to the Outline Development Plan for The Ridges Filing Two, with the findings of
fact and conclusions as listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Eslami seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion failed by a
vote of 6-1.

11.Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment and Rezone
[File# CPA-2017-46 and RZN-2017-47]

Request a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone to change the Future Land
Use Map designation from “Residential Medium High (8-16 du/ac)” to
“Commercial/Industrial” and Rezone from R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac to 1-O
(Industrial/Office Park) zone district on 0.95 +/- acres.
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Action: Recommendation to City Council

Applicant: Heritage Estates LLC, Owner
Location: 637 25 Road
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner

STAFF PRESENTATION

Scott Peterson, Senior Planner stated that the applicant for these requests is the property
owner, Heritage Estates, LLC. Mr. Peterson informed the Commission that a neighborhood
meeting was held on December 29, 2016, no one from the public attended the meeting.
However, Mr. Peterson stated that he has received letters of support for the applicant’s
requests after the neighborhood meeting and are provided within the Staff Report.

Mr. Peterson displayed a slide of the Site Location Map and noted that the property located
at 637 25 Road (0.95 acres) is part of the Heritage Heights residential subdivision and
contains a modular office building that was moved to the site in 2014 to serve as a
temporary office/construction trailer in conjunction with the development of Heritage
Heights subdivision located to the Southwest.

Mr. Peterson explained that the temporary office/construction trailer has an expiration date
tied to the approved Preliminary Plan’s phasing schedule. Therefore, on or before April 10,
2019, the temporary office/construction trailer would be required to be removed from the
site or the property would need to be brought up to current Zoning Codes standards that
would require Major Site Plan Review and Comp Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment
and Rezone applications.

Mr. Peterson explained that the standards would include but are not limited to off-street
parking, landscaping, screening and buffering, etc. The applicant now desires to operate
the temporary office/construction trailer as a general office and legitimize the existing land
use on the property, and therefore requests a change in the Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designation from "Residential Medium High (8 — 16 du/ac)" to
"Commercial/Industrial" and rezone the property from R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) to I-O
(Industrial/Office Park) zone district.

The next slide Mr. Peterson displayed showed the existing zoning in the area. The subject
property is surrounded on three sides by residentially zoned property to the north, south
and west. To the east, across 25 Road, is the Foresight Industrial Park which is currently
zoned I-O, (Industrial/Office Park) with a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designation of Commercial/Industrial.

Mr. Peterson stated that the proposed |-O zone district is the most appropriate zone district
for the applicant’s property since it is an adjacent zone district and also the applicant’s
proposed land use of a general office is an allowed land use within the I-O zone district.
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The I-O zone district also provides for performance standards to help mitigate the impacts
of potential development regarding noise, lighting glare, and outdoor storage and display,
to help protect adjacent residential and industrial office properties.

The next slide depicted the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, and Mr. Peterson
noted that it identifies the area as Residential Medium High (8 — 16 du/ac), however the
adjacent Future Land Use designation is Commercial/Industrial.

Mr. Peterson displayed an aerial photo of the property and explained that to make optimum
use of the property, the owner wishes to rezone the property, convert the existing
temporary office/construction trailer to a permanent land use and develop the property for
general office.

Mr. Peterson went on to explain that changing the land use designation to
Commercial/Industrial and rezoning the property to I-O, will allow the applicant to use the
property for general office serving the growing residential and commercial developments
within the area of 25 Road, thereby supporting Goals 3 and 12 of the Comprehensive Plan
by the creation of large and small “centers” throughout the community that provide services
and commercial areas.

Mr. Peterson added that the proposed applications also support the creation of commercial
and industrial development opportunities to reduce the amount of trips generated for
shopping and commuting and decrease vehicle miles traveled thus increasing air quality.

Mr. Peterson showed the approved Preliminary Plan and Filing Plan for the Heritage
Heights subdivision and pointed out the subject property. Per the adopted Grand Valley
Circulation Plan, the future F 1/2 Road corridor will be constructed along the west and
south property lines with the right-of-way being officially dedicated during the final platting
of Filing Five as identified on this approved Preliminary Plan.

With the dedication of the F 1/2 Road corridor that is 160’ wide, Mr. Peterson explained that
this right-of-way now physically separates the subject property from the Heritage Heights
residential subdivision and in essence creates a remnant parcel that will align itself more
towards the Foresight Industrial Park with its proximity, rather than leaving as a residentially
zoned property.

The next slide Mr. Peterson displayed was of an aerial photo of the area that included the
Grand Valley Circulation Plan. The Grand Valley Circulation Plan indicates that F 1/2 and
25 Roads will be realigned physically separating this parcel from the residential
developments to the north, west and south and in essence create remnant parcels that will
align more with the Foresight Industrial Park to the east.

In looking at the review criteria for a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
Amendment and Rezone, subsequent events, the City requiring the dedication of right-of-
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way for F 1/2 Road parkway have invalidated the original premise for the future land use
and zoning designations.

Mr. Peterson indicated that the community will derive benefits from the proposed
amendment and rezoning by the development and utilization of a previously vacant parcel.
The proposed I-O zone district is an allowed zone under the Commercial/Industrial
designation, its purpose is to provide a mix of light manufacturing uses, office park, limited
retail and service uses in a business park setting with proper screening and buffering.

Mr. Peterson added that the character of the area has changed with the recently dedication
of the F 1/2 Road right-of-way, per the designation on the Grand Valley Circulation Plan.
Therefore, the character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the
amendments are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUTIONS

Mr. Peterson stated that after reviewing the Lot 241, Heritage Heights, Filing 1 application,
CPA-2017-46 & RZN-2017-47, a request for a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
Amendment and Rezone, the following findings of fact and conclusions have been
determined:

1.) The requested Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment and
Rezone is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan,
specifically, Goals 3 and 12.

2.) The review criteria, items 1 through 5 in Sections 21.02.130 and 140 of the
Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code have all been met or addressed.

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF

Commissioner Wade inquired about the right-of-way dedication and whether the applicant
was compensated by the City for it. Mr. Peterson stated that it was his understanding that
there was some required right-of-way dedication and the City compensated the applicant
for the additional amount above what was required. Commissioner Wade asked if that had
been finalized in writing already.

Ms. Portner added that she is not sure if there has been a final agreement but there have
been discussions regarding compensating the developer for right-of-way dedication in
excess of what is required of the adjacent Heritage Heights Subdivision, which would be for
a standard collector road. Ms. Portner added that the right-of-way needed was for a
principal arterial and this particular one needs extra right-of-way.
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Commissioner Reece asked for clarification, as it was her understanding that the dedication
of that right-of-way was a condition of this project. Mr. Peterson stated that the right-of-way
has been dedicated, on the plat and recorded. Ms. Portner added that the Heritage Heights
property is much bigger than just this corner, and the requirement was that the F 72 Rd.
principal arterial be dedicated upon the platting of each of those filings as the project
moved along.

Commissioner Wade inquired about a gap in the right-of-way. Ms. Portner stated that the
applicant did not own the property where the gap was. Commissioner Wade asked if there
was right-of-way dedicated as part of this filing, then what was the compensation for. Ms.
Portner stated that it was for future filings, 8, 10 and 11. Ms. Portner clarified that a typical
collector street is 60 feet wide, a typical principal arterial is 110 feet, and this right-or-way
dedication was 160 feet wide.

Discussion continued regarding the agreement of the purchase of excess right-of-way for
future filings. Ms. Portner pointed out that this filing has secured the right-of-way, and
discussions of compensation for future filings will be addressed as the project moves along.
Ms. Portner noted that this road is not ready to be built and there is still an intervening
parcel that does not belong to the applicant.

Commissioner Eslami asked if filing 10 and 11 are approved. Mr. Peterson explained that
filing 7 has been submitted and is under review at this time. Mr. Peterson added that the
Preliminary Plan will expire by 2019 and the rest of the filings will be coming in before then.

Commissioner Ehlers noted that the original intent of the structure on this site was
temporary and asked if the property was rezoned |-O, would that structure remain
temporary and required to be removed. Mr. Peterson stated that they have put the modular
structure on a permanent foundation and the building department has approved it as a
permanent structure on that site. Mr. Peterson clarified that if for some reason the rezone
does not get approved, then in 2019 the temporary use permit would expire and the
applicant would have to remove the structure.

Commissioner Ehlers inquired that if the City is creating this principal arterial to basically be
a Parkway on the north portion of the community, is the orientation of that structure, being
so close to the future road, appropriate. Mr. Peterson stated that the structure is being used
as an office, and that use is allowed in the I-O zoning. If someone wanted a different use,
they could always remove the building and put something else up. Mr. Peterson stated that
it is staff’s feeling that this parcel is not really a residential property anymore because of the
rights-of-way that will be dedicated for the Grand Valley Circulation Plan.

Commissioner Ehlers inquired if this structure would become a non-conforming structure
even when the use is allowed in I1-O. Mr. Peterson stated that he does not know the
measurement, but there would be a 15-foot setback requirement and if it does not meet
that, then it would be a non-conforming structure.
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Noting that the three adjacent properties are residential and the Posse Grounds are across
the road, Commissioner Buschhorn asked Mr. Peterson why he feels I-O is appropriate. Mr.
Peterson stated that the development of the Parkway and the future alignment of 25 Rd.
are reasons that they could see I-O as an appropriate zone in the future. Mr. Peterson
added that they have had two neighborhood meetings in the past two years with no one
attending. In addition, he has heard from 3 property owners that they are in support of the
project. Commissioner Buschhorn stated he was uncomfortable with an assumption so far
in the future and as it stands now, it appears more residential in nature.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked if there was a minimum lot size in 1-O. Mr. Peterson stated
that it is one acre and this property is 0.95.

QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT

Kim Kerk, 637 25 Rd. stated that she is the project representative for Blue Star
Construction. Ms. Kerk stated that this was originally a 46-acre property and there are 240
single family homes to be built upon completion. Ms. Kerk noted that as people purchase
their homes in this new area, the office was already in the vicinity.

Commissioner Wade asked Ms. Kerk to address the right-of-way dedication that was
discussed earlier and the monetary discussions that are concluded or ongoing. Ms. Kerk
explained that the right-of-way dedication was a part of the Preliminary Plan and that each
filing would dedicate the associated right-or-way as they went along the process. Ms. Kerk
added that the completed agreement that would address filing 8, 10 and 11 should be done
in the next couple weeks as the paperwork is completed.

Chairman Reece asked if the agreement has been completed and Ms. Kerk responded that
just filing 5 and 7 have been agreed upon and the other filings are what are being finished

up.

Commissioner Eslami noted that Ms. Portner had stated that the check had been sent. Ms.
Kerk clarified that the check was only for filing 5 that has already been recorded.

Ms. Kerk explained that when they originally came in for the temporary structure, their
intent was to have it become permanent and rezoned I-O. Ms. Kerk stated that as part of
the temporary permit, they will be required to do upgrades such as paved parking,
landscaping, and buffering when the five-year permit is up.

Chairman Reece stated that she hopes that the business is there for a long time, however,
she asked Ms. Kerk if she is aware of the other uses that could be allowed in an I-O zone
district such as an oil and gas storage facility, heavy equipment storage, and pipe storage.
Ms. Kerk responded that they put the structure on a permanent foundation because their
intent was to stay there. Chairman Reece stated that her concern is that the property gets
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sold and a more intense use that is allowed in I-O comes in that is not appropriate so close
to residential. Ms. Kerk replied that although there may be some uses that would not be
appropriate, there are many allowable uses that are, especially given the wall buffer
requirements.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked Ms. Kerk if she can guarantee that the building would
always be there, noting that a 5 story 65-foot building could be allowed in an I-O.
Commissioner Buschhorn explained that although Ms. Kerk stated that the new residential
neighbors are ok with what is there now, he did not feel that was a sound argument for
rezoning to I-O given the other uses that may be allowed.

Commissioner Ehlers noted that the project report requires a section on alternatives and
asked Ms. Kerk if they had considered a less intense zoning such as R-O or C-1 that would
allow their office to be there. Ms. Kerk stated that they had considered those zones and it
was through discussions with the City, and looking farther in the future, the 1-O was the
recommendation.

Jamie Beard, City Staff Attorney, stated that Ms. Portner has asked her to clarify the status
of the right-of-way discussions. Ms. Beard stated that the negotiations have been agreed
upon by both parties, which include all of the filings, including what has already been
dedicated. Ms. Beard stated that they don’t have a final and signed agreement and deed,
but it is expected to be finalized in the next couple of weeks.

Chairman Reece asked Ms. Kerk why this filing is coming forward now and not in a couple

weeks after the agreement and deed is signed. Ms. Kerk stated that the intension was that

it would have been completed by now, but the holidays and other things just slowed it down
a bit.

Commissioner Ehlers asked Ms. Beard if it was possible that one of the parties back out

and the agreement is then not secured. Ms. Beard responded that it is a possibility until the
agreement is actually signed. Ms. Kerk added that the agreement is part of the Preliminary
Plan approval and if the agreement was not to be signed, the development would fall apart.

Commissioner Wade asked if the upgrades would still have to be done if the zoning is
changed to I-O. Ms. Kerk stated that they have known all along that the upgrades would
have to be made if they want to remain there after the temporary use permit expires in
2019.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Robert Jones Il, Vortex Engineering, 2394 Patterson Rd. STE 201, stated that his firm had
competed the design work of the Heritage Heights subdivision. Mr. Jones explained when
this project was redesigned as part of an overall project, with Heritage Estates to the North,
they had to take into consideration the Transportation Plan. Mr. Jones referred to the
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Riverside Parkway and noted that you don’t see residential homes along that. Given that
this property is surrounded by the transportation network, he feels that the office use of the
subject property is more suited for the area than residential. Mr. Jones stated that he was in
support of the project as it reserves the future right-of-way for the Corridor.

Commissioner Buschhorn agreed with Mr. Jones that long range planning is necessary,
however his concern is that there is no foreseeable timeframe. Commissioner Buschhorn
added that this is not the same as Riverside Parkway as there are already approximately
80 homes that will be along the corridor in this area. Mr. Jones replied that unlike other
rezones where adjacent property owners have objected, there have been several residents
in support of this and he is not aware of any opposition to it.

COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION

Commissioner Miller stated that he can appreciate the long range planning aspects of this
development. Commissioner Miller noted that the Posse Grounds across the street could
always be sold and become pipe storage as well. Given the comments made by the
applicant and City staff, as well as the right-of-way dedication discussions, Commissioner
Miller stated that he feels this project/rezone makes sense.

Commissioner Buschhorn stated that due to the minimum lot size requirements for I-O, he
doesn’t feel this is even allowed by code. Mr. Peterson stated that if the Future Land Use
Map is changed to a Commercial/Industrial designation, the only zone district that would be
compatible is a C-2 which only requires a lot to be at least 20,000 square feet.

Commissioner Miller asked if there has ever been an exception like this. Mr. Peterson
stated that it would be creating a non-conforming lot however, land uses would still need to
follow code standards for setbacks, landscaping etc.

Commissioner Eslami stated that he has two concerns which include the non-conforming
lot size, and the alternate uses allowed in an I-O zone should the property be sold. For the
reasons given, Commissioner Eslami stated that he is not in favor of approval.

Commissioner Wade express concern that given the local economy and lack of funding for
capital projects that large, the Parkway could be 25 or more years out. Commissioner
Wade noted that the applicant has until April, 2019 to have the property rezoned and does
not see the urgency to rezone it at this time. Commissioner Wade expressed concern that if
they rezone it and Blue Star sells the parcel in the future, then a use not compatible with
the residential to the north may be allowed.

Commissioner Ehlers stated that his concern is the orientation of the building, as it faces a
future parkway corridor. Commissioner Ehlers is also concerned on how far planning goes
one way or the other, when looking so far into the future, as things change. Commissioner
Ehlers noted that some of the issues and concerns will get resolved naturally through time.
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For example, if 25 Rd. becomes a dead end as a result of the Parkway, that right-of-way
may go back to the original parcel which in this case, would make the subject parcel over
an acre.

Commissioner Eslami stated that he feels strongly that the Planning Commission is to
implement the code, and if they approve the rezone with a lot that does not conform to
required minimum lot size, then they are going against what has been approved in the
code.

Chairman Reece stated that she is in agreement with several of the Commissioners
regarding the right-of-way and she had the same concerns when it came before them about
a year ago. Chairman Reece also has apprehensions about the I1-O use next to residential.
She also stated that she wished the dedication agreement was done before this project
came before them.

MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on Comprehensive Plan Future Land
Use Map Amendment and Rezone, CPA-2017-46 and RZN-2017-47, | move that the
Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designation from "Residential Medium High (8 — 16 du/ac)" to
"Commercial/Industrial" and a rezone from R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) to I-O
(Industrial/Office Park) zone district, with the findings of fact and conclusions listed in the
staff report.”

Commissioner Ehlers seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion failed by a
vote of 6-1.

The Planning reconvened after a short break and Chairman Reece explained that two
members of the Planning Commission, Aaron Miller and Ebe Eslami, have recused
themselves from the last item on the agenda.

12.Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision [SUB-2015-120]

Request approval for a review of private streets and also public streets and residential
lots traversing greater than 30% slopes for the proposed Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision
in an existing R-2 (Residential — 2 du/ac) zone district located east of Mariposa Drive.

Action: Recommendation to City Council
Applicant: Two R & D LLC, Owner

Location: NE of Mariposa Drive and Monument Road
Staff Presentation: Scott Peterson, Sr. Planner
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STAFF PRESENTATION

Scott Peterson (Senior Planner) stated that the applicant, Two R & D LLC, requests
approval of certain items under City Codes and regulations that require either Planning
Commission or City Council action regarding their proposed Preliminary Plan application.
These actions include Council approval of; 1) proposed private streets and 2) subdivision
lots and public streets traversing greater than 30% slopes.

The applicant has submitted for a Preliminary Plan subdivision review in order to develop
72 single-family detached lots to be developed in five phases/filings. Proposed residential
density would be 1.59 dwelling units to the acre.

Mr. Peterson noted that the applicant held a Neighborhood Meeting on March 11, 2015
prior to submittal of the Preliminary Plan application. Over 24 citizens attended along with
City Staff and the applicant. Neighborhood concerns expressed at the meeting were mainly
in regards to additional traffic to the area, subdivision lot layout and design and drainage
concerns.

Mr. Peterson displayed an aerial photo and site location of the property. The property is
located east of Mariposa Drive, north of Monument Road in the Redlands and contains
45.11 +/- acres.

This is a closer aerial photo of the area. The property consists of both unplatted and platted
properties. The platted properties are remnants of the old Energy Center Subdivision,
Phase 1 that were platted in 1955. Today these lots still have no legal access and are not
developed. Nine of the 28 total platted lots from the Energy Center Subdivision, Phase 1
are currently not owned by the applicant and are not included within the proposed
Preliminary Plan application. However, the applicant is providing access to the nine existing
lots as part of their Filing Five for Pinnacle Ridge. At a later date and as a condition of
approval of the Preliminary Plan, the applicant will need to request to vacate a portion of
the Energy Center Subdivision Phase 1, that is owned by the applicant for existing right-of-
way and utility easements located within Blocks 1 and 2.

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map identifies the property as Residential Low
which is .5-acre lot size to 2 dwelling units to the acre. Current zoning for the property is R-
2 (Residential — 2 du/ac).

Mr. Peterson displayed a slide showing the southern half of the development. Under the
Preliminary Plan application, the applicant has proposed to utilize the cluster provisions of
the Zoning and Development Code to utilize and preserve existing open space in order to
be able to have smaller lot sizes than what the Zoning Code requires for the R-2 zone
district.

Mr. Peterson explained that the applicant is proposing 15.06 +/- acres (33% of the
development) for open space within the development, which under the clustering provision
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would allow lot sizes of a minimum 7,125 sq. ft. and bulk standards found in the R-4 zone
district. Without clustering, the minimum required lot size in the R-2 zone district is 15,000
sq. ft. Utilization of the cluster development provisions of the Code is to encourage the
preservation of environmentally sensitive areas and open space lands.

Mr. Peterson displayed a slide showing the northern half of the development. In
accordance with the Zoning and Development Code, only City Council may authorize a
subdivision to be served by private streets. The applicant requests the use of private
streets in two areas of the subdivision, Talus Court (proposed Tract C) and Hillock Court
(proposed Tract J). Talus Court is proposed to be developed in Filing 3 and Hillock Court is
proposed to be developed in Filing 5.

The reason that the applicant is proposing private streets in two areas are for the fact that
they do not meet either the shared driveway standards or public street standards. Private
streets may be considered as an alternative to residential public streets. Private streets
have historically posed problems over time as they deteriorate and property owners do not
realize the burden of maintenance is theirs.

In looking at the review criteria for a private street, Mr. Peterson explained that an HOA will
be created for ownership and maintenance responsibilities. Average trips per day would be
less than 250 trips. The end of each private street contains a hammerhead turnaround
which has been reviewed and approved by the Grand Junction Fire Department.

Mr. Peterson noted that additional off-street parking spaces are provided at two separate
locations to accommodate 7 additional parking spaces. Cross-section of the private street
would be a minimum of 20’ wide. A pedestrian sidewalk within the private street would
connect to the proposed public sidewalk located within the subdivision among meeting
other requirements.

Mr. Peterson displayed a slide that identifies the slopes on the property. Under the Hillside
Development Standards of the Zoning and Development Code, development on slopes of
greater than 30% is not permitted unless, after review and recommendation by the
Planning Commission and approval by the City Council, it is determined that, appropriate
engineering measures will be taken to minimize the impact of cuts, fills, erosion and
stormwater runoff and that the developer has taken reasonable steps to minimize the
amount of hillside cuts and also has taken measures to mitigate the aesthetic impact of
cuts through landscaping or other steps.

The applicant is proposing to minimize the amount of hillside cuts, fills, erosion and
stormwater runoff, by proposing a ring-type road configuration, traversing only a few small
areas of greater than 30% slope and leaving a majority of the subdivision of areas greater
than 30% slope preserved and not adversely affected.

Engineering measures will be taken to minimize the impacts of cuts, fills, erosion and storm
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water runoff where 30% or greater slopes are proposed to be impacted. Exact measures
that will be taken will be determined and approved at final plan stage. It should be noted
that these Zoning Code requirements were established to limit and allow for development in
a responsible manner on steep slopes, not to preclude development on steep slopes.
Improvements have been proposed with the subdivision in the form of retaining walls.
Retaining walls will also limit the amount of cut/fill to the minimum required.

The section of Elysium Drive that traverses slopes greater than 30% is relatively small, to
be exact about 350’ in length. In order to minimize hillside cuts in this area, retaining walls
are planned, not to exceed 6’ in height.

It should be noted, only about 12% of the subdivision proposal has slopes greater than
30%. These areas are predominantly located around the large plateau of the site. The
actual impact to the slopes greater than 30% is minimal and has been mitigated by the use
of retaining walls and other engineering measures.

Mr. Peterson explained that proposed Lots 20, 30, and 51 have the steepest slopes within
the subdivision. On average, the applicant has stated that Lot 51 is around 10% slope at
the lower end. Lot 30 is less than 10% across the length of the lot and Lot 20 has an
average slope of 14%. The applicant believes that a future builder of the various lots can
accommodate that kind of slope fairly easily with the design of the house and use of some
retaining walls. As an example, a walk-out or reverse walk-out with the garage under the
house can accommodate approximately 10’-12’ of slope across the lot without much
impact.

In addition, Mr. Peterson noted that the lots are large enough, providing surface area along
the side of the building pads to accommodate grade changes. Small 2’ to 4’ retaining walls
at the rear of the lots can also mitigate slope issues so that a building pad can developed.

Rick Dorris, Development Engineer, stated that the applicant obtained Transportation
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) exceptions in 2007 when a previous Preliminary
Plan was reviewed and approved. They are being honored with the current application
regarding maximum block length, maximum street grade, maximum grades through an
intersection and maximum cul-de-sac length.

Regarding the Alternative Street Standard, Mr. Dorris clarified that the City has agreed to
an alternative street standard for this subdivision that uses roadside ditches instead of
attached curb, gutter, and sidewalk over much of the subdivision. There is still some
attached concrete in isolated areas for specific reasons where narrower roads were
needed. This approach will hopefully reduce the differential movement problem (asphalt
and concrete move in different ways). Mr. Dorris noted that the City is concerned about the
streets moving vertically.

Mr. Dorris explained that the City’s initial approach was for all streets to be private but Ute
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Water won't allow their water mains in private streets. The Developer objected to the
private street requirement and to solve this, the City has agreed to accept the streets as
public with conditions, including a seven-year warranty.

There are two areas of the project where private streets are requested by the Developer to
optimize their project layout. Water can be provided by individual services. These two areas
are the private street request presented herein.

Mr. Dorris noted that the City has agreed to accept public streets with a financially secured
seven-year warranty due to soil conditions and the site grading design. The Developer
objects to the condition and states it is unprecedented. Mr. Dorris agreed that it is indeed
unprecedented and he will show slides and explain why it is needed.

The proposed Pinnacle Ridge Project would build approximately two miles of streets with
significant lengths in cuts and fills up to 20’ deep. Deep fills will settle over time and may
continue to move as water is introduced by rainfall or urban development. Large cuts may
actually heave.

The original geotechnical report, is a Preliminary Report from 2002 and identifies expansive
claystone. The Applicant hired another geotechnical engineer to address review
comments generated with this application. Their July 2, 2015 letter states:

“In general, it is difficult to define what is considered a “normal” amount of movement
for a pavement over time. Particularly a period as long as 10-years. Given the
geology at the site and experience in the vicinity of the site, pavement heave is
possible in some areas of the site. However, the risk may be able to be reduced by
the use of structural fill, impermeable membrane, etc.”

Mr. Dorris stated that, being a licensed engineer, he agrees with the statement and
understands why it was made. It is difficult to predict what can happen in the future
regarding soils. Mr. Dorris explained that one of his main responsibilities is to minimize
costs to the City and the taxpayers. This project is different due to site soils, steep
topography and extensive dirt work and presents the possibility of expensive repair to the
street system.

City policy has always been for Development to pay its own way. When streets move, and
the warranty is over, taxpayers spend thousands of dollars to fix problems. Multiple repairs
over long time periods are often required. The City’s standard warranty is only one year
which isn’t enough time for these problems to manifest, therefore the seven-year warranty
is being required.

There are several ways to engineer and construct streets and utilities to “minimize”
movement. Some of these measures were used on the Spyglass Ridge Subdivision on
Orchard Mesa, but there has been substantial movement and expensive repair is needed.
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Mr. Dorris displayed a slide with pictures of Lookout Lane in Spyglass Ridge Subdivision as
a recent example since it has topography similar to Pinnacle Ridge, however they did not
do the cuts and fill as deep as Pinnacle Ridge is proposing. Lookout Lane was paved in
2006 and has at least 4 inches of movement in places. The City rebuilt about 200 feet of it
by 2014 and more is needed. In addition, Gunnison Ridge Ct. was paved in 2007 and by
2012 there was already substantial movement and repairs were needed.

The next slide showed Shadow Lake Circle in Redlands Mesa Subdivision (Filing 1) that
connects to Mariposa Dr. Shadow Lake Circle and Shadow Lake Ct. were built in 2000.
That intersection failed almost immediately and was rebuilt by the developer. The pictures
in the slide showed significant movement between the concrete and asphalt at the lip of
concrete gutter.

The next example was photos of Mariposa Dr. that connects to Monument Rd. and is a
back-door access to The Ridges and Redlands Mesa and will be a primary access for
Pinnacle Ridge. Mr. Dorris explained that Mariposa is an old gravel road from at least 1994,
but probably late 70s to early 80s, which was improved with curb, gutter, sidewalk and
paved in 2005 to 2006. It is located on the southern edge of Pinnacle Ridge. GIS aerial
pictures show distress by 2010 and google street view shows substantial movement in
2012.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS & CONDITIONS

Mr. Peterson stated that after reviewing the Pinnacle Ridge Preliminary Subdivision Plan
application, two proposals require Planning Commission and City Council review and action
which are as follows:

1. Proposed Private Streets

2. Subdivision Lots and Public Rights-of-Way traversing greater than 30% slopes.

Mr. Peterson stated that the conditions are as follows:

1. At final design, perform an in depth geotechnical engineering investigation and
report with proper slope stability, rock-fall, and earthwork analysis and
requirements. This can be incremental to the phases where final design
approval is being requested; however, if slope stability and/or rockfall analyses
prove problematic, the Preliminary Plan could be nullified or may need to be
redesigned and reapproved.

a. The geotechnical report must design the earthwork and streets to
minimize vertical movement and construction must strictly adhere to the
report and be documented by daily observations and proper testing during
construction.

b. A secured seven-year warranty will be required.
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C. Landscaping shall be limited to low water requirement plants and irrigation
systems. The details will be defined in conjunction with the geotechnical
engineer at final design.

d. A site specific slope and rock-fall analysis (based on field investigation) in
the areas of concern will be required with each filing.

e. Lot specific grading and drainage plans will either be required with the
final design for each filing or with each planning clearance.

2. Perfect an intermediate connection to Hidden Valley Drive, with Filing 4
according to the current phasing plan, as required by the January 2007 TEDS
exception.

3. Perfect the ability to loop water lines, if needed, and provide sanitary sewer to
portions of the project via the Hidden Valley Drive connection with Filing 4
according to the current phasing plan.

4. The HOA is required to remove snow along the north facing slope on Elysium
Drive. Provide proper language and assessments in the CC & R’s and signs
must be conspicuously placed on the street stating such.

5. Approval of the request to use private streets in two areas of the subdivision,
Talus Court and Hillock Court.

Mr. Peterson noted that he would like to amend the staff report to include another
paragraph as follows:

The Developer is proposing appropriate engineering measures to minimize the impact of
cuts, fills, erosion and stormwater by incorporating retaining walls, detention and water
quality basins, and proper site grading in their design, based on Preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation. If subsequent Geotechnical Investigation reveals significant slope instability
issues, as determined by City staff based on input from the Colorado Geologic Survey,
redesign of the Preliminary Plan will be required. If a minor revision is required, the review
of the revised preliminary subdivision plan may, at the discretion of the Director, proceed
concurrently with final plat review. Nullification/revocation of this approval shall require
review by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Peterson added that two letters were submitted that were not received in time to be
included into the staff report. Mr. Peterson noted that they were handed out to the Planning
Commissioners before the meeting.

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF

Noting that Mariposa was mentioned as a back-door entrance to Redlands Mesa,
Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Dorris if any official traffic studies were done there. Mr.
Dorris clarified that his mention of the back-door was the fact that Mariposa is the second
entrance. Commissioner Wade asked if the only access to Filing 1,2, and 3 of this
subdivisions is off of Mariposa Dr. Mr. Dorris confirmed that it is and that the City is not
concerned about its ability to carry capacity. Although there was not a traffic study done,
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Mr. Dorris explained that the City has conducted daily counts. Mr. Dorris added that there
are no driveways coming off Mariposa and it will need to be repaired in the near future.

Commissioner Ehlers asked what the classification was for Mariposa Dr. Mr. Dorris stated
that it is classified as a local street. Commissioner Ehlers asked what the classification was
for Monument Rd. that intersects with Mariposa Dr. Mr. Dorris said he believed it was a
minor arterial.

Chairman Reece noted that she has concerns about the maintenance agreement between
the builder and the City. Chairman Reece asked what actions will be taken if the HOA fails
to perform winter maintenance adequately. Mr. Peterson replied that the CCRs that will be
entered with Filing 5 or 6 would need to be reviewed and addressed. Mr. Dorris added that
if there is a problem, the City will get phone calls about it and they will refer calls to the
President of the HOA.

Mr. Dorris added that most HOAs have little responsibilities other than to maintain the
detentions areas and landscape tracts along street frontage. Mr. Dorris explained that this
subdivision will have a significant amount of responsibilities because of the two private
street sections, a lot of open space and several water quality basins. Chairman Reece
asked if there are other subdivisions with similar responsibilities. Mr. Dorris stated he was
not aware of any others.

Commissioner Ehlers commented that is familiar of situations where an HOA may have an
irrigation or drainage or similar structures that go under roads and if they fail, the HOA is
responsible to repair them and return the road surface to City standards. Commissioner
Ehlers asked Ms. Beard if the City has the tools to enforce the obligations of the HOA if
they are not able to meet their obligations. Ms. Beard stated that as far as snow removal,
by the time the City would get involved, most likely the snow would have melted. Regarding
repairs, Ms. Beard stated it is possible that an HOA is in a position that they are not able to
financially handle a repair. The City may have to get involved, but it would depend on the
situation.

Noting that one of the conditions was for snow removal along the north face along Elysium
Dr., Commissioner Wade asked why that section is being called out. Mr. Peterson stated
because there is a 13% slope. Chairman Reece asked if these concerns have been worked
out the builder and documented in a formal agreement. Mr. Peterson stated that what is
before the Commission is the result of a two-year process. Staff has worked with the
builder on the conditions and they are in agreement with all of them with the exception of
the 7-year warranty period.

Commissioner Ehlers asked about the Transportation Engineering and Design Standards
(TEDS) exceptions. Mr. Peterson stated that the TEDS exceptions were reviewed and
approved in 2007 when the application came through at that time. City staff has honored
those exceptions after recent review by the City Development Engineer, and Transportation
Engineer and the Fire Department.
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Commissioner Deppe asked how the timeline works for the warranty period. Mr. Dorris
explained that each filing would have its own timeframe. As a plat gets recorded, the
security is in place, typically for one year. After one year, the infrastructure is inspected and
if it meets the standards, then the money is released. The City is asking for the builder to
agree to a seven-year warranty period.

Commissioner Wade asked about the requirement that some of the houses have internal
sprinkler systems. Mr. Dorris explained that the Fire Department made that a condition due
to the elongated configuration of the cul-de-sac and access/turn-around limitations.

APPLICANTS PRESENTATION

Robert Jones Il, Vortex Engineering, stated that he was the owner’s representative. Mr.
Jones displayed an aerial photo of the site and noted that the site was originally platted in
1955 as the Energy Center Subdivision but was never developed in accordance with the
plat. This project was approved as a preliminary plan in 2008/2009 however, due to the
economy downturn, it was tabled and the preliminary plan approvals expired after a lapse
of five years.

The proposed subdivision has public and private streets and utilizes the Cluster and
Hillside Development standards of the City Zoning Code

Mr. Jones showed a slide with the applicant’s request as follows:
1) Planning Commission recommendation of approval to City Council for use of private
streets per 21.06.060 (g)(5)
2) Planning Commission recommendation of approval to City Council for development
of small area with greater than 30% slope on Elysium Drive and limited number of
lots per 21.07.020 (f)(3)

Mr. Jones displayed a slide of the site design an explained that the road design utilized the
natural contours to minimize the impacts of cuts and fill. Most of the streets are public,
however two private streets will be used to provide access to lots and parking.

The next slide displayed was of the design profile for the private streets. Mr. Jones noted
that the CC&R provisions for maintenance of private streets shall be recorded with the final
plat. In addition, signage will be posted on each private street to distinguish them from
public streets

Mr. Jones explained that Hillside Development CC&R provisions for maintenance of private
streets shall be recorded with the final plat. In addition, signage will be posted on each
private street to distinguish them from public streets.

Mr. Jones next slide showed the site plan with areas with greater than 30% slope in right-
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of-way highlighted. These account for 3,778 sf or .19% of total site.

In the next slide, Mr. Jones had highlighted areas with greater than 30% slope in building
envelope which accounted for 12,603 sf or .64% of total site. This slide also illustrated
areas with greater than 30% slope within lots. 35,291 sf or 1.80% of total site. The total
area of greater than 30% slope, including both right-of-way and lots is 2.6% of the total site.

Mr. Jones explained that all of the homes will be custom homes and will take advantage of
the views and topography. All the homes will have engineered foundations and lot specific
grading plans.

Mr. Jones displayed a slide with the Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan that
they have addressed in the project. In addition, the Hillside Development section of the
code was displayed.

QUESTIONS FOR APPLICANT

Commissioner Wade asked if there was an anticipated timeframe for the development of
each of the filings. Mr. Jones stated the initial filing would start this summer or fall.
Subsequent filings would probably take 12 to 18 months depending on market conditions.

Commissioner Wade asked about the HOA maintenance of the private streets. Mr. Jones
stated that typically a maintenance agreement would be signed and recorded by the
homeowners along the private street as part of the title work.

Noting that the staff report states that the developer is not in agreement with the 7-year
warranty period and plans to appeal to City Council, Commissioner Wade asked what Mr.
Jones thought would be an acceptable timeframe for the warranty period. Mr. Jones stated
that the code requires one year and they feel they should be able to get the same one-year
warranty period that other developers in the area have. After discussions with staff, Mr.
Jones stated that they would be willing to double that time to a two-year warranty.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Janice Burtis, Remax 4000, 120 West Park Dr. STE 200, stated that two years ago, in
Redlands only, they sold 49 residential lots at approximately $109,000 per lot. One year
ago, they sold 46 lots with an average of $138,000 per lot. Currently, Ms. Burtis stated that
there are 111 lots available with the average price of $246,000. Ms. Burtis explained that
there is a need for lots in the price range of two years ago.

Ms. Burtis explained that she has personally developed three subdivisions in Mesa County
and does not feel it is fair to hold the developer to a 7-year warranty period. Ms. Burtis
stated that there is a private engineer, a City engineer and a geotechnical engineer all
looking at the construction of the project. Ms. Burtis stated that if the developer is held to a
7-year warranty period, the lots would no longer be affordable to the buyers that need the
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lots.

Jeffery Fleming, 305 Main St. stated that he is an urban planner and thinks this proposal is
a fabulous one. Mr. Fleming stated that anytime development can happen in the Redlands,
it helps prevent urban sprawl. Less traffic, accidents, pollution were some of the reasons
Mr. Fleming wanted to support an infill development.

Mr. Fleming suggested that the City take a wait and see approach and see how the first 1-4
filings perform. Mr. Fleming voiced his concern that additional requirements such as the 7-
year warranty period may deter developers from developing in the community.

Richard Wihera, 2427 Bella Pago Dr. stated that he had a letter and a petition to enter into
the record. Mr. Wihera handed the Commissioners the letter and noted that the petition
contains 24 names of residents in the area that have concerns about the property.

Mr. Wihera stated the development does not meet code in several areas. Mr. Wihera noted
that when the Colorado Geological Survey first reviewed the plan in 2015, they noted
concerns about the stability of the terrain and said they cannot recommend preliminary
plans and plat approval unless the applicant demonstrates that the slopes and proposed
cuts would be stable. In the second and third round of comments, none of the concerns
were addressed by the developer. Mr. Wihera stated that he called the Colorado Geological
Survey a week ago and asked if they have any new information about the project that
would address the stability and they said no.

Mr. Wihera stated that although the proposed development meets the Cluster Development
standards of the code, it does not meet the Hillside Development standards. Mr. Wihera
stated that the developer’s proposal does not meet the TEDS exception standards. Mr.
Wihera noted that the City originally wanted a 10-year warranty and now they are settling
for a 7-year.

Regarding Ridgeline Development standards, Mr. Wihera expressed concern about what
would happen to the hillside when Filing 5 is developed. Mr. Wihera stated that the
equivalence of 16,000 dump trucks of soil will be disturbed.

In conclusion, Mr. Wihera feels the viability of the entire project should be looked at as a
whole and not focus on snow removal or one street in particular.

Sarah Robinson, 385 Explorer Ct. #19, stated that she agrees with Mr. Wihera. Ms.
Robinson felt that there is a particular onus placed on the HOA to protect the land
underneath this development. Ms. Robinson stated that a dysfunctional or inefficient HOA
happens more often than is recognized and that can pose a danger. Ms. Robinson express
concern that the TEDS exception is over 10 years old. With the expansion of the lunch
loop, there are significantly more bicyclists on the road especially since the access to the
development is on a blind hill.
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Ms. Robinson noted that she lives downhill and there have been runoff issues on Ridgeway
Dr. More driveways and rooftops will create more runoff.

William Powers, 367 Plateau Dr. expressed concern about the issues that were listed in the
staff report and stated that he agrees with many of the points Mr. Wihera brought up. Mr.
Powers does not feel the density and clustering of this project is compatible with the
adjacent developments. He noted concerns regarding the grade, slope, soil stability and
safety of the proposed development and supports a longer warranty period.

Odis Schroeder, 2409 Hidden Valley, stated that his mother-in-law is 92 and has lived in
the Ridges since 1987. He noted the poor condition of Mariposa Dr. and said Monument
Rd. had to be rebuilt in parts because of unstable conditions. Mr. Schroeder stated that he
thinks that 7-year warranty may not be long enough of a time period.

Mike Hahn, 2398 Mariposa Dr. stated that he has lived in his home 20 years and he is
concerned about the clay soil and runoff. Mr. Hahn is in support of the 7-year warranty. He
stated some of the roads are bad especially Mariposa. Mr. Hahn understands they have a
right to develop, but he has enjoyed the open space.

Stephanie Marsicovetere, 382 Ridgeway Dr., stated she is concerned about the water and
soil stability. Ms. Marsicovetere explained she walks in that area 4 or 5 times a week and
has noticed that rocks come down on the road all the time. Ms. Marsicovetere is concerned
about the maintenance of the roads when they start to build, and noted that she agrees
with the previous comments.

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF

Noting that there is an out-lot in the middle of the project area that is zoned for residential,
Commissioner Ehlers asked if this proposal would impact that lot requiring future homes to
internally sprinkle as well. Mr. Peterson explained that since there is no second access to

the south, he would assume the fire department would treat that area the same.

Commissioner Ehlers asked if this project would be considered infill. Mr. Peterson stated
that it would be considered infill due to its close proximity to the center of Grand Junction.

Commissioner Buschhorn asked if the Fire Department agreed to the 13% grade. Mr.
Peterson stated that the Fire Department did agree as it was part of the TEDS exception.

Commissioner Wade asked if the layout looked the same when the TEDS exception was
granted in 2007. Mr. Peterson noted that it was the same concept and approximately 79

lots had been proposed at the time and the current proposal is for 72 lots. Commissioner
Wade asked if TEDS exceptions that are approved previously would be allowed to move
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forward without additional review. Mr. Peterson responded that it was re-reviewed as part
of this proposal because they had lost their entitlements of the previously approve
preliminary plan.

Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Peterson if he has seen the report that Mr. Wihera had
provided to the Commissioners that evening. Mr. Peterson stated that he had not seen the
report prior to the meeting, however, he has had discussions with Mr. Wihera in the past
two years. Mr. Peterson stated that he has kept Mr. Wihera apprised of the proposal and
comments via email as it worked through the review process.

Regarding the Colorado Geological Survey’s (CGS) responses, Commissioner Ehlers
asked if they will have the opportunity to have their concerns addressed at the time of the
final plan. Commissioner Ehlers noted that significant Geotechnical reporting will need to
be done regarding the earthwork and asked Mr. Dorris if CGS will have the opportunity to
comment after the reports are done. Mr. Dorris stated that they will have the opportunity to
comment during the final plan process and they welcome their input. Mr. Dorris added that
City staff had put a long condition on the project requiring extensive geotechnical study at
final design.

Discussion continued regarding references to overall slope noted in Mr. Wihera'’s letter and
Mr. Peterson clarified that the slope percentage is based on each lot and not an average
over the whole project.

Commissioner Ehlers noted that the City has identified specific ridgelines and view
corridors that need to be protected and asked if this development falls into that
requirement. Mr. Peterson stated that the Ridgeline Development Standards apply to this
project because it can be seen from Monument Rd. which is one of the criteria. Mr.
Peterson explained that the applicant will limit the homes to one story in the view corridor
and little of the house can be seen. Commissioner Ehlers noted that South Camp Rd. and
areas of Spyglass had similar restrictions as well.

Commissioner Ehlers stated that several concerns will be addressed by the design
standards and he relies on experts such as the review of the TEDS exception to help make
his decision. Commissioner Ehlers noted that he supports the infill development aspect of
the project. He stated that he is concerned with the financial burden that a failed road can
place on the City and at the same time he does not want to negatively impact the property
values of the existing homes in the area.

Mr. Ehlers asked if options other than the 7-year warranty had been considered. Mr. Dorris
noted that in his research of the requirements placed on Spyglass, there are parts that
failed even with extensive earthwork done. The costs of those repairs could be five to six
figures. Mr. Dorris noted that he has worked on many projects and looked at many
geotechnical reports and this particular subdivision has him concerned enough that he feels
the 7-warranty period in needed.
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APPLICANTS REBUTTAL

Mr. Jones felt that the concept of the 7-year warranty was an extraordinary step taken by
the City out of an abundance of caution. Mr. Jones feels there is no imperial evidence to
support the need. Mr. Jones stated his staff conducted a survey of other communities in
Colorado and cannot find such an extraordinary warranty ever being required. Mr. Jones
stated that the City requires a one-year warranty but he did not find anything in the
development code that requires a 7-year warranty. Mr. Jones noted that they have offered
a 2-year warranty period. Mr. Jones objects to the warranty period and considers it a
substantial burden and hardship that is being placed on the developer.

Mr. Jones explained that the City does not implement the warranty period until almost one
year after construction is completed, therefore with a 2-year warranty period, there will
actually be a 3-year timeframe. Mr. Jones feels that there is extensive oversight with the
geotechnical engineers during the construction process.

Mr. Jones feels imposing a 7-year warranty is arbitrary, premature and not warranted. Mr.
Jones stated that if the City feels a 7-year warranty is justified, they should amend the
development code so developers know what is required. Mr. Jones speculated that if the
City imposes this type of warranty on owners, they will stop development in Grand
Junction.

Mr. Jones presented slides with photos of the three areas of street failure that had been
mentioned. In Spyglass subdivision, there are a few areas of road failing, however there
are several miles of road there, Shadow Lake Rd. in Redlands Mesa Subdivision was
constructed 17 years ago. The next slide was Mariposa Drive, just west and south of the
proposed site. Mr. Jones stated that he could not find evidence of a geotechnical report that
had been completed.

Mike Berry, 640 White Avenue, Unit B, stated he is representing Huddleston-Berry
Engineering and Testing, LLC, and is part of the design team on the project. Mr. Berry gave
a brief overview of his education and extensive experience in the field of geotechnical
engineering.

Mr. Berry displayed typical pavement cross sections of Spyglass Hill Subdivision and the
Ledges as well as a cross section for Pinnacle Ridge for comparison. Mr. Berry explained
the mitigation measures that will be used. Mr. Berry displayed several slides that illustrated
the level of detail regarding compaction, fills, grading, and lab test results.

Mr. Berry noted that the CGS base their review on geologic borings reports, geologic maps
and topographic maps and are not experts in the geology and engineering properties of
materials in the Grand Valley and therefore make conservative assessments based on a
limited set of data.
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In conclusion, Mr. Berry stated that he feels that a 7-year warranty is excessive and not
reasonable and appropriate for this project.

COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION

Commissioner Ehlers noted that he had asked about alternatives because to go beyond the
code and apply a 7-year warranty is concerning. Commissioner Ehlers explained that he
depends on the professional opinions of experts in the field. Commissioner Ehlers stated
that he would like to support the project and have it move forward.

Chairman Reece asked Ms. Beard if Commissioner Ehlers chose to, could he make a
motion that would modify the warranty period. Ms. Beard stated that if he would like to
make a motion that would modify what is currently before him, then he would need to be
clear as to what he is suggesting to be included.

Commissioner Deppe stated that over the years she has witnessed HOAs in the Valley
become defunct. Commissioner Deppe asked what would happen if the HOA failed.
Commissioner Deppe struggles with the building of homes on unstable soils and on ridges.

Commissioner Wade noted that as he reviews a project for compliance of the development
codes, he relies on the subject matter expert of the staff and review agencies.
Commissioner Wade stated that he feels the City should be able to add conditions that
protect the City and make specific requirements such as an extended warranty.
Commissioner Wade noted that the conditions placed on this development is as good as
they can get and still give the developer an opportunity to develop a property with those
challenges. Commissioner Wade urged citizens to stay on top of the project. Commissioner
Wade stated that he is concerned about the traffic, but is in support of the project in
general.

Commissioner Buschhorn agreed with Commissioner Wade and thought the one-year
warranty is probably not enough and he does not believe the code says it is required to
only be a one-year period and it does not negate the ability to go beyond that. Given the
topography, Commissioner Buschhorn feels that a longer warranty period makes sense.
Commissioner Buschhorn feels that this proposal with the conditions, strikes a balance that
allows a developer to develop the project while also protecting the City.

Chairman Reece voiced her concern regarding what would happen if the HOA is disbanded
or does not do an adequate job. Chairman Reece noted liked the fact that this is an infill
project and would like to see those types of projects be encouraged. In addition, Chairman
Reece was concerned that all the conditions of approval had not been agreed upon with
the developer.

MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on item SUB-2015-120, | move that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of conditional approval of the
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requested review of private streets and also public streets and residential lots traversing
greater than 30% slopes for the proposed Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision, SUB-2015-120, to
the City Council with findings of fact/conclusions and conditions as stated in the staff
report.”

Commissioner Buschhorn seconded the motion. A vote
was called and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5-0.

Other Business

None

Adjournment

The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 10:17 p.m.
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File #: PLD-2016-580

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM

Subject: Amend the Final Development Plan for the Ridges Planned Development,
Filing Two

Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a recommendation of approval to City
Council to amend Filing Two of the Ridges Planned Development

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

Executive Summary:

A request to amend the Final Plan for the Ridges, Filing Two, on two parcels totaling 1.12
acres, currently designated as "commercial sites" to include residential uses as well as
allowable business uses, in a PD (Planned Development) zone district.

Background, Analysis and Options:

The subject property consists of two platted lots in Filing #2, which total approximately 1.12
acres. The Amended Final Plan for the Ridges Planned Development designates these two
lots as “commercial sites”. The PD limits these sites to business uses only. The applicant
desires to amend the allowable uses to include residential uses, similar to the City’s R-O
(Residential Office) Zone District.

A few business buildings were constructed in the initial filings of The Ridges. The

subject lots have remained vacant since developed in the late 1970’s. Dynamic
Investments, Inc. has owned these vacant lots for almost thirty years. The lots have
always been for sale and have been actively marketed from time to time over this

period. The owner has received no interest in the properties for business uses however,
several offers were received specifically for residential use which is not currently allowed
under The Ridges final plan.

The applicant proposes to amend the allowable uses of the lots to include residential
uses and establish bulk standards utilizing an Outline Development Plan that will
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enable planning flexibility. While the R-O zoning district has no maximum residential
density, the proposed ODP specifies minimum and maximum residential units. The
maximum number of units for Parcel 1 will be six (6); the minimum number of units will be
three (3). The maximum number of units for Parcel 2 will be ten (10) units; the minimum
number of units will be three (3). The applicant feels that the addition of residential use to
the lots will provide the opportunity to develop a variety of new housing products at
affordable price points not available in the market area.

This request was heard by the Planning Commission at the March 28, 2017 hearing and
was denied. The applicant has modified the request to increase the proposed setback on
parcel 2 from 5’ to 10’.

Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on November 3, 2016. Eight neighbors attended the
meeting. The maximum density was a concern. This has been addressed within the
Ordinance.

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.

The proposed amendment will expand the possibilities for different housing types in the
area, and allow for the possibility of mixed uses opportunities.

Board or Committee Recommendation:

The Planning Commission originally denied this request. The applicant has come back
with changes to the Plan, specifically an increased rear yard setback on Parcel 2 (10 feet
instead of 5 feet) to address the concerns from the last meeting. Planning Commission
will make recommendation to the City Council.

Financial Impact/Budget:

There will be no direct financial impact on the City budget for this item.

Legal issues:

No legal issues identified at this time.

Other issues:
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No other issues have been identified.
Previously presented or discussed:

This item was denied by Planning Commission at the March 28, 2017 hearing.
Attachments:

Background Information

Site Location and Air Photo Map
Future Land Use Map

Existing PD Zoning Map

Proposed Outline Development Plan
Zoning Ordinance
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Location: Ridge Circle Drive at Ridges Boulevard
Applicants/Owner: Dynamic Investments, Inc. c/o Mike Stubbs
Existing Land Use: Vacant land
Proposed Land Use: R-O (Residential Office)
. North Office building
Sggound'“g Land  "'south Office building
' East Residential
West Residential
Existing Zoning: PD (Planned Development)
Proposed Zoning: PD (Planned Development)
North PD (Planned Development)
Surrounding Zoning: South PD (Planned Development)
East PD (Planned Development)
West PD (Planned Development)
Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium
Zoning within density range? X Yes No

Review criteria of Chapter 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code

Requests for an Outline Development Plan shall demonstrate conformance with all of the
following:

The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 21.02.150(b):

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

The Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map shows this area to develop in the
Residential Medium category. Residential Medium density is supported by the R-O
(Residential Office) zone district, proposed as the default zone for these properties.
Uses and bulk standards of the R-O zone district are proposed, with some slight
deviations as discussed below.

The Grand Valley Circulation Plan shows Ridges Blvd as a Major Collector, which
runs along the eastern boundary of the properties. No access is proposed from this
road. Access will be from Ridge Circle Drive, which is classified as a local street.
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b) The rezoning criteria provided in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal
Code (GJMC).

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

()

Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or
The original Ridges Planned Development anticipated much more density than
what has been built. The subject parcels were designated as “commercial
sites” and are limited to business uses only. The lack of residential density
has diminished the need or the demand for business in this area.

This criterion has been met.

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

A few business buildings were constructed in the initial filings of The Ridges.
The subject lots have remained vacant since developed in the late 1970’s.
Dynamic Investments, Inc. has owned these vacant lots for almost thirty years.
The lots have always been “for sale” and have been actively marketed from
time to time over this period, however, several offers were received specifically
for residential use which is not currently allowed under The Ridges final plan.
This criterion has been met.

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

There are adequate public and community facilities to serve the proposed uses
with the proposed ODP amendment/rezone application.

This criterion has been met.

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

The existing zoning is PD (Planned Development). 14% of the City’s land is
zoned Planned Development for residential purposes, 3% is zoned PD for non-
residential purposes. The request broadens the possible uses for the subject
parcels. This amendment to the PD will allow for the possibility of mixed uses
as well as different types of residential uses.

This criterion has been met.

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

The benefits to the public include furthering the adopted plans and policies of
the City of Grand Junction related to the Comprehensive Plan and Housing
Needs Assessment. The addition of residential uses will allow a broader mix
of housing options in the area and is an opportunity for infill development
utilizing existing infrastructure. It will allow the opportunity for mixed use
projects. The subject parcels are in close proximity of the city center, existing
parks and recreational facilities

This criterion has been met.

c) The planned development requirements of Section 21.05.040(f) GUMC;



Planning Commission April 25, 2017

d)

e)

(f)

1. Setback Standards — The applicant requests the following setbacks: 10 ft.
from Ridges Blvd; 15 ft. from Ridge Circle Drive; Rear 10 ft. on Parcel 2, and
5 ft. rear on Parcel 1; and Side setback of 10 ft. These are depicted on the
proposed ODP.

2. Open Space — This was addressed in the original Ridges Planned
Development. There is adequate open space within the Ridges
Development.

3. Fencing/Screening — This will be reviewed with subsequent site plan reviews
per the Zoning and Development Code. No deviations regarding fencing or
screening are requested in this Ordinance.

4. Landscaping — Landscaping will be per the City Zoning and Development
Code.

5. Parking — Parking will be provided as required by the City’s Zoning and
Development Code.

6. Street Development Standards — No public streets are proposed with this
application. Private drives are anticipated within the development pods.
One access per parcel will be allowed. The access points are shown on the
ODP drawing. Access for both parcels will be obtained from Ridge Circle
Drive. In the event Parcel 2 develops as a commercial project,
interconnectivity between Parcel 2 and the office complex to the north may be
considered.

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

There are no applicable corridor guidelines or overlay districts that impact these
parcels. They are part of the original Ridges Filing No. Two.

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

Adequate public services and facilities currently exist for these sites and may be
continued throughout the parcels to serve any new construction and development.

Adequate public services and facilities currently exist for these sites and may be
continued throughout the parcels to serve any new construction and development.

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

Access for both pods will be from Ridge Circle Drive. The proposed access is
depicted on the proposed ODP. Internal site circulation will be through private
access aisles or drives, dependent upon the type of development.
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9)

i)

j)

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

Building heights have been reduced to a maximum height of 35 feet. Types of
screening or buffering will be dependent upon the type of development proposed,
whether residential, business or mixed use.

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

Should the properties develop with residential uses, the maximum and minimum
densities for each parcel have been identified. Parcel 1, maximum density will be six
(6) dwelling units; the minimum number of units will be three (3). The maximum
number of dwelling units for Parcel2, will be ten (10) units; the minimum number of
units will be three (3).

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

The applicant is proposing the default zone of R-O (Residential Office).

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

Since this is essentially a rezone of the property, to allow residential uses along with
personal services, produce stands and no retail sales, no time frame for
development is provided. This is a market driven request since the properties have
seen little action for almost 30 years. The request broadens the  development
opportunities to meet market demands.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS

After reviewing The Ridges Filing Two ODP Amendment application, file number PLD-2016-
580 for a major amendment to the Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, staff
makes the following findings of fact and conclusions:

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

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

3. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code
(rezoning) will be met.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends to the Planning Commission a recommendation of approval of the
requested amendment to the Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, for The
Ridges, Filing Two, file number PLD-2016-580 with the findings of fact and conclusions
listed in the staff report and the modification that the rear yard setback be 10’ for both
parcel 1 and parcel 2.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Madame Chairman, on item PLD-2016-580, | move that the Planning Commission
forward a recommendation of approval of the requested amendment to the Outline
Development Plan for The Ridges Filing Two, with the findings of fact and conclusions as
listed in the staff report and the modification that the rear yard setback be 10’ for both
parcel 1 and parcel 2.



To Access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org
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Future Land Use Map
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xisting Planned Devlopment Zoning in
The Ridges
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To Access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE RIDGES FILING TWO

Recitals

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Municipal Code, the
Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the amendment to the
Outline Development Plan for The Ridges Filing Two, finding that the ODP as amended
conforms to the Future Land Use map, the Blended Map and the goals and policies of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan. The ODP as amended meets the criteria found in Section
21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code and the requirements of Section 21.02.150,
regarding Planned Developments. The default zoning is R-O, Residential Office.

After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City Council
finds that The Ridges Filing Two Amended Outline Development Plan is in conformance with
the criteria of Section 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code.

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

The Ridges Filing Two is zoned PD (Planned Development). In addition to the allowed uses
contained in the ODP the parcels shall not exceed the maximum or the minimum densities.
Each parcel has been identified as Parcel 1, maximum density will be six (6) dwelling units;
the minimum number of units will be three (3). The maximum number of dwelling units for
Parcel 2, will be ten (10) units; the minimum number of units will be three (3).

This Ordinance is further conditioned:

1) If the planned development approval expires or becomes invalid for any reason, the
property shall be fully subject to the default standards. The default standards of the R-O
zoning designation shall apply.

2) The following setbacks shall apply: 10 ft. from Ridges Blvd; 15 ft. from Ridge Circle
Drive; Rear setback 10 ft. on both Parcels; and Side setback of 10 ft. on both Parcels.
These are depicted on the proposed ODP.  Setbacks within the parcels shall be
consistent with that of the R-O zoning requirements.

3) Building heights are limited to 35 feet, or 3 stories.

4) Maximum building size will be 10,000 square feet.


http://www.gjcity.org/
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5) Access shall be obtained from Ridge Circle Drive unless through the site plan review
process for a commercial/business application, interconnectivity from Parcel 2, to the office
complex to the north may be considered.

6) Allowed uses shall include: Household living — Business Residence,
Rooming/Boarding House, Two-Family Dwelling, Single-Family Detached, Multi-Family,
Accessory Dwelling Unit. Home Occupations. Group Living — Small Group Living Facility,
Large Group Living Facility. Community Service — Community Activity Building, All Other
Community Service. Cultural — Museum, Art Galleries, Libraries. Day Care — Home-Based
Day Care, General Day Care. Hospital/Clinic — Medical and Dental Clinics, Counseling
Centers. Religious Assembly. Safety Services. Recreation and Entertainment, Indoor —
Health Club, Movie Theater, Skating Rink, Arcade, All Other Indoor Recreation. Produce
Stands, Personal Services. Lodging — Bed and Breakfast. General Offices, Office with
Drive-Through.

INTRODUCED on first reading the day of , 2017 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the day of , 2017

and ordered published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

City Clerk President of the
Council
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CITY OF
Grand lunction Date: April 10, 2017
(‘Q S haRan Author: Kathy Portner

Title/ Phone Ext: Community
Services Manager/1420

Proposed Schedule: April 25,

Attach 3 2017
File #: PLD-2017-158

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM

Subject: Las Colonias Park, PD Zoning Ordinance and Outline Development Plan

Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a Recommendation to City Council
for a Rezone to PD (Planned Development) and an Outline Development Plan for the
properties located on the north bank of the Colorado River between Highway 50 and 27
Y2 Road.

Presenters Name & Title: Kathy Portner, Community Service Manager

Executive Summary:

The requested Planned Development (PD) zoning and Outline Development Plan will
establish the uses, standards and general configuration of the proposed Business Park to be
integrated into the existing and proposed Recreational Park land uses and amenities on the
147 acre Las Colonias Park property, located on the north bank of the Colorado River
between Highway 50 and 27 %2 Road.

Background, Analysis and Options:

The proposed rezone encompasses 147 acres of city-owned land along the Colorado River
located in the central portion of the River District established in the Greater Downtown
Plan. Various facilities and park amenities have been constructed to date including the
Botanic Gardens, hard and soft surface trails, disc golf course, shelter and play area and
the amphitheater complex. The Las Colonias Park Master Plan, adopted in June 2013,
identified open space and amenities for the remaining area.

The proposed PD zone will set the vision, provide guidance and establish appropriate land
uses for future development. This includes a proposed Business Park, as well as
recreation park land uses and amenities established in the Las Colonias Park Master Plan.

Conceptual design of the business park includes the development of approximately 10% of
the entire Las Colonias Park for the location of several businesses in a campus setting
combined with public park amenities consistent with the Las Colonias Park Master Plan.
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The purpose for this request is to better plan for and develop standards for a mix of land
uses where design flexibility is desired and is not available through strict application of the
standards established and specific to current zoning of CSR and C-2 zone districts.

Guiding Principles
The Guiding Principles for the proposed Planned Development (PD) zone district are to:
e Establish a business park within a recreational park in a location near the Colorado
River.
e Protect the Colorado River and its floodplain and habitat.
e Plan for future development in the business park using principles of compact
development, appropriate architectural standards and good site design.
e Establish appropriate uses of the open space, relying on the list of amenities
established in the Las Colonias Park Master Plan.

Planned Development (PD) zoning is best used when long-term community benefits will be
derived and the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan can be achieved.
This proposal address both and clearly benefits the Grand Junction community.

Default Zone District

The current zoning of the site is Community Services and Recreation (CSR) with one
parcel zoned General Commercial (C-2). The proposed default zone district is CSR for
purposes of defining the bulk standards. Proposed land use categories allowed include all
those listed in CSR as well as Retail and light industrial type uses to accommodate the
business park. The proposed additional uses are compatible with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan as to type and intensity and are consistent with surrounding
properties located in the River and Rail District of the Greater Downtown Plan. Additional
development standards proposed in the PD zone will meet or exceed standards found in
the CSR zone.

Neighborhood Meeting:
A neighborhood meeting will be held on April 18, 2017.
How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:

The requested Outline Development Plan for Las Colonias Park meets 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 8: Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the
community through quality development.
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Goal 10: Develop a system of regional, neighborhood and community parks
protecting open space corridors for recreation, transportation and environmental
purposes.

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

Board or Committee Recommendation:

The Grand Junction Parks and Recreation Board will make a recommendation to the City
Council specific to the amendments to the Las Colonias Park Master Plan.

Financial Impact/Budget:

The proposed PD zone will provide opportunities for the future business park development.
Other issues:

There are no other issues identified.

Previously presented or discussed:

This has not been previously discussed by the Planning Commission.
Attachments:

Staff Report/Background Information

Site Location Map

Aerial Photo Map

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map

Existing Zoning Map

Outline Development Plan
Planned Development and Rezone Ordinance

Noohkwh=
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

North bank of the Colorado River between

Location: Highway 50 and 27 ¥ Road
Applicant: City of Grand Junction
Existing Land Use: Park and vacant
Proposed Land Use: Business Park and Recreation Park
North Single-family detached
_ South Commercial properties along North Avenue
Surrounding Land East Commercial properties along 28 % Road and
Use: Grand Mesa Little League ball fields.
West Manufactured home park and single-family
detached
e . C-2 (General Commercial) & CSR (Community
Existing Zoning: \ .
Services and Recreation)
Proposed Zoning: PD (Planned Development)
North C-2 (General Commercial)
. South R-8 (Residential, 8 du/ac)
Surrounding . :
Zoning: East I-1 (Light Industrial)
C-2 (General Commercial) & CSR (Community
West \ .
Services and Recreation)
Future Land Use Designation: Park

Zoning within density range?

NA Yes No

Density/Intensity: The proposed Outline Development Plan includes the already
developed west end of the property, including the Botanical Gardens, picnic
shelter/restroom, play area, disc golf course and nature trail, as well as the amphitheater,
which is close to completion, and the proposed Colorado Discover Ability facility to be
located west of the Botanical Gardens. The proposal for the east end of the property
includes approximately 15 acres for the business park to be incorporated into recreational
facilities and amenities, including a dog park, boat ramp, nature trails, water features, and
open play and festival areas.

Access/Parking: Access to Las Colonias Park is proposed at several locations along
Riverside Parkway. There 2 existing access points to Struthers Avenue that provide full
access to the Parkway at 7t" Street, which is signalized, and 9" Street. Two restricted
access points are proposed east of 9t Street in conjunction with the amphitheater
development. Full access is proposed at Winters Avenue that will loop through the
property, connecting to C 2 Road at 27 2 Road.
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Open Space: The vast majority of the 147 acres will be developed as recreational
facilities and amenities, with approximately 15 acres for the business park development.

Lot Layout: Due to the covenants and restrictions on the property related to its prior use
as a uranium mill site, the property must stay in public ownership. The business park pad
sites will be leased.

Phasing: Phasing and buildout of the property will depend on funding opportunities and
interest in the business park. It's anticipated that full buildout would be within 5 years.

Long-Term Community Benefit: The intent and purpose of the PD zone is to provide
flexibility not available through strict application and interpretation of the standards
established in Section 21.03.070 of the Zoning and Development Code. The Zoning and
Development Code also states that PD (Planned Development) zoning should be used only
when long-term community benefits, which may be achieved through high quality planned
development, will be derived. Long-term benefits include, but are not limited to:

More effective infrastructure;

Reduced traffic demands;

A greater quality and quantity of public and/or private open space;

Other recreational amenities;

Needed housing types and/or mix;

Innovative designs;

Protection and/or preservation of natural resources, habitat areas and natural
features; and/or Public art.

NN~

The proposed Las Colonias Planned Development provides the following long-term
community benefits:

1. Effective infrastructure design by the integration and sharing roads, drainage
facilities, parking and amenities for all users.

2. Reduced traffic demands by providing a mixed-use development.

3. Greater quality and quantity of public open space with the vast majority of the 147

acres devoted to public open space and the opportunity for a public/private

partnership on the development of many of the amenities.

Innovative design by incorporating the business park in with the public amenities.

The Las Colonias Park plan preserves and enhances the riparian area along the

River.

o s

Default Zone/Allowed Uses: The proposed default zone is CSR with the following
modifications to uses allowed in the PD zoning compared to uses allowed in CSR. The
proposed land uses are compatible with the Comprehensive Plan and consistent with uses
in the surrounding River and Rail Districts.
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Use Category Principal Use PD| CSR Std.
Community Service — uses providing a local [Community Activity Building A A 21.04.020(e)
service to the community Community Service Al A 21.04.020(e)
Cultural — establishments that document the A
social and religious structures and intellectual |Museums, Art Galleries, Opera Houses,
and artistic manifestations that characterize a |Libraries
society
Hospital/Clinic — uses providing medical 21.04.020(g)
treatment care to patients Physical Rehabilitation A c
Parks and Open Space — natural areas A 21.04.020(h)
consisting mostlly of vegetatlye landscaping or Parks, Lakes, Reservoirs, Other Open Space A
outdoor recreation, community gardens, etc.
Safety Services — public safety and Al A A 21.04.020(j)
emergency response services
Utility, Basic — Infrastructure services that Utility Service Facilities (Underground) A A 21.04.020(1)
need to be located in or near the area where

- . A 21.04.020(

the service is provided All Other Utility, Basic A U
Utility, Corridors — passageways for bulk Transmission Lines (Above Ground) A Cc 21.04.020(m)
transmitting or transporting of electricity, gas, Transmission Lines (Underground) A 21.04.020(m)
oil, communication signals, or other similar A
services
Entertainment Event, Major — activities and  |Indoor Facilities A A 21.04.020(n)
structures that draw large numbers of people to Outdoor Facilities A c 21.04.020(n)
specific events or shows
Office — activities conducted in an office A 21.04.020(0)
setting and generally focusing on business, General Offices A
government, professional, or financial services
Parking, Commercial — parking that is not A 21.06.050(b) &
necessary to serve a specific use and for which [All A 21.04.020(p)
fees may be charged
Recreation and Entertainment, Outdoor — | A musement Park A C 21.04.020(q)
large, generally commercial uses that provide
continuous recreation or entertainment- All Other Outdoor Recreation per definition A C
oriented activities
Recreation and Entertainment, Indoor — Health Club A A
large, generally commercial uses that provide Skating Rink, Arcade A A
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indoor recreation or entertainment-oriented
activities including skating rinks, arcades

All Other Indoor Recreation per definition

Retail Sales and Service* — firms involved in
the sale, lease or rental of new or used
products to the general public. They may also
provide personal services or entertainment, or
provide product repair or services for consumer
and business goods.

Bar/Nightclub

21.04.020(r)

Food Service, Catering

21.04.020(r)

Food Service, Restaurant (Including Alcohol
Sales)

21.04.020(r)

Farmers’ Market

21.04.020(r)

General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations,
Display and Storage

21.04.030(1) &
21.04.020(r)

General Retail Sales, Outdoor Operations,
Display or Storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(r)

Rental Service, Indoor Display/Storage

21.04.020(r)

Rental Service, Outdoor Display

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(r)

Manufacturing and Production — firms
involved in the manufacturing, processing,
fabrication, packaging, or assembly of goods

Assembly — Indoor operations and storage

21.04.020(w)

Food Products — Indoor operations and
storage

21.04.020(w)

Manufacturing/Processing — Indoor
operations and storage

21.04.020(w)

Assembly — Indoor operations with outdoor
storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(w)

Food Products — Indoor operations with
outdoor storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(w)

Manufacturing/Processing — Indoor
operations with outdoor storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(w)

Warehouse and Freight — firms involved in
the storage or movement of freight

Indoor Operations, Storage and Loading with
or without Outdoor Loading Docks

21.04.020(x)

Surface Passenger Terminal — stations for
ground-based vehicles, including loading and
unloading areas

Bus/Commuter Stops

21.04.020(bb)

Telecommunications Facilities — devices and
supporting elements necessary to produce
nonionizing electromagnetic radiation operating
to produce a signal

Facilities on Wireless Master Plan Priority
Site When Developed in Accordance with
Wireless Master Plan Site-Specific
Requirements

21.04.030(q) &
21.04.020(ee)
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Temporary PWSF (e.g., COW) A A 21.04.030(q)
Co-Location A A 21.04.030(q)
Tower Replacement A A 21.04.030(q)
Dual Purpose Facility A A 21.04.030(q)
DAS and Small Cell Facilities A A 21.04.030(q)
Base Station with Concealed Attached A A 21.04.030(q)
Antennas

Deviations: No deviations to the dimensional standards of the CSR zone district are
proposed. All other applicable requirements will apply with the following additions:

1. Shared parking and landscaping will be provided throughout the site.
2. A 30-inch tall decorative screen wall may be substituted for the required parking lot
screening/landscaping between parking lots and the street.

Minimum District Size: A minimum of 5 acres is recommended for a planned
development according to the Zoning and Development Code. This property is 147 acres
in size and therefore meets with district size requirements for the Planned Development
zone.

Planned Development
Sections 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code:

Requests for an Outline Development Plan (ODP) shall demonstrate conformance with all
of the following:

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

Comprehensive Plan:

The Comprehensive Plan’s Guiding Principle of “A Grand Green System of Connected
Recreational Opportunities” will be realized with the proposed development of Las Colonias
by taking advantage of the exceptional open space assets along the Colorado River.
Specifically, the proposal meets the following goals and policies:

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

Policy:

A. The City will support the vision and implement the goals and actions of the
Strategic Downtown Master Plan.

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




Planning Commission April 25, 2017

A. Design streets and walkways as attractive public spaces;

B. Construct streets in the City Center, Village Centers, and Neighborhood Centers
to include enhanced pedestrian amenities;

D. Use outdoor lighting that reduces glare and light spillage, without compromising
safety;

E. Encourage the use of xeriscape landscaping;

Goal 10: Develop a system of regional, neighborhood and community parks
protecting open space corridors for recreation, transportation and environmental
purposes.

Policies:

B. Preserve areas of scenic and/or natural beauty and, where possible, include
these areas in a permanent open space system.

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

Policies:

A. Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will improve as a
regional center of commerce, culture and tourism.

Greater Downtown Plan:

The following goals and policies found in the Greater Downtown plan (Zoning and
Development Code Section 36.12.050), specific to the River District that encompasses the
Los Colonias site, are supportive of the proposed ODP.

Goal 1. Create/maintain/enhance a green waterfront.

Policy 1a. Take advantage of and create opportunities and partnerships to enhance
the riverfront trail system.

Policy 1b. Take advantage of and create opportunities and partnerships to develop
Las Colonias Park and open space areas within the Jarvis property.

Goal 2. Create retail, general commercial and mixed use opportunities that
complement the uses along the riverfront.

Policy 2a. Utilize zoning, overlay districts and incentives for development and
redevelopment of complementary uses.

Goal 3. Create/enhance redevelopment opportunities and partnerships.
Policy 3b. The City will consider implementation of incentive strategies for
redevelopment.

The rezoning criteria provided in Section 21.02.140 of the Zoning and Development
Code.
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In order to maintain internal consistency between the Zoning Code and the zoning
maps, map amendments must only occur if:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or
Response: The opportunity to integrate a business park into the Las Colonias Park
area simply broadens the uses allowed, while maintaining the original intent of the
property as a recreational and natural amenity for the community. This criterion
has been met.

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

Response: The character and condition of the Las Colonias area has changed
substantially with the completion of the park amenities and amphitheater, all
consistent with the 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

Response: The proposal is to rezone 147 acres from CSR and C-2 to Planned
Development (PD) with an associated Outline Development Plan (ODP). Public
and community facilities are adequate to provide access and utilities to serve the
proposed business and recreational park. This criterion has been met.

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

Response: This 147-acre site is a prime location, due its proximity along the
Colorado River, to establish a combined recreation park with a business park. This
is something that is not available anywhere else in Grand Junction. This criterion
has been met.

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

Response: Establishing a business park and land uses that will complement the
recreational park’s existing (Botanical Gardens, Amphitheatre, etc.) and future
amenities (festival grounds, boat launch, dog park, etc.) is not only an economic
development advantage to the community, but will enhance the overall experience
for all users of Las Colonias Park. This criterion has been met.

The planned development requirements of Section 21.05.040 (f) of the Zoning and
Development Code;

Response: These requirements have been met. The following community benefits
will be derived as part of this rezone. They meet the criteria of Section 21.05 in the
Zoning Code and conform to the purpose of planned developments as found in
section 21.02.150. This PD will:
o Provide more effective infrastructure as the pods for business park
development will cluster uses.
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d)

h)

o Reduce traffic demands by providing new opportunities for business to locate
within the Greater Downtown area and not have to locate in outer areas of the
City. The Riverside Parkway provides great access to the site.

o Provide a greater quality and quantity of public and/or private open space as
a result of the public/private partnerships that will be entered into for this
development.

o Provide for other recreational amenities provided by private development that
will be open to public use;

o Allow for innovative design creating a “google like” campus for the business
park where like business can collaborate.

o Provide protection and/or preservation of natural resources, habitat areas and
natural features especially along the Colorado River as the river habitat is
protected and enhanced through restoration.

o Provide for public art and educational opportunities about the river
environment.

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

Response: There are no other applicable corridor guidelines. All future
development within the ODP will be required to adhere to the Greater Downtown
Overlay as it pertains to design, site planning and/or landscaping/buffering
requirements

Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with the
projected impacts of the development.
Response: The City will complete the necessary infrastructure.

Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all development
pods/areas to be developed.
Response: Access will be provided to all business lots and park amenities.

Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall be provided;
Response: The business park uses will blend in with the open space areas,
creating an open feel and compatible park-like setting.

An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each development
pod/area to be developed;
Response: Not Applicable.

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

Response: The ODP addresses this and reinforces the underlying zone district or
default zone of CSR.
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j) An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire property or for each
development pod/area to be developed.
Response: A phasing plan is proposed.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS:

After reviewing the Las Colonias Park application, PLD-2017-158, request for approval of a
rezone to Planned Development (PD) and Outline Development Plan (ODP), | 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.

2. The review criteria in Sections 21.02.130 and 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction
Zoning and Development Code have all been met or addressed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

| recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the
requested rezone to PD and Outline Development Plan, PLD-2017-158, to the City Council
with findings of fact/conclusions and conditions as stated in the staff report.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Madam Chairman, on item PLD-2017-158, | move that the Planning Commission forward a
recommendation of approval of the requested rezone to PD and Outline Development Plan,
PLD-2017-158, to the City Council with findings of fact/conclusions and conditions as
stated in the staff report.

ATTACHMENTS:

Site Location Map

Future Land Use Map

Existing Zoning Map

Proposed Ordinance and Outline Development Plan

PN
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A REZONE TO PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) AND
AN OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR LAS COLONIAS PARK

LOCATED ON THE NORTH BANK OF THE COLORADO RIVER BETWEEN HIGHWAY
50 AND 27 2 ROAD

Recitals:

The requested Planned Development (PD) zoning and Outline Development Plan will
establish the uses, standards and general configuration of the proposed Business Park to be
integrated into the existing and proposed Recreational Park land uses and amenities on the
147 acre Las Colonias Park property, located on the north bank of the Colorado River
between Highway 50 and 27 2 Road.

The request for the rezone and Outline Development Plan have been submitted in
accordance with the Zoning and Development Code (Code).

This Planned Development zoning ordinance will establish the standards, default zoning
(CSR), land uses and conditions of approval for the Outline Development Plan for the Las
Colonias property.

In public hearings, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the request for
the proposed Outline Development Plan 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” by effective infrastructure design; providing greater quality and quantity of private
open space; protection and/or preservation of natural resources, habitat areas and natural
features; and innovative design by incorporating the business park in with the public
amenities.

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. This Ordinance applies to the following described properties:
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B. The Las Colonias Outline Development Plan (Attachment A) is approved with
the Findings of Fact/Conclusions and Conditions listed in the Staff Report,

including attachments and exhibits.

C. If the Planned Development approval expires or becomes invalid for any
reason, the properties shall be fully subject to the default standards of the

CSR (Community Services and Recreation) Zoning District.

D. The default zone shall be CSR (Community Services and Recreation) with no

deviations to the dimensional standards.
shall apply with the following additions:

-_—

All other applicable requirements

Shared parking and landscaping will be provided throughout the site.

2. A 30-inch tall decorative screen wall may be substituted for the required
parking lot screening/landscaping between parking lots and the street.

E. The authorized “allowed” uses shall be:
Use Category Principal Use PD Std.
Community Service — uses providing a local |Community Activity Building A 21.04.020(e)
service to the community Community Service A | 21.04.020()
Cultural — establishments that document the A
social and religious structures and intellectual |Museums, Art Galleries, Opera Houses,
and artistic manifestations that characterize a |Libraries
society
Hospital/Clinic — uses providing medical 21.04.020(g)
treatment care to patients Physical Rehabilitation A
Parks and Open Space — natural areas A 21.04.020(h)
consisting mostly of vegetative landscaping or Parks, Lakes, Reservoirs, Other Open Space
outdoor recreation, community gardens, etc.
Safety Services — public safety and Al A 21.04.020())
emergency response services
Utility, Basic — Infrastructure services that Utility Service Facilities (Underground) A 21.04.020(1)
need to be located in or near the area where

o : A 21.04.020(

the service is provided All Other Utility, Basic (0
Utility, Corridors — passageways for bulk Transmission Lines (Above Ground) A 21.04.020(m)
transmitting or transporting of electricity, gas, Transmission Lines (Underground) A 21.04.020(m)
oil, communication signals, or other similar
services
Entertainment Event, Major — activities and  |Indoor Facilities A 21.04.020(n)
structures that draw large numbers of people to Outdoor Facilities A 21.04.020(n)
specific events or shows
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Office — activities conducted in an office
setting and generally focusing on business,

government, professional, or financial services

General Offices

21.04.020(0)

Parking, Commercial — parking that is not

necessary to serve a specific use and for which

fees may be charged

All

21.06.050(b) &
21.04.020(p)

Recreation and Entertainment, Outdoor —

large, generally commercial uses that provide

continuous recreation or entertainment-
oriented activities

Amusement Park

21.04.020(q)

All Other Outdoor Recreation per definition

Recreation and Entertainment, Indoor —

large, generally commercial uses that provide

indoor recreation or entertainment-oriented
activities including skating rinks, arcades

Health Club

Skating Rink, Arcade

All Other Indoor Recreation per definition

Retail Sales and Service* — firms involved in

the sale, lease or rental of new or used

products to the general public. They may also
provide personal services or entertainment, or
provide product repair or services for consumer

and business goods.

Bar/Nightclub

21.04.020(r)

Food Service, Catering

21.04.020(r)

Food Service, Restaurant (Including Alcohol
Sales)

21.04.020(r)

Farmers’ Market

21.04.020(r)

General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations,
Display and Storage

21.04.030(1) &
21.04.020(r)

General Retail Sales, Outdoor Operations,
Display or Storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(r)

Rental Service, Indoor Display/Storage

21.04.020(r)

Rental Service, Outdoor Display

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(r)

Manufacturing and Production — firms
involved in the manufacturing, processing,

fabrication, packaging, or assembly of goods

Assembly — Indoor operations and storage

21.04.020(w)

Food Products — Indoor operations and
storage

21.04.020(w)

Manufacturing/Processing — Indoor
operations and storage

21.04.020(w)

Assembly — Indoor operations with outdoor
storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(w)

Food Products — Indoor operations with
outdoor storage

21.04.040(h) &
21.04.020(w)
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Manufacturing/Processing — Indoor A 21.04.040(h) &
operations with outdoor storage 21.04.020(w)

:Ir\]lareth:)use z:r:: Frt:]g:: —ff:c:msr:r;volved n Indoor Operations, Storage and Loading with A 21.04.020(x)

© storage or movement ot Ireig or without Outdoor Loading Docks

Surface Passenger Terminal — stations for A 21.04.020(bb)

ground-based vehicles, including loading and  (Bus/Commuter Stops

unloading areas

Telecommunications Facilities — devices and|Facilities on Wireless Master Plan Priority A 21.04.030(q) &

supporting elements necessary to produce Site When Developed in Accordance with 21.04.020(ee)

nonionizing electromagnetic radiation operating|Wireless Master Plan Site-Specific

to produce a signal Requirements
Temporary PWSF (e.g., COW) A 21.04.030(q)
Co-Location A 21.04.030(q)
Tower Replacement A 21.04.030(q)
Dual Purpose Facility A 21.04.030(q)
DAS and Small Cell Facilities A 21.04.030(q)
Base Station with Concealed Attached A 21.04.030(q)
Antennas

F. Phase | of the development shall begin within one year of approval and

completion of all phases shall occur within five years of approval.

Introduced for first reading on this
in pamphlet form.

day of

, 2017 and ordered published

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of , 2017 and ordered published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of City Council

City Clerk
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Area of Park, Business Parks, Roads
Total Area to be Zoned - Planned Development (PD) +/- 147 acres
Business Park +/- 15 acres
Future Internal Road Area +/- 5 acres

Private,Property
Mixed Use/Commercial
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(w COLORAD O Author: Brian Rusche
& Title/Phone: Senior Planner
Attach 4 Proposed Schedule: April 25,

2017
File #: RZN-2017-104

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM

Subject: Fountain Hills Subdivision Rezone, Located at 3495 N. 15" Street

Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a recommendation to City Council to
Rezone 9.339 acres from R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) to R-5 (Residential — 5 du/ac) zone
district

Presenters Name & Title: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner

Executive Summary:

The applicant requests approval of a rezone of property, located at 3495 N. 15t Street,
from R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) to R-5 (Residential — 5 du/ac) zone district for a proposed
subdivision.

Background, Analysis and Options:

The subject property, located at the corner of N. 15t Street and F %2 Road, is currently
owned by Hilltop Health Service Corporation (Hilltop). Hilltop also owns and operates the
assisted living (group living) facility known as The Fountains to the south. This property
was ostensibly purchased for a future expansion of their campus.

The applicant has proposed a subdivision with a mixture of single-family residences and
“cottage/duplex style homes”, similar to the units which surround The Fountains as well as
those which surround The Atrium, a privately owned assisted living facility to the west.

The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map for the property is Residential Medium,
which is consistent with the entire area already developed to the north and east. This
designation anticipates densities in the range of 4 to 8 dwelling units per acre (du/ac).

The specific request to rezone the property from R-8 to R-5 is predicated on the fact that a
minimum density is required of 5.5 du/ac in the existing zone, a density which is not
conducive to the proposed housing product type and challenging to achieve with the
topography of the site.

The proposed R-5 zone is compatible with (1) the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map; (2) the surrounding R-4, R-5, PD and R-24 zoning; and (3) the surrounding mix of
residential land uses.
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Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting regarding the proposed zone change was held on February 27,
2017 with 26 citizens along with 4 persons representing the applicant, and the City Project
Manager in attendance. Of concern was the extension of F 2 Road, which is dedicated
ROW but has not been constructed. Refer to Neighborhood Meeting summary attached.
A petition opposing this connection has been received and will be considered in conjunction
with the proposed subdivision design, which is not a part of this rezone.

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

The proposed rezone meets the following Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

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.

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City will sustain, develop
and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

The rezone of the property will facilitate the development of a residential subdivision with a
mix of housing types that is centrally located within the community.

Board or Committee Recommendation:

There is no other committee or board recommendation.

Other issues:

There are no other issues identified.

Previously presented or discussed:

This has not been previously discussed by the Planning Commission.
Attachments:

Background information

Staff report

Site Location Map

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
Existing Zoning Map

abhwN -~



Planning Commission April 25, 2017

6. Neighborhood meeting summary
7. Proposed Zoning Ordinance
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Location: 3495 N. 15" Street
Hilltop Health Services Corporation — Owner
Applicant: Monument Homes & Development — Applicant
River City Consultants Inc. - Representative
Existing Land Use: Single-family detached residence
Proposed Land Use: Slngle-famlly detached and cottage/duplex style
residences
North Single-family residential
The Fountains of Hilltop (nursing home / group
. South L
Surrounding Land living)
Use: East Single-family residential
West The Atrlgm at Grand Valley (nursing home /
group living)
Existing Zoning: R-8 (Residential — 8 units per acre)
Proposed Zoning: R-5 (Residential — 5 units per acre)
North R-4 (Residential — 4 units per acre)
. South PD (Planned Development)
Surrounding . . .
Zoning: East R-5 (Residential — 5 units per acre)
PD (Planned Development)
West R-24 (Residential — 24 units per acre)
Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac)

Proposed Zoning within

density/intensity range? X Yes No

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code:

The City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision
(intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the
following rezone criteria:

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

Applicant response: The property is surrounded by developed parcels at various
densities. Due to the topography restrictions of this site (elevation differences, open
channel flow and possible wetlands), the minimum density of the R-8 zone district would
be hard, if not impossible, to achieve.
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Despite the topographic challenges, measures including different types of dwelling units
and allowances for undevelopable land could be employed to meet the minimum
density requirements of the existing zone.

This criterion has not been met.

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

Applicant response: With the development that has occurred in this area, the proposed
zone district of R-5 is a better transition than the more intense R-8 district.

The land use character within the immediate vicinity of the proposed rezone is a
combination of single-family residential and group living facilities. The group living
facilities generally include one large, primary structure surrounded by smaller “cottage”
style units for “independent” living. The proposed subdivision, which is not a part of
this application but has been presented in concept to both the City and the
neighborhood, extends this concept of “independent cottage living” to this parcel. In
doing so, it became evident that the existing R-8 zone district, which requires a
minimum of 5.5 dwelling units per acre and would permit multi-family residences, was
inconsistent with the vision of the applicant for the property. This property is also a
significant infill parcel, the development of which would “bridge” or “buffer” (depending
on perspective) the density of the group living facilities to the south and west and the
single-family neighborhoods to the north and east

This criterion has been met.

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

Applicant response: Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the
proposed project on this infill site. The proposed R-5 zoning is consistent with the
Comprehensive plan, providing a buffer between less intense and more intense zone
districts.

Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the property and
are sufficient to serve the future use of the property.

The reduced maximum density will lower the potential traffic to and from this property by
approximately 37%. The transportation network (including future connectivity) can
accommodate future development of the property.

This criterion has been met.
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(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

Applicant response: This is an infill site, completely surrounded by developed parcels.

The only property north of Patterson Road between N. 12" Street and 28 Road already

zoned R-5 (Residential — 5 du/ac) are fully developed subdivisions, including Bell Ridge,
Spring Valley, and Pheasant Run.

This criterion has been met.

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

Applicant response: The community expressed desire/approval of a less intense use
of this site than what is allowed by the current R-8 zone district.

The proposed R-5 zone district would implement Goals 3, 5 and 12 of the
Comprehensive Plan.

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:

R-4 (Residential 4 units/acre)
R-12 (Residential 12 units/acre)
R-16 (Residential 16 units/acre)
R-O (Residential Office)

oo oo

In reviewing the other zoning district options, the residential zone districts of R-12 and R-16
would increase the density beyond that already prescribed for this property. The R-O
Residential Office zone would introduce a non-residential element that is not desired by the
applicant. The R-4 zone district is not requested nor desired because it would not permit
any of the “cottage/duplex” units proposed by the applicant, though the density of the
proposed subdivision would likely be less than four units per acre.

If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend one of the alternative zone
designations, specific alternative findings must be made as to why the Planning
Commission is recommending an alternative zone designation to City Coun

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS:
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After reviewing the Fountain Hills Subdivision Rezone, RZN-2017-104, a request to zone
9.339 acres from R-8 (Residential — 8 units/acre) to R-5 (Residential — 5 units/acre) 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. At least one of the review criteria outlined in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code have been met.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

| recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the
requested rezone from R-8 (Residential 8 units/acre) to an R-5 (Residential 5 units/acre)
zone district for RZN-2017-104, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed
above.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Madam Chairman, on the Rezone request RZN-2017-104, | move that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the Rezone of property located at
3495 N. 15 Street from an R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to an R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) zone
district with the findings of fact and conclusions listed in the staff report.
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3495 N. 15th St. Site Location Map
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EXHIBIT A
HILLTOP REZONE/SUBDIVISION
3145 N. 15® STREET
GRAND JUNCTION, CO

SUMMARY OF NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2017
HILLTOP CORPORATE OFFICES
1331 Hermosa Avenue @ 6:00 PM

A peighborhood meeting for the above referenced rezone and subdivision was held
Monday, February 27, 2017, at the Hilltop Corporate Offices, located at 1331 Hermosa
Avenue, at 6:00 PM. A letter notifying the neighbors within the surrounding 500 feet of
each project was sent on Febmary 14, 2017, per the mailing list received from the City.
The meeting was facilitated by Doug Thies with River City Consultants, Inc..
representing Hilltop and Monument Homes, the project Developer, who were also in
attendance. Tracy States, Project Coordinator with River City Consultants, was also in
attendance to document the meeting In attendance for the City of Grand Junction was
Lorn Bowers, Senior Planner. Ms. Bowers was there to answer questions requiring
clarification of City staff There were 26 neighbors that attended the meeting. An
attendance list is provided as part of this Exhibit.

The meeting began at approximately 6:05 PM. Mr Thies introduced the area and
explained the purpose of the meeting. He explained it is planned to rezone the property
from R-8, residential 8§ dwelling units per acre, to a less intense zoning of R-5, residential
5 dwelling units per acre and that was the main focus of the meeting. He explained that
there were mininmm and maximum densities that have to be met and that approximately
30 mixed units are proposed, which will still not max out the R-5 zoning. He also noted
that if you rounded the acreage up to ten acres, 30 units could be proposed with the
existing zoning.  There were two exhibits provided, one on 11 x 17 maps which were
distributed to the neighbors, and a larger, 24 x 36 map at the enfrance to the meeting
room and copies are provided as part of this Exhubit. Doug explained that grade, utilities,
etc.. still have to be considered when developing a property, so a preliminary plan was
made to see which direction the project can go. Doug noted that the plan presented is
subject to change. Doug explained that the dwelling units are to be a mix of single family
and coftage/duplex style homes. He also noted that pedestrian trails are to be included
and the F %: Road will be required fo be completed as part of the project. He finished
with stating that in a out shell, the proposed project reduces density and is a good infill
project. Doug then opened up the floor to questions/comments.

RIVER CITY CONSULTANTS, INC. m 744 HORIZON COURT SUITE 110 m GRAND JUNCTION. COLORADO 81506 m 970.241 4722
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Traffic was a big concern. More than one neighbor commented that by completing the F
% Road (Ridge Drive) connection from 12® to 27 % Road speed would increase and it
would be used as a shortcut to avoid lights on Patterson.  Both Doug and Mike Stahl,
Hilltop’s CEO, stated that previous discussions with City have ended with the conclusion
that F % Road must be completed. It was explained that F : Road 15 classified as a
collector road, moving traffic from east to west. Comments were also made about
another access on 15 to avoid putting all of the traffic from the project onto F % Road.
Could one be provided? Doug responded that there was a large elevation difference
between the property and 15% Traffic calming was also suggested and Doug said that
could be looked into with the City but was beyond this project. A comment was made to
please consider the retiree community, the extension of F ¥ Road is opening up a very
quiet area.

Questions were asked about homes proposed. Would it be like The Fountains or single
family homes? Mike Stahl explained that a nux of refiree cottages and privately owned
single family homes is proposed, very much like The Knolls. It was asked if there would
be a HOA Mike responded that there will definitely be a HOA. It was asked if the
private homes would be mtermingled. Mike responded that yes, the homes will be
intermingled with an open space look. It was asked if there would be individual lots.
Mike explained that just the homes would be privately owned with the grounds
maintained by the HOA It was asked if the homes would be single-level. Mike
responded that ves, they will be single-level. It was asked what would the square footage
of the single family homes would be. Denny Granum with Monument Homes stated that
the homes would be reasonable in size, 2,000 — 2,500 square feet. Some would have two
car garages and some would have three car garages. It was explained that the existing
home would be torn down.

There were some questions with regards to grade and wetlands. Doug explained that
grade would try to be left as is. If fill were required they could probably move from
another area on site. It was possible that a retaining wall would be required. The project
will do its best not to disturb existing wetlands that those areas would have to be
delineated. It was explained that the project was planning one, possible two, ponds so
additional wetlands could be created as a result.

Final comments/questions included:

Are there any plans for another facility like The Fountains? Is this project for-profit as
thiz does not seem to fit with Hilltop's theme? The answer was that 1t will be a mux of
non-profit/for-profit. Mike explained that Hilltop’s needs have changed with regards to
facilities. Hilltop needs to make money to continue providing services. He stated that
100" of the cottages were occupied. Hilltop has a full for-profit wing to assist their non-
profit services.

RIVER CITY CONSULTANTS, INC. = 744 HORIZON COURT SUITE 110 m GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81506 m 970.241 4722
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Several comments were made that the neighbors were glad fo see a reduction in the
zomng/density. One neighbor made the comment that a lot of worse things could be
proposed for this site.

At some point and time a traffic signal would be required at 27 % Road...in fact if is
probably needed now.

The meefing adjourned at approximately 7:00 PM.

RIVER CITY COMSULTANTS, INC. m 744 HORIZON COURT SUITE 110 ® GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 21506 ™ 970241 4722
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Monday, February 27, 2017 — Hilltop Subdivision
Neighborhood Meeting (@ 6:00 PM

Hilltop Health Services Corporate Office

Located at 1331 Hermosa Avenue , Grand Junetion, CO

Name Address Phone # (Optional)
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Monday, February 27, 2017 — Hilltop Subdivision
Neighborhood Meeting (@ 6:00 PM
Hilltop Health Services Corporate Office
Located at 1331 Hermosa Avenue , Grand Junetion, CO

Name Address Phone # (Optional)
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE PROPERTY AT 3495 N. 15™ STREET
TO R-5 (RESIDENTIAL - 5 DU/AC)

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 property located at 3495 N. 15™ Street to the R-5 (Residential — 5 du/ac) zone
district, finding that it conforms to and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium, the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan, 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.

NOW, THEREFORE, 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):

The NE 1/4 of the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 of Section 1, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of
the Ute Meridian; EXCEPT tract conveyed to the City of Grand Junction by Warranty Deed
Recorded May 22, 1985 in Book 1539 at Page 920, Mesa County, Colorado and EXCEPT
ROW on the North and East described in Book 3080 at Page 428 (Reception Number
2056674), Mesa County Records.

Introduced on first reading this day of , 2017 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

Adopted on second reading this day of , 2017 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor



Planning Commission April 25, 2017

Gi"é‘”ﬁd lu nCtion Date: April 12,2017
(Q COELORAD O Author: Kathy Portner
Title/ Phone Ext: Community Services
Manager/1420
Proposed Schedule: Planning
Attach 5
Commission Meeting: April 25, 2017
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM Flle:#: EMP-2017-118

Subject: Civic and Institutional Master Plan and Right-of-Way Vacation Request for
Colorado Mesa University, Located at 1100 North Avenue

Action Requested/Recommendation: Forward a Recommendation to City Council of

an Institutional and Civic Master Plan and Right-of-Way Vacation Request for Colorado
Mesa University

Presenter(s) Name & Title: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager

Executive Summary:

A request to approve an Institutional and Civic Master Plan for Colorado Mesa University and
approval of an administrative process for future vacations of right-of-way interior to the
campus once certain conditions are met.

Background, Analysis and Options:

Section 21.02.190 of the Zoning and Development Code sets forth a process to consider
Master Plans for major institutional and civic facilities that provide a needed service to the
community. The Colorado Mesa University (CMU) Campus Facilities Master Plan
(attached) provides an overview of CMU'’s future long term objective to expand the existing
main campus westward toward N. 7t Street.

In conjunction with the Master Plan, CMU is requesting an administrative review process for
future vacations of right-of-way interior to the campus, shown within the red outlined area on
the following map, once certain conditions are met. Colorado Mesa University requests the
vacation of alley and street right-of-ways in order to aid in the continued westward expansion
efforts planned for the campus. Currently, the requests occur piecemeal as CMU acquires
properties on both sides of any given right-of-way. CMU owns the vast maijority of the
property shown within the “2017 Master Plan” boundary, outlined in red and sections of right-
of-way have already been vacated. All past vacations required that CMU own on both sides
of the right-of-way, provide for general circulation, emergency access, private access
easements, if necessary, and compliance with Xcel Energy easement requirements. All City
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utilities are subject to the terms and conditions of the Colorado Mesa University and City of
Grand Junction Utility Easement and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.
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Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on March 6, 2017 with 24 area residents along with
representatives from Colorado Mesa University and City staff were in attendance.
President Foster presented an overview on the growth of the CMU campus. Most
questions were on current projects being built on campus and on property acquisition
timelines. A concern was raised about maintaining access to private property when right-
of-way on either side was vacated. President Foster indicated that access is required to
be maintained by CMU.

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

Colorado Mesa University’s Master Plan helps to maintain and enhance the Grand Valley
as a regional center and supports infill and redevelopment focused in the City Center.
CMU supports the following goals of the Comprehensive Plan:

Goal 4: Support the continued development of the 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.

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.

Previously presented or discussed:

This has not been previously discussed by the Planning Commission.
Attachments:

1. Staff Report/Background Information

2. Applicant Project Report/CMU Master Plan
3. Ordinance
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Location: 1100 North Avenue
Applicant: Colorado Mesa University
Existing Land Use: CMU Campus and Residential
Proposed Land Use: CMU Campus expansion
North Commercial & Residential
Surrounding Land South Commercial & Residential
Use: East Commercial & Residential
West Residential & Residential

CSR (Community Services and Residential); R-8
(Residential, 8 units per acre)

Proposed Zoning: N/A

PD (Planned Development); R-8 (Residential, 8
North :
units per acre)

Surrounding South C-1 (Light Commercial)

Zoning: East B-1, (Neighborhood Business); R-12 and R-16,
(Residential — 12/16 du/ac); C-1; CSR

West R-O (Residential Office); B-1

Existing Zoning:

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.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(2) Conformance with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and general transportation
planning requirements;



Planning Commission April 25, 2017

The Master Plan complies with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Transportation
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS). Access to and through the campus is
provided for in the Master Plan and interim access will be maintained with the
phased expansion.

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;

CMU provides for all parking, as well as stormwater and drainage improvements
needed as development occurs. The campus setting and surrounding perimeter
streets provides for large areas of separation of the CMU facilities and surrounding
community.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(4) Adequacy of public facilities and services; and

Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the campus.
Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(5) Community benefits from the proposal.

CMU provides multiple community benefits as an educational institution and
economic driver.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

One of the purposes of the Institutional and Civic Master Plan review is to take a
comprehensive look at the right-of-way to be vacated and incorporated into the overall
campus expansion plan. To date, right-of-way has been vacated on a piecemeal basis as
CMU acquires property. Each request must be approved by separate ordinance by the
City Council. Rather than continuing to take each request forward as separate ordinances,
the proposal is to allow the right-of-way within the identified boundary to be reviewed and
approved administratively once certain conditions have been met.
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PROPERTIES NOT OWNED BY CMU

PROPERTIES OWNED BY CMU

PROPERTIES TO PURCHASE BY CMU (FUTURE)

EXISTING FACILITIES

ALREADY VACATED

COmmAET gt o (‘- 1 RIGHT OF WAY (ROW)

PROPOSED ROW
VACATION BOUNDARY

Sections 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code:

The vacation of portions of the existing alley and street right's-of-way shall conform to the
following:

(1) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans and
policies of the City,

Granting the request to vacate existing alley and street right-of-way meets Goal 12, Policy
A of the Comprehensive Plan by supporting the University in their facilities and building
expansion projects, enhances a healthy, diverse economy and improves the City as a
regional center of commerce, culture and tourism. The requested vacation also does not
conflict with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans and policies of the
City.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(2) No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation.
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A condition of vacating right-of-way is that CMU must own the property on both sides of the
ROW and adequate and legal access must be maintained to any surrounding private
property.

Therefore, this criterion will be met.

(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;

All properties abutting the proposed portions of any alley or street requested for vacation
must be under the control of CMU and access to any adjoining properties not owned by
CMU must be provided through a private “Easement Agreement” across CMU property(s)
for the benefit of the remaining property owners. This recorded easement will ensure that
the remaining residents will continue to be provided adequate and reasonable access to
their properties.

Therefore, this criterion will be met.

(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);

All past vacations required that CMU own on both sides of the right-of-way, provide for
general circulation, emergency access, private access easements, if necessary, and
compliance with Xcel Energy easement requirements. All City utilities are subject to the
terms and conditions of the Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Ultility
Easement and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.

All requested vacations will be reviewed for compliance with the above provisions assuring
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.
Therefore, this criterion will be met.

(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 Zoning and Development
Code; and

All City utilities are subject to the terms and conditions of the Colorado Mesa University and
City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.

Therefore, this criterion will be met.
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(6) The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance
requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc.

Maintenance requirements for the City will be reduced as a result of alley and street right-
of-way vacations. The vacated right-of-way will be incorporated into the overall CMU
campus expansion, thereby strengthening the University as an important asset to the City
as a Regional Center.

Therefore, this criterion will be met.

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS:

After reviewing the Colorado Mesa University application, FMP-2017-118 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, including the future right-
of-way vacation, is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan, specifically Goals 4 and 12.

2. The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.190 (c) and 21.02.100 of the Grand
Junction Zoning and Development Code have been met or addressed.

3. Right-of-Way Vacation requests within the identified boundary shall be reviewed and
approved administratively subject to the following conditions:

a. CMU must own or control properties on both sides of the right-of-way to
be vacated.

b. Private easement agreements must be provided to benefit any remaining
privately owned properties where access to those properties is
compromised by the vacation.

c. General circulation and emergency access shall be reviewed and
approved by the City.

d. All City utilities shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the
Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement
and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.

e. CMU shall dedicate applicable utility easements to Xcel Energy as
necessary.

4. Notice shall be given of all requests for administrative review of right-of-way vacation
requests and appeal of the Director’s decision shall be forwarded to the City Council
for full hearing.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

| recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the
Institutional and Civic Facility Master for Colorado Mesa University, FMP-2017-118 to the
City Council with the findings of facts and conclusions and conditions listed above.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Madam Chairman, on the Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan for Colorado Mesa
University, FMP-2017-118, | move that the Planning Commission forward to the City
Council a recommendation of approval with the findings of facts and conclusions and
conditions stated in the staff report.
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e@ General Project Report

2017 WEST CAMPUS MASTER PLAN
COLORADO MESA Institutional Civic Master Plan Application

UN I SITY March, 2017
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INTRODUCTION
| I

REQUEST - This application is a request in accordance with Section 21.02.190, Institutional and
Civic Facility Master Plans, contained within the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) by Colorado
Mesa University (CMU). According to the GJMC, “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 community.” A specific
element of this application includes a provision to allow CMU to handle future street and alley
vacation requests as an administrative review process, thus, eliminating the need for public
hearings resulting in a considerable processing and City staff time savings.

GENERAL - The information contained within this narrative statement is intended to provide an
overview of CMU’s future long term objective to expand the existing main campus westward
towards North 7th Street. Because of the nature of the future expansion efforts, this 2017 Master
Plan area is broken into two areas; 2017 and Future Master Plan area. The Future Master Plan area
will be submitted as a separate public review process, in the distant future, once CMU can forecast
their long terms needs.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
| |
EXISTING and SURROUNDING LAND USE - The dominate land uses in the 2017 West Campus Master
Plan area is single family dwellings on small lots that are interspersed with various CMU activities.
An Existing and Surrounding Land Use Map can be found on the following page. The map depicts
the location of the land uses in relationship to the 2017 West Campus Master Plan.
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LAND USE ZONING - An examination of the Grand Junction Zoning Map reveals that the majority of
the property within the Master Plan boundary is zoned: R-8, (Residential Multi Family). A patchwork
of “CSR” {Community Senvices Recreational) zone designation for the main CMU campus can be
found east of the master plan area.

LAND USE ZONE MAP
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ACCES: - Since the Master Plan area is bounded by public roadways on three sides there are
nUrerous access points to the property. All ofthe existing streets are fully improved and as is the
case with most roadways inthe City they arewell maintained and in good condition. Because Morth
Awvenue is also aState highway, access onto and off of the street is administered by the Calarado
Departm ent of Highways.

The City has adopted a Grand Valtey Circulation Flan (CVCF). The primary purpose of the GVCP
serves toidentify both major and minor routes for circulation and connectivity inthe Grand Junction
wvicinity, All of the streets within the master plan boundary are designated as "Local”. The plan
indicates the following classifications far the adjoining streets:
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North Avenue - Minor Arterial
North 12t Street - Minor Arterial
Orchard Avenue - Major Collector

North Avenue is a primary east /west link across the City’s core area. North 12t Street services as
an important connection between downtown Grand Junction the Horizon Drive area and Interstate
70,
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WEST CAMPUS MASTER PLAN

A study of the accompanying 2017 West Campus Master Plan boundary revealed the following:

® CMU owns, or will own, approximately 66.9 percent of the land area at this time.

Approximately 5.5 areas remain to be acquired in the future.

The largest single parcel in the boundary area, owned by CMU, is approximately 1.5
acres.

2017 West Campus Master Plan
LAND USE SUMMARY

TOTAL MASTER PLAN
PARCELS OWNED BY CMU
PARCEL ACQUISITIONS

PARCELS
PARCELS OWNED BY

SHORT TERM CMU
OTHERS

ALLEYS

o | AREA IN STREETS and

o}
134

152/39.5 ac. 108/22.6 ac. 22/

w
fee]

ac. 22

Gi
o
~

ac.

A specific element of this application includes a provision to allow CMU to handle future street and
alley vacation requests as an administrative review process, thus, eliminating the need for public
hearings resulting in a considerable processing and City staff time savings. The existing criteria
within the GJMC will continue to be used for the evaluation of the future vacation request. The
surrounding land owners will continue to be notified of requested vacations by mail and on-site

sighage.

Since 2014 the university has processed and received City acceptance of five separate street any
alley vacation requests within the master plan area. A summary of the prior requests follows:

YEAR

DESCRIPTION

AREA

Jan. 2014

Parts of: Cannell Av., EIm Av., 2 alleys

1.2 ac.

Apl. 2015

Parts of. Cannell Av., Hall Av., EIm Av., Kennedy Av., Bunting Av., 5 alleys

2.9ac.

Feb. 2016

Parts of: 1 alley

0.1 ac.

Jul. 2016

Parts of: 2 alleys

0.1 ac.

Aug. 2016

Parts of: Texas Av., 1 alley

03 ac

An estimated time comparison between the current vacation process for CMU and the requested
administrative review process follows:
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During 2011 Mesa State College (now known as: Colorado Mesa University) prepared a Program
Plan, West Expansion Project in accordance with the Colorado Commission on Higher Education
guidelines. The plan provided an overview of demographics, past and future enrolment growth,
anticipated facility needs forecasted to 2035. An abridged version of the plan can be found in

APPENDIX “A”.
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EVALUATION OF REQUEST
——— 1 I

Evaluation of the request is accomplished by using the criteria in Chapter 21.02.19, Institutional
Civic Facilities Master Plan, in the Grand function Municipal Code. The following responses to each
of the criteria illustrate compliance:

(c) Approval Criteria. 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;
RESPONSE: The Comprehensive Plan states, “CMU as a key component of Grand Junction’s status as
a Regional Center that helps train workers for local employment, attracts students that contribute to
the local economy, is a significant employer in its own right and brings recreational and cultural
activities that appeal to the whole community.” The plan also includes Special Use Overlay for CMU
that is intended to allow adequate space around the college to accommodate school facility
expansion as well as associated businesses (book stores, retail establishments, offices, etc.),
restaurants and residential uses. The West North Avenue Corridor Plan will serve a guiding
document for future growth within the West Campus area adjacent to the roadway.

(2) Conformance with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and general transporttation planning
requirements;
RESPONSE: According to the major street plan the subject streets within the master plan boundary
are classified as: local streets. The ultimate elimination of the existing local street and alley
connections to the surrounding arterial roadways will enhance the capacity and improve safety
along them.

(3)  Adequate parking, adequate stormwater and drainage improvements, minimization of
water, air or noise poliution, limited nighttime lighting and adeguate screening and buffering
potential;
RESPONSE: Other than the current construction of the Engineering Building, specific future
improvements with the West Campus area have not be determined at this time. Itis anticipated
that the future improvements will be accomplished in the same manner as those that exist in
the main campus area where the items included in this criteria have been historically met.

(4) Adeguacy of public facilities and services, and
RESPONSE: The master plan area lies with the “City Center” area identified within the
Comprehensive Plan. Because of this all public facilities and services exist and have available
capacity to accommodate the anticipated growth within the West Campus Master Plan.

(8) Community benefits from the proposal.
RESPONSE: In addition the response in Approval Criteria (1) above, a primary benefit to the
community is CMU’s positive economic impact to the community. In 2017 CMU conducted an
economic impact analysis (APPENDIX “B”). The analysis concluded a profound positive impact
not only to the City. But, a major portion of the Western Colorado region. Results of the study
revealed that the direct and indirect spending conservatively approaches $450.0 million onan
annual basis.
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APPENDIX
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APPENDIX "A".
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MESA STATE COLLEGE

PROGRAM PLAN
WEST EXPANSION PROPERTY ACQUISITION PROJECT

APRIL 8, 2011
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Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project

PREFACE

The project described herein continues the activities associated with the main campus
land acquisition project begun in 1999. Since then, the Mesa State College Foundation
has been acquiring property and, beginning in 2004 with the approval of the “House
Demolition and Ground Recovery Project” program plan, began gifting the properties to
the College. Originally the 2004 program plan was expected to take 15 years to complete,
however, with only five remaining properties to be acquired, it is approaching its
successful completion in half the time. This coupled with the unprecedented enrollment
growth that has occurred during this time period places the College in a position where it
needs to proceed with phase two its land expansion plan. Approval of this program plan
will authorize the Foundation to acquire the additional properties described herein.

Coordinators for this project were Pat Doyle, Vice President, Finance and Administrative
Services, Derek Wagner, Director, Strategic Initiatives, Kent Marsh, Director of Facilities
Services; and Andy Rodriguez, Director of Purchasing. Program plan documentation
was accomplished by Ed Chamberlin, Chamberlin Architects, Campus Architect. This
document has been approved by Tim Foster, President of Mesa State College, as well as
by the senior administration of the College.

This document responds to the outline requirements of CCHE policy Section IILE,
Guidelines for Facilities Program Planning last revised April 5, 2001. Some outline
sections have been omitted because the project does not deal with new capital
construction or building renovation.
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Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project
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Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is the purpose of this project to consolidate activities associated with the main campus
land acquisition project begun in 1999. Since then, the Mesa State College Foundation
has been acquiring property and giving it to the College through Foundation, Trustee,
Colorado Commission on Higher Education, and Legislative actions. The College now
needs to be able to accept the gift of additionally acquired properties and to consolidate
those and prior associated properties into useful capital construction expansion sites.

This project is necessitated by the continued growth of Mesa State College. In the past
ten years, unduplicated fiscal year FTE has increased from 4302 to 6555 or 52.4%.
Likewise, unduplicated fiscal year headcount has grown from 5212 to 8131 or 56.0%.
These figures indicate a growth rate of almost 4.5% per year.

The specific additional property being considered by the College by its Foundation
consists of 214 residential lots, 2 churches, and 21 commercial properties comprising a
total of 77.3 acres. Other property that is being given to the College consists of city
streets and alleys that will become within the College boundaries.

The land gifts are part of the Land Acquisition Project begun in 1999 with donations
from the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and numerous community organizations,
mstitutions, leaders, and individuals. The original acquisition project was identified in
the 1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan. 'This project will allow for the
acceptance of gifted properties within specified boundaries which have yet to be acquired
by the College, the Mesa State College Foundation, or through subsequent capital
construction projects. The boundaries for the main campus will be North Avenue on the
south, Orchard Avenue on the north, Seventh Street on the west, and with the addition of
one block east of 12" Street, 12" Street on the east. There are also two other large tracts
that, if they become available, will be valuable additions to the campus. These are at the
northwest and southeast corners of 12" and Orchard.

Consolidation of the properties into useful sites will consist of demolition of the existing
structures and surveying and replatting of the individual lots, streets, and alleys into one
parcel that belongs to the College. Existing structures include those being donated to the
College under this project as well as those yet to be acquired by the Foundation. The
consolidated parcel will then be available for construction of temporary parking lots and
green spaces, provide ongoing revenue sources and sites for significant campus
expansion projects.

The project will be self-financed over time by the College through the use of cash exempt
funds and donations. As those funds become available, parts of the project will be
finished. No endowment is included with the gifted properties. It is understood that the
College will maintain them within its own budgeted resources.
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Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project

PROGRAM INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

For the past several years, Mesa State College has been increasing its enrollment.
In 1996, it was recognized that this enrollment growth would require additional land and
facilities, placing its main campus in need of a significant boundary expansion. Since
approval of the Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan in 1999, the Mesa State
College Foundation with the help of the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and
numerous community organizations, institutions, leaders, and individuals, has acquired
several properties to help meet expansion needs. The Foundation has already gifted
many of these to the college. The project described herein continues this gifting process
that began in 2004. The project gives additional properties to the college in accordance
with current and future facilities master plan needs.

HISTORY, ROLE AND MISSION, NEEDS AND TRENDS

Mesa State College’s current role and mission:

There is hereby established a college at Grand Junction, to be known as Mesa
state college, which shall be a general baccalaureate and specialized graduate
institution with moderately selective admission standards. Mesa state college
shall offer liberal arts and sciences, professional and technical degree programs
and a limited number of graduate programs. Mesa state college shall also
maintain a community college role and mission, including career and technical
education programs. Mesa state college shall receive resident credit for two-year
course offerings in its commission-approved service area. Mesa state college
shall also serve as a regional education provider.1

As regional education provider, Mesa State College serves 14 counties in western
Colorado. The region’s population continues to grow, providing the College with
additional students every year. According to the State’s Demographic Office, all of the
counties in Mesa State’s region have grown and will continue to grow.” (The period in
question is from 2000 to 2040 for 15 to 25 year olds. These dates are the period analyzed
for the Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan.) Historically, well over half of the
College’s enrollment comes from this region.> However, recent enrollment growth from
outside Mesa County and outside Colorado has been dramatic. Non-resident student FTE
has grown from 438 to 614 since 2007 — a 40% increase confirming the College’s need
for additional land to support its mission.

! Colorado Revised Statutes 23-53-101, College Established — Role and Mission.

% Rather than reprint the demographic information within this document, the reader is referred to

http://dola colorado.gov/demog/demog.cfm for backup information from the Colorado Demography Office
on the population trends for each county.

? See Appendix A of this document for student demographic information.
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RELATION TO ACADEMIC/STRATEGIC PLANS

Mesa State College anticipates continued enrollment growth. The Mesa State
College Strategic Plan’ recognizes the need to balance sustainable growth with
maintaining the institution’s role as a regional education provider for 14
counties in western Colorado. With a focus on enhancing quality in the
institution's programs, faculty, students, technology and facilities, sustainable
enrollment growth is likely over the life of the plan. As financial support firom
the State of Colorado continues to dwindle, the institution is focused on
strategic growth initiatives that enhance our competitiveness and strengthen our
Sfinancial position.

The following graph presents enrollment growth, actual and projected, for the thirty-five
year period from 2000 to 2035.

Enroliment Growth
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Using 2000 as the base year, the graph shows that for fiscal year 2010, the actual FTE of
6555 and actual headcount of 8131 represent a growth rate of over 2.1% and 4.5%
respectively. The trend for both FTE and headcount is continued growth especially
among out of town students who will need on-campus housing. The projection anticipates
a growth rate of 2.125% per year.

The College is reevaluating its strategic planning documents in the light of the current
economic climate in its current role and mission. However, it is known that, because of
its designation as regional education provider for 14 counties, the College will need to be
able to respond to the increasing educational needs of a growing western Colorado

* http://www.mesastate.edw/president/documents/StrategicPlan01-27-11.PDF
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population. It is anticipated that College growth and the subsequent need for additional
land will continue.’

RELATION TO OTHER PROGRAMS OR AGENCIES

This program is integral to the college being able to fulfill its role and mission. Without
the ability to expand the campus boundaries, the college will be limited in its ability to
provide access to students outside of its immediate geographic location i.e. Mesa county.
Having the capacity to continue to grow enrollment throughout Colorado and
surrounding Western Undergraduate Exchange (WUE) states 1s key to the long term
financial stability of the institution.

PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES

The only alternative to this project is to cap enrollment. This is not acceptable and
contrary to the College’s role and mission.

* It should be noted that this Program Plan discusses only the needs of the main campus. Enrollment
growth with subsequent land and facility needs are also anticipated for the UTEC and Montrose campuses.
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FACILITIES NEEDS
TOTAL SPACE AND SITE REQUIREMENTS

Prior to the 2004 acquisition project, the main campus contained approximately 45 acres
of'land. The 1999 Facilities Master Plan identified several areas of potential expansion in
accordance with the map shown below.*

PRIORITY II

i |

SAW QEVHOHD

PRIORITY I

ELXRETET]

PRIORLTY III

PRIOETTYT IL

AW HLEOH

WELFTH ST,

ELEVENTH ET.

>

TERTH 5T,

SEVENTH ST,
RO ST

z

MAIN CAMPUS CAnosterplidevfutloug 12/2/98 JRB SCALE: e m— NORTH

100 100 200°

® This map is a reprint of that in the 1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan, page 113.
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The background of this map shows concepts developed for the 1999 Facilities Master
Plan. Several of the capital building projects indicated with diagonal lines on the map
have already occurred.

The 2004 House Demolition & Ground Recovery project added most of the property
between Cannell and Houston. All but 5 lots within this area have been acquired as
shown on the inserted graphic titled Property Acquisitions 2004-2011.

The second inserted graphic titled Acquisition Priorities shows the new priority areas.
Priority I areas are those the college is actively trying to purchase. Priority II areas are
those the college will pursue if they become available.
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ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY

Appendix B includes a listing of properties under consideration by the College. The list
indicates the street address and parcel number.

The property locations are shown by their street address number. Within the Priority I
area there are 214 single family houses most of which were constructed in the 1950’s and
1960’s. Some are vacant while others are rentals. There are also 20 commerecial and
church properties.

Following discussion with the City of Grand Junction the streets and alleys will be
vacated and deeded to the College in sections at different times where property
ownership surrounding the various rights-of-way has been completed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Improvements:

As stated, it s the intention of this phase of the land acquisition project to establish
complete new boundaries for the main campus of Mesa State College. The western
boundary from North Ave. to Orchard Ave. will move from Cannell Ave to Seventh
Street. The southern boundary of North Ave. will not change. The eastern boundary of
12" Street will also not change except for the area bounded by Orchard Ave., 13" Street,
and Glenwood Ave. The northern boundary may include the Community Hospital
property if it becomes available.

Once acquired, it is the intention of the College to replat the land parcels into one parcel
belonging to the College, remove structures, and to prepare the ground for construction of
College related facilities, parking areas, and green space in accordance with the Mesa
State College Facilities Master Plan.

The first part of this project will consolidate all properties between Cannell Street, North
Avenue, Seventh Street and Orchard Avenue, and within the block shown east of ol
Street. The maps on the next several pages show the campus after completion of
incremental consolidation work on a five year basis. Once all structures have been
demolished, the lots, streets, and alleys will be surveyed and replatted to identify one
parcel belonging to the College.

Initially, the area will become either green space or temporary parking. Green space
work will consist of leveling the ground and providing dust and weed control. As more
houses are removed and large areas become available, the area will be covered with grass
and sprinklered. Lights and appropriate sidewalks will also be provided. Temporary
parking work will consist of leveling the ground and providing a gravel surface with dust
and weed control, parking bumpers, parking control equipment, and appropriate lighting.
Mature trees in good condition will be flagged and protected during construction.
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It will take a period of time to acquire all properties, remove all structures, and convert all
areas to either parking or green space. All work under this program plan, whether
designated as parking or green space, should be viewed as temporary, as all areas will
serve as sites for future capital construction projects.”

The building areas, parking and land area requirements are based on projected enrollment
by prorating approximate facilities in use today. A spreadsheet showing these projections
follows.

Mesa State College

Campus Expansion Projection CHAMBERLIN ARCHITECTS
April 7, 2011
2010-11 Factor Growth 2015-16 Growth 2020-21 Growth 2025-26 Growth 2030-31 Growth 2035-36
Student Enroliment
Main Campus only
Headcount
On Campus 1624 11%  5-year 180 1,804 200 2,004 222 2,226 247 2473 274 2,747
Off Campus 6486 11%  S-year 719 7.205 799 8.004 a87 8.891 986 9.877 1.095 10,972
Total 8,110 899 9,009 999 10,008 1,109 11117 1,232 12,350 1,369 13,719
Buildings
Main Campus only
Academic 688,000 85 sf per Student 76,272 784,272 84,727 848,999 94,120 943,119 104,554 1,047,673 116,145 1,163,818
Residence Halls 402 500 62 sf per Student 44821 447 121 49,568 496,689 55,063 551,752 61,167 612,919 67,948 680,867
Noi 91,500 11 sf per Student 10,144 101,644 11,268 112,912 12,517 125,429 13,905 139,334 15,447 154,781
Total 1,182,000 158  per Student 131,037 1,313,037 145583 1458600 161,700 1,620,300 179626 1,799,927 199,540 1,999 466
Parking
Main Campus only
Residential 1,056 65% On Campus 17 1173 130 1,303 144 1,447 160 1.607 178 1,786
Commuter 1881 29%  Off Campus 209 2,089 232 2321 257 2,578 286 2,864 318 3,182
Reserved
Total 326 3,262 382 3,624 402 4,025 448 4,472 498 4,967
Land Area
Main Campus only
Total SF 3,189,330 353,569 3542899 389,719 3932618 432588 4365206 480,173 4845379 532992 5378370
Acres 73 8 81 ] [0 10 100 1" 11 12 123

" Program Plans for future capital construction projects within the revised boundary areas will be submitted
to CCHE for consideration and approval.

11
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Project Cost Estimate:

Each property will be independently appraised to determine a fair acquisition price.
Based on the results of the 2004 House Demolition and Ground Recovery project, the
average purchase price over the past seven years was $180,000. However, with the
housing market somewhat depressed this may be higher than what the market currently
reflects but can serve as a conservative estimate. In the end, each house will be based on
its unique characteristics. Total estimated average recovery costs per parcel:

Property Acquisition (projected average):  $180,000

Testing, Abatement, Demolition $ 36,000
Temporary Parking Improvements $ 16,500
Planning and Approvals $ 300
PER RESIDENTIAL LOT TOTAL $233,000

The initial consolidation work includes environmental assessments and removal of
hazardous material in accordance with current laws and regulations. Acquisition will be
accomplished by the College or the Mesa State College Foundation through donation,
nonexempt funds, or through other capital construction projects.

Projected acquisition cost for the residential lots is based on the average of 17 recently
purchased in the neighborhood. The projected acquisition cost for commercial property
is an average of the values on a per acre basis considering comparable sales, lease rates
and other factors. Projected testing, abatement, demolition, lighting, grading and gravel
cost is based on the average of 67 lots recently completed.

Financial Analysis:

The project will be self-financed by the College through the use of cash exempt funds
and donations. The Board of Trustees will be requested to authorize the transfer of funds
to the Mesa State College Foundation for property acquisition identified in this program
plan. This request will be part of the annual budget process. It should be noted that
funds to accomplish the entire project are not currently available.

Project Schedule:

It is anticipated that the project will be completed incrementally over the next ten years.
Parts of the project will be completed as money becomes available and as the final
properties become available for acquisition. In addition, many of the properties will
become rentals providing a revenue stream that can assist in the funding of the
acquisition program.
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RELATION TO THE MASTER PLAN / OTHER PROJECTS

This project is part of “Project Al — Land Acquisition, Main Campus” as described in the
1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan, Volume 1, pages 114 —116. In
coordination with CCHE and the State of Colorado, Mesa State College has already
accepted other properties under this project and will quite probably be working to accept
additional properties as they become available within the priority areas established in this
plan.
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9,481
Total student errollment
(Preliminary Fall 2016)

78.1%
Fulltime
85.3%
In-state students
27.7%
From under-represented
groups
55%
From western Colorado’
14 counties
45%
From elsewhere in Colorade/
out-of-state/out-of-country

(5]

$75.6 million

Financial aid awarded

947
Number of students in AY
2015-16 awarded MavScholars
Academic Merit Scholarships

87%
CMU seniore who rated
their overall experience as
“Excellent” or "Good”

84%

Rocky Mountain Public
Peers* who rated their overall
experience as “Excellent” or

"Good”

*CO School of Mines, Dixie State
Univ, Metropolitan State Univ of
Denver, Montana State Univ - Billings,
Montana State Univ - Havre, Southern
Utah Univ, Univ of C& Boulder, Univ of
CO -CO Springs, Univ of CO - Denver,
Univ of Mentana, Univ of Utah, Utah
Valley Uriv, Weber State Univ

Source: National Survey of
Student Engagement, 2014

Note: Data based on Academic Year
2015-16 unless noted otherwise.

2 ¢+« REGIONAL IMPACT STUDY 2017

5
)

1,842
Number of degrees and
certificates awarded in
Academic Year 2015-16

Meost popular majors:
Business Administration
Biological Sciences
Criminal Justice
Kinesiology
Nursing
Psychology
Only Colorado public
institution offering awards
from technical certificates
through the doctoral degree

NCAA, Division Il,
Varsity Sports:
Baseball (M); baskethall (M, W);
beach volleyball (W); chesrleading
(M, W) cross-country (M, W);
football (M); golf (M, W); lacrosse
(M, W); soccer (M, W); softball
(W); swirnming and diving (M, W);
tennis (M, W); track and field (M,
W); volleyball (W);
and wrestling (M)

87.5%
Proportion of classes with
fewer than 40 students
46%
Proportion of classes with
fewer than 20 students

72.6%

Percentage of student credit
hours taught by full-time faculty

87.9%

Percentage of student credit
hours taught by full-time
faculty and staff

Tomlinson Library
190,784 books
79,755 e-books
218,253 journals
107 journal databases
465,011 government documents

57 million+ items through
Prospector and Mobius

2,518
Beds available in
residence halls
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Institution
Accreditation:
Higher Learning Commission
Programs with accreditation
and/or approval by their
respective professional
organizations:
Athletic Training, Emergency
Medical Services, Mechanical
Engineering Technology
(candidate status), Music,
Nursing, Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST),
Radiologic Technology,
Social Work (candidate
status), Teacher Education,
Transportation Services

3,279
Computer workstations
850
Wireless access spots

297

Technology-enhanced
classrooms

Facilities Certifications for
Environmentally-sustainable
Construction and/or
Renovations:

LEED Gold - Dominguez Hall
and Wubben-Science addition;
Three Green Globes - Houston

Hall, Tornlinson Library; Two
Green Globes - Escalante Hall
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INTRODUCTION

Colorade Mesa University (CMU) is a regional public
institution, part of a sector of higher education that
enrolls more students than research universities and
community colleges. CMU is geographically accessible
across the country and offers a wide range of academic
degrees, majors, and technical programs. CMU
frequently serves a significant number of middle- and
low-income students as well as those who are first
generation to college and has pricing that is among
the most affordable levels of tuition and fees. Regional
publicinstitutions like CMU often are major employers
in their communities, help stabilize regional economies
particularly during an economic downturn and serve as
social and cultural centers that improve the communities’
quality of life. Yet the finandial situation of regicnal
public institutions is very challenging as state funding
has declined significantly over the past decade to the
point that two-thirds of the cost to attend college is
now berne by students and their families.

Since regional public institutions typically do not
have large endowments from which to draw funds
and they place greater emphasis on faculty teaching
rather than on competition for external research
support, partnerships with local and regional
businesses and agencies play a key role in the ability
of these institutions to advance their missions. This

is particularly true of Colorado Mesa University. CMU
continues to be a responsive, nimble, and creative
collaborator with a wide range of external private
and public partners who, together, have leveraged
resources in ways that have benefited both the
University and its partners. These relationships have
contributed to CMUS% capacity to update existing
academic and technical programs and add new ones,
offer student internships and other applied learning
opportunities, seek solutions to regional problems,
support regional economic development and, most
importantly, educate an informed citizenry and prepare
a skilled workforze.

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY IN 2016

In Fall 2016, CMU enrclled nearly 9,500 students,
building on a ?1-year tradition of being the primary
provider of higher education to residents of Colorado’s
West Slope. Approximately 55% of CMU
undergraduates come from cne of
the 14 statutorily-defined counties
comprising CMU's service region,!
an area that spans nearly 30,000
sguare miles or approximately 30%
of the State of Colorado (Figure 1).
In Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16, the
University awarded 1,842 degrees
and certificates, a 63.7% increase
over the number of awards made Garfield
five years earlier. Those completions
are essential to meeting the state’s
human capital and workforce needs.
Among Colorado’s 12 public four-
year higher education institutions,?

® recker

Rio Blanco

Montrose

Colorade Mesa has a distinctive s B

role and mission. At its core, CMU's
goal is to raise the educational
attainment of western Coloradans
at all degree levels. Its focus is
primarily at the baccalaureate

San Miguel

level with an expanding set of graduate programs.
Workforce training also is offered through CMU's two-
year division, Western Colorado Community College
(WCCQ). Both campuses are in Grand Junction, with

Figure 1: Map of Colorado Mesa University Service Region

Jackson

The servica ragion for ChU includes the following counties: Delta, Fagle, Garfiald, Grand, Jacksan, Mesa, Moffat, Montrose, Quray, Pitkin, Rie

Blanco, Routt, San Miguel and Summit. Wastern Colorade Community College’s servics region is a subset of that group: Delta, Mesa, Mantrose,

Ouray and San Miguel Counties.

~

Colorado Revised Statutes § 23-53-101.

REGIONAL IMPACT STUDY 2017

CMU has a statutory fouryear role and mission, as well as for two-year transfer and vocational education and graduate programming. Source:
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51% of CMU’s alumni remain in the region, increasing the
educational level of the workforce and attracting
new businesses to the region.

&

selected programs and courses
also available at CMU's Montrose
Campus and through its Office of
Distance Education.

Approximately 14,100 (or 51%) of
the University's 27,750 alumni live
in the 14-county western Colorado
region served by CMU. The largest
share of that total — approximately
10,700 graduates — are found in
Mesa County and another 1,000 in
Mentrose County. An additional
2,100 graduates reside elsewhere
in Colorade. With so many CMU
graduates remaining in the region,
they increase the educational level
of the workforce, which is attractive
to new businesses being recruited
to the region.

Finally, CMU’s students, faculty
and staff members have created
long-lasting partnerships with

community-based organizations
through volunteer efforts.
For Fiscal Year 2015-16, CMU
estimated its community service
was valued at more than $1.8
million,® an amount not reflected in
the calculations for this study.
What fellows is & view of
Colorado Mesa University from
the perspective of its relationships
with a variety of partners across
western Colorade and has two
broad components. It begins
by examining some of the many
cortributions that the University
makes while engaging with its
partners. Not only does CMU gain
from the arrangements but the
relationships also enhance the
region's quality of life and serve as
an attraction for businesses. As an
employer and purchaser of goods

63.7%

Increase in the number of
awards made five years earlier

14,100

CMU alumni live in
western Colorado

$1.8 million
Estimated value of
volunteer services
by students, faculty and
staff in FY 2015-16

and services, CMU's economic
impact is more obvious and more
readily quantifiable. That regional
connection is the basis of the
report’s second section.

PROGRESS THROUGH PARTNERSHIPS

CMU has partrered with numerous state, local, and
regional businesses, nonprofits, government agencies
and private donors. In this section of the report, the
relationships are grouped into four bread categories
by which the University engages with its partners.

First, the institution is an active supporter of the
region's economic developrment efforts. Second,
faculty members bring their expertise, not only to the
education of CMU students, but also apply their
knowledge to projects across the West Slope. Third,
many of CMU’s academic and techrical programs offer
the preparation needed for the region's 21st century
workforce and fourth, an extensively renovated campus
is & facility shared with many organizations and
individuals beyond the University's students, faculty
and staff. While examples of each are presented,

the list is merely & sampling of the productive
collaborations. In short, the partnerships are bereficial
and crucial to the mutual progress of Colorado Mesa
University and Colorado’s West Slope.

Promoting Economic Development

The goal of economic development is to improve the
economic well-being and quality of life for a regiont
residents by creating and/or retaining jobs, increasing
revenues and growing the tax base. A key component
to encourage companies to make a capital investrment
in aregion is the availability of an educated and skilled
workforce. In that context, Colorado Mesa University
and Western Colorade Community College make a
significant contribution to the recruitment package

for the West Slope. Thus, for economic development
efforts to effectively achieve their goals, they often
require partnerships with universities.

Rural Jump-Start Program

CMU has been an active member of Grand Junction
Economic Partnership (GJEP), the region’s official
economic development agency for the recruitment and
retention of businesses in the Grand Valley. Among

the most significant recent accomplishments of this
collaboration has been the Rural Jurmp-Start program,
whose goal is to make the region more competitive

¥ Downloaded on Nevember 28, 2016 from httpu/fwwniindependentsector.org/programs/research/vo luntser_time.html.

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY * 3§
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in attracting permanent, high-paying jobs to the
region. Representatives from CMU were instrumental
in conceptualizing the program and leading lobbying
efforts that culminated in the 2015 passage of the
Rural Jump-Start Act* to assist economically-distressed
areas like Mesa and Montrose counties. To date, seven
new companies have established operations in Mesa
County that range from agricultural preduction to
geo-spatial mapping to chemical analytics with nearly
a dozen students landing internships and two securing
full-time employment with these new companies.

Maverick Innovation Center

As a complement to this initiative, Colorado Mesa
opened the Maverick Innovation Center in Fall 2015
to encourage and develop creativity and encourage
entrepreneurial thinking in CMU students. Among

the resources available to University students, faculty
and staff are workshops, an annual student business
plan competition, support for an “entrepreneur in
residence” mentoring program as well as space,
techrology, equipment, and supplies. CMU also offers
courses and a certificate program in Entrepreneurship
and co-sponsors Entrepreneurship Day each spring.
By developing the next generation of innovators, CMU
contributes to the region’s attractiveness to potential
new businesses.

Campus Expansion
In the mid 1980%, the campus found itself landlocked
and unable to grow. The City of Grand Junction and
Mesa County committed $300,000 per year to assist
the University in buying homes to enable the campus
to grow within an area bounded by Orchard and
North Avenues and Seventh and 12th Streets. After
a decade, both entities doubled their commitment
to $600,000 annually which continues to this day.
Supporting campus expansion has benefited the city
by enabling CMU to serve as an economic anchor
and stimulant to revitalizing the surrounding Grand
Junction neighborhoods.

A similar, more recent, agresment began in 2014
between the University and the City of Montrose
and Montrose County. Patterned after the main
campus relationship, both the city and the county
support the CMU-Montrose Campus through
funding for scholarships and capital corstruction. The
collaboration with these agencdies led to closing a
half-block of South Cascade Street, thereby expanding
student support spaces and creating a campus mall.

A ceremonial groundbreaking was held September 6, 2016 at
1410 N. Seventh Streat for ChU's newest academic building
which will house CMU’s engineering programs and the

John McConnell Math & Science Center.

Engineering Programs

Anacademic program that is espedially attractive

in recruiting business and industry in many
communities is Engineering. An expensive program

to implement, CMU has partnered since 2008 with

the University of Colorado Boulder (CU Boulder) to
deliver a baccalaureate-level program in mechanical
engineering, and, in 2016, the partnership expanded
to include dvil engineering. The degrees are conferred
by CU Boulder but all coursewerk canbe completed in
Grand Junction. Thus far, 64 students have completed
the blended CMU/CU Boulder Enginesring Program.
Graduates are expected to successfully pass the
Fundamentals of Enginesring (FE) Exam, a national test
of the minimum student capabilities and knowledge
an engineering graduate should have at the time of
program completion. Pass rates on the FE exam for
partnership students have been favorable. This success
is due, in part, to the significant laboratory and project
components required in each of the partnership
courses. Because students must demanstrate both

the discipline’s knowledge and its applications,
program graduates are more competitive with
potential employers.

The instructional partnership in engineering has led
to other regional connections. The Industry Advisory
Coundil, representing 16 Grand Junction industries,
provides feedback for program improvements, hires
graduates, teaches courses as needed and ensures
comparability and coordination between the Boulder
and Grand Junction programs. Yet another relationship
is the Rural Engineering Education Program (REEP)
which promotes preparation of K-12 students for study

4 Through its Econemic Development Commission, the Colorade Office of Ecanomic Development and International Trade must approve
company applications to the Jumpstart Program. Legislation specifies that qualifying businesses cannot compete with existing operations,
but rather must offer a product or service not already available in the region, create at least five new jobs, and partner with a higher education

institution. They are exempt from paying state income taxes for faur years and receive refunds on sales and use taxes on specific purchases if

used exclusively in the tax-friendly zone. Employees of those businesses also are entitled to an income tax credit of all of their wages for the four-

year period. Local communities can offer additional tax incentives.
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inscence, technology, engineering and mathematics
(STEM) disciplines. REEP is supported by multiple
organizations, with funding from private gifts through
CU Boulder, work-study students from CMU%s Teacher
Education program and staff supervision from the
John McConnell Math & Science Center. Elementary
and middle school students participate in on-site,
after-school and summer programs in STEM fields.

Greater Grand Junction Sports Commission
The Greater Grand Junction Sports Commission is a
collaborative effort among Colorado Mesa University,
the City of Grand Junetion, Mesa County, the City

of Fruita, and the Town of Palisade. Its purpose is to
promote sport tourism by enhancing current sporting
events and attracting new ones that capitalize on the
region’s assets. Events with which the commission has
been involved include the Spedial Olympics Colorado
Summer Games, Colorado Master’s Swim Association
Short Track State Championships, the Rim Rock
Marathon, and the USA Cycling Collegiate and the
Para Road national championships.

The torch was lit to open the Special Olympics Colorado
Summer Games at Colorade Mesa University. More than 1,000
athletes participated in the event managed by the Greater
Grand Junction Sports Commission.

Building a Future Workforce with

21st Century Knowledge and Skills

One of the most challenging University responsibilities
is preparing students to be successful for their initial
employment and their entire career. Numerous studies
document that, regardless of major or degree level,
graduates need to develop skills in thinking critically,
evaluating information, applying their knowledge to
real-world seenarios, working in a team, making ethical
choices and communicating inwriting and orally.
Experiential learning is an important component of

an undergraduate education at Colorado Mesa that
helps students develop these skills. The opportunities
for CMU students to combine practical experience
with academiclearning are quite diverse and can take

several forms, including participation in undergraduate
research, student teaching, internships, capstone
projects and service learning. Many of these options
come about through CMU's relationships with

its partners.

Colorado Mesa University offers a variety of
majors in some of the key fields and subfields
that will drive economic growth and/or policy
discussions in upcoming years. Among them are
Biochemistry, Computer Science, Emerging Business
Markets, Sustainability, Applied Mathematics (under
development), and Watershed Science, along with
the Engineering programs delivered with CU Boulder.
Additionally, students may select from seven foreign
languages to study - French, German, Greek, Italian,
Japanese, Latin, and Spanish. In sum, these and many
other programs and courses ensure that graduates
are prepared for the challenges of a fast-changing
economy as part of developing the human capital of
western Colorade.

Graduates from some academic and technical
programs are particularly eritical to the future of rural
western Colorade communities. The West Slops is
a region of small communities spread across a vast
area, each with needs in healthcare, education, law
enforcement, and business sectors. Because of the
challenge of attracting employeses in seme of these
high-demand careers, CMU adopted a “grow your
own” philosophy in academic programs, wherever
possible, to attract students from the region who
intend to return to their home communities after
graduation and address employment needs there. This
scenatio is perhaps best illustrated by four areas of
study: Nursing, Public Safety, Teacher Education and
Career and Technical Education.

Nursing and Allied Health
The nation-wide shortage of nurses is particularly
acute in rural areas like western Colorado. During
the past decade, Colorado Mesa University and area
healthcare providers, such as St. Mary’s Medical Center,
Community, Montrose Memorial, and Delta County
Memorial hospitals, have collaborated to significantly
expand the University’s offerings in nursing from a one-
year certificate program to the clinical doctorate. Area
agendss, such as the Colorado Health Foundation and
the San Juan Healthcare Foundation, have also offered
additional finandial support, expertise, time and
facilities to offset part of the cost of implementing the
nuUrsing programs at the masters and doctoral levels.
This shared support has led to a substantial numkber
of awards over the past decade — 285 practical
nursing certificates, 368 Associate of Applied Science/
Registered Nurse degrees (AAS/RN) and 748 Bachelor
of Science in Nursing degrees. CMU added a two-year
nursing program in Montrose in 2006 and 157 students

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY « 7
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CMU Health Sciences students train with St. Mary's Medical
Center and other regiohal healthcare providers. Here, they
gather at St Mary’s helipad.

(included in the above total) have earned an AAS/RN
degree at that campus to date.

Equally noteworthy is the fact that for all under-
graduate programs, the pass rate for the past five years
on the National Council Licensure Exam (NCLEX) has
averaged 86%. Most of these nurses have entered
the workforce in one of the West Slope's hospitals,
increasing the availability of medical care in these
rural areas.

The greatest emphasis has been on preparing
nurses at various degree levels, CMU and WCCC also
have been active in expanding other health sciences
programs recently that includes Health Information
Technology Systems, Medical Laboratory Technician,
Medical Office Assistant, Paramedic, Radiologic
Technology and Surgical Technology.

Law Enforcement

The Western Colorado Peace Officers Academy came
about in 2006 through the efforts of CMU, WCCC, the
Grand Junction Police Department, the Mesa County
Sheriff's Office and the 21st Judicial District Attorney’s
Office. The academy is certified by the state and
prepares students to pass the Colorade Peace Officer

Fall 2014 graduates of the Western Colorado Peace Officers
Academy. The program is administered by Western Colorado
Comrmunity College.

* REGIONAL IMPACT STUDY 2017

Standards and Training (POST) examination. Placement
of the academy’s graduates has not been limited to
the 14 western Colorado counties rmaking up CMU%
service region but extends to positions across the State.
Additionally, the academy now has relationships with
numerous other West Slope law enforcement agencies.

The impact and the success of this coordinated
effort is reflected in the following: 332 students have
completed the training, with 95% either employed in
law enforcement or continuing their education; 99.4%
of those who have taken the state exam have passed,
usually on their first atternpt.

Education

To assist students in the transition from high scheol to
college, Colorado Mesa has developed partnerships
with local school districts. In partnership with Mesa
County Valley School District 51, for example, CMU
developed the Alpine Bank Student of the Month
program which recognizes outstanding middle- and
high school students monthly. Each is awarded a
$500 scholarship if they enroll at CMU. Se far, 1,872
students have received awards. In conjunction with
Grand Junction High School, CMU initiated RISE,

a college prep course designed for students who
might not otherwise pursue higher education. At
CWU'e Montrose Campus, the Montrose County
School District is expanding coneurrent enrollment
opportunities for students in partnership with WCCC
in career and technical education. The partners are
exploring additional program needs at Montrose and
Olathe High Schools.

CMU has joined with both school boards to provide
financial assistance to teachers pursuing graduate
coursework in their teaching fields. The University
awards scholarships to teachers who deliver courses
to students enrolled concurrently for high school and
college credit. Another illustration of university/school
district connections is through the Center for Teacher
Education as a result of Mathematics and Science
Partnership Grants from the Colorade Department
of Education. Two districts are grant partners: Mesa
County Valley School District 51 and Garfield District 16
in Rifle. Each is a multi-year grant in excess of
one million dollars.

Career and Technical Education (CTE)

Through an arrangement between Western Colorado
Community College and Mesa County Valley School
District 51, career and technical education is available
to college and high school students. The relationship
is overseen by the Grand Valley Board of Cooperative
Educational Services (GVBOCES) and prepares
students for entry directly into the workforce in a
variety of specialized fields that range from Electric
Linework to Manufacturing Technology, Nurse Aide,
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Culinary Artg, Transportation Services, and Computer
Networking. Among the newer programs now available
are Aviation Techrology and Viticulture and Enclogy.

Applying Expertise to Regional Issues
The collective professional knowledge of faculty
members at Colorado Mesa University and Western
Colorade Community College is a resource that
serves western Colorado through a mix of group and
individual efforts. Faculty members are employees
of the institution and residents of the region’s
communities so they frequently invest their expertise
and time regionally.

The Redifer Institute

This institute works closely with local, state and federal
governments and stakeholders to strengthen public
policy through data collection and analysis. Four units
— the Ruth Powell Hutching Water Center, the Natural
Resource Center, the Center for Unconventional
Energy, and the Sodial Research Center - support

the institute’s work. The applied research conducted
through these centers provides a way for the
University's expertise to have a positive impact on
some of the region’s most pressing problems.

* Ruth Powell Hutchins Water Center
This center coordinates research, delivers education
and facilitates dislogues onissues facing communities
in the Upper Colorado River Basin. The Center
brings experts to the Grand Valley each year for
events such as the Upper Colorado River Basin
Water Forum to promote proactive thinking about
potential solutions to future water challenges.

Natural Resource Center

Through this center, a nurnber of public lands
projects contribute to an understanding of how the
economicand community benefits of the public
lands can be expanded in western Colorado,
Recent projects include recreation and community
engagement planning for the Grand Junction and
Royal Gorge field offices of the Bureau of Land
Management and the Grand Staircase-Escalante
Natienal Meonument. The Natural Resource Center
has also recently worked with Mesa County and
Mesa County Valley School District 51 to involve
morte children in outdoor activities.

Unconventional Energy Center

Managing a $3.2 millicn endowment funded
primarily by the University and the Mesa County
Federal Mineral Lease District, the energy center
invests annual proceeds in applied research and
workforce development initiatives that have a
regional and/or statewide impact. Partnerships

Tom Hutchins attended the naming of the Ruth Powell Hutchins
Water Center. The center performs and supports research,
education, outreach and discussion regarding water issues.

include collaborating with Garfield County to host
the Fourth Annual Energy Symposium to exchange
of ideas about how to responsibly develop natural
resources across Colorado. A partnership with the
Grand Junction Economic Partnership resulted

in the white paper ”Piceance to the Padfic Rim,”
which became the basis for the region to coalesce
behind the Jordan Cove liquefied natural gas export
terminal project.

Social Research Center

The Social Research Center is the institute’s newest
partnership and involves the Center for Opinion
Research at Franklin & Marshall College and Rocky
Mountain PBS. The center conducted its inaugural
Colorado Mesa University-Rocky Mountain PBS
statewide political poll in September 2016 and plans
a "State of Western Colorado” poll that examines
the region’s sadial, political, cultural and economic
conditions in early 2017,

Joint Appointments

Anather way partnerships facilitate sharing expertise

is through hiring employees who are shared by

the University and other local organizations. These
appointments are an attractive recruiting tool.
Examples include the Grand Junction Symphony
Orchestra where the principal oboist also holds

a faculty position in CMU's Music Department.
Additionally, the conductor teaches coursework

in music theory and some full-time faculty hold
principal chairs in the symphony. The University's Mass
Communication program shares an appointment with
Rocky Mountain PBS, a producer/correspondent-
in-residence who teaches and provides students

with story opportunities to create content for Rocky
Mountain PBS and its affiliates. Another example is the
joint hire of a paleontologist by the Museum of the
West and CMU’%s Geosciences Program who teaches

a course and offers summer internships for CMU
students in addition to responsibilities for the museum.

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY
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CU’s hockey team raised $10,000 for St. Mary’s Cancer
Surnvivorship Program at their Pink the Rink event.

Individual Faculty Activities

CMU faculty members engage with leaders across
the West Slope through a variety of interactions and
collaborations. As referenced earlier, businesses and
agendies often provide opportunities for students

to apply their learning and community leaders
frequently serve in an advisory capacity for curriculum
development and review. Similarly, faculty members
bring their expertise to a diversity of contributions
and conversations. The ways inwhich faculty members
volunteer their expertise span a wide range of
activities that includs making presentations to K-12
students , serving on boards of public companies and
nonprofit agendes, mentoring high school students,
participating as parent representatives on school
committees and serving as judges in competitions.

Sharing Facilities

Higher education campuses are a mix of general
purpese spaces that can be used for a variety of
activities and specialized spaces designed for a
singular use, such as science labs, painting studios and
clinical labs. Both types of spaces represent significant
investments by the University, just as facilities built by
other organizations do. When multiple users can share
inuse and expense of the same spaces, the pooling of
these resources is a more efficient and cost effective
use of space and resources and can free up funds

for investing in a wider range of fadilities than could
otherwise be built. This section summarizes how CMU
and some of its partners have leveraged their investments
for the benefit of the partrmers and the cormmunity.

Lincoln Park

Four other entities manage and financially contribute
to Lincoln Park along with Colorado Mesa University
- the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, the Alpine
Bank Junior College World Series and Mesa County
Valley School District 51. Additionally, CMU makes
many of its athletic facilities available to the School

10 « REGIONAL IMPACT STUDY 2017

District at no cost, incduding the swimming pool;
softball, soccer and lacrosse fields; and the basketball
and volleyball courts. CMU recently paid for the track
renovation at Grand Junction High School for use by
area schools.

Downtown Art Galley

In 2014, Colorado Mesa partnered with the Grand
Junction Downtown Development Authority (DDA)
to share the cost of renovating a space on Colorade
Avenue that becarne CMUS art gallery, 437CO. While
a part of the building is occupied by DDA offices, the
gallery space is home to exhibits and presentations
by CMU and visiting artists and has supported

CMU’s participation in the community-wide, “gallery
hopping” First Friday event.

KRMJ

Thanks to a $400,000 grant, RMPBS equipped the
local PBS station located on the CMU campus, KRMJ,
with high-definition, digital equipment that enables
students to learn video production in a state-of-the-
art studio and control room. In addition to using the
equipment for praducing material for distribution
through Recky Mountain PBS, the studio also is
available to elementary school students who write
and present their own newscasts, with CMU students
staffing the cameras and control room.

Engineering Building

The newest fadlity partnership is the engineering
building that will serve as the home to the Mechanical
and Civil Engineering Programs co-delivered by CMU
and CU Boulder as well as the John McCennell Math
& Science Center. The 68,700 square-foot building
will include engineering labs, dassrooms and project
spaces for use by University students and the center
will have space to offer a wide range of STEM-related
activities for K-12 students.

Stuclents at the John McConnell Math & Science Center
conducted an experiment at the engineering building
groundbreaking.
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CONTRIBUTING TO THE REGIONAL ECONOMY OF

WESTERN COLORADO

The second part of this report focuses on the
estimated impact of Colorado Mesa University on the
region’s economy by describing the components of the
model used in the estimation. As will be shown in this
section, most of the University's and individuals’
spending was done locally, so when various
expenditure estimates were limited to western
Colorade and direct spending was coupled with the
effects of indirect spending, CMU’s estimated
economicimpact in FY 2015-16 was $447.5 million.
Further, an estimated 2,892 regional jobs came about
due to CMU’s spending.

Model Overview and Methodology

The calculations for estimating the economic impact
of Colorade Mesa University onwestern Colorado

are based on a short-term approach examining the
impact on local economic activity from the presence of
an institution. Econemicimpactis ” ... the difference
between existing economic activity in a region given
the presence of the institution and the level that would
have been present if the institution did not exist.” The
model for estimating the sconomicimpact of Colorado
Mesa University during FY 2015-16 relies heavily on
one developed by the American Coundl on Education
by Caffrey and lsaacs.® The model examines CMU%s
direct spending in five categeriss and then applies
amultiplier to calculate indirect spending, thereby
producing an estimated total economic impact.”

Direct Expenditure Categories
The Caffrey and lsaacs model examines five
expenditure categories —
the University's purchase
of goods and services,
employses’ salaries,
students’ spending as
well as that by visitors,
and capital construction.
Thus it encompasses the
institution’s non-payroll
spending on everything
from furniture to utilities to computers to food

service to research lab equipment. CMU's employee
contribution is analyzed in terms of its payroll, while
the student component accounts for that sector's
purchases in a separate category. Visiter spending

is based on campus visits of many types along with
athletic competitions, while capital expenditures reflect
major campus construction and renovation projects as
well as investments in technology.

DIRECT EXPENDITURE
CATEGORIES

# College Expenditures

* Employee Salary/
Wage Expenditures

» Student Expenditures

* Visitor Expenditures

» Capital Expenditures

College Expenditures

To determine the Universitys spending in the
surrounding region, budgets for all departments and
auxiliary accounts were analyzed and then adjusted
to exclude out-of-state companies without a regional
presence. The estimate is based on the myriad
products and services that Colorado Mesa purchases
from the surrounding region ranging frem furniture to

Table 1: Colorado Mesa University Expenditures in Colorado, FY 2015-16

Goods and Services Purchased
" ] Amount
(excluding construction)

In Western Colorado
Elsewhere in Colorado

Total

$33,899,057 80.5%
8,218,717 19.5%
$42,117,774

5 Reger Beck and Denald Elliott, “Econemic Impact Study of Regional Public Colleges and Universities,” Grewth and Change, Spring 1995, Vialume
26, Issue 2, p. 245,

John Caffrey and Herbert Isaacs, Estimating the Impact of a College or University on the Local Economy, Washington: American Council on
Education, 1971.

The limitations of the estimatas should be noted. They do net measura the economic contributions of erganizations associated with CMU, such
as the Alumni Association and the CMU Foundation; the econormic impact of faculty and staff earnings from private consulting and intellectual
property nor that of faculty and staff expertise used by businesses and arganizations; volunteer activities; and other collateral ecanomic activities.
CMU offers health care benefits and insurance for faculty and staff, and these insurance plans help bolster the local health care community. The
study also excludes the economic contributions by alumni living anywhere in Colorado who, when they enter the jok market, earn salaries well
above those of high school graduates. With these exclusions in mind, the econamic impact of Colorado Mesa reported in this study understates
its overall financial effect.

6
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Table 2: Colorado Mesa University Employee Salaries, Taxes, and Benefits, FY 2015-16

Gross Wages
Federal and State Taxes
Benefits
Other Adjustments

Net Wages

Less 10% non-local spending

Estimated Total Employee Local Spending

office supplies to utilities. Total in-state expenditures
for FY 2015-16 exceeded $42.1 million {Table 1). Further
analysis docurnented that more than $33.9 million, or
80.5%, of the armount spent on goeds and services
stayed in western Colorado, while most of the balance
was spent elsewhere in the state.

Employee Salary/Wage Expenditures
For this category, all monies budgeted for salaries and
wages for all University offices and auxiliary accounts —
$43.1 million — were reviewed te caleulate ermployee
salary/wage expenditure dollar amounts (Table 2).
The total takes into account items purchased by CMU
employees, from food to housing to entertainment to
education to transportation. Employees contributed
approximately $5.4 million in federal and state taxes,
which represented 12.5% of the total payroll, and
benefits — including retirement, medical insurance,
and life insurance — that amounted to another 16.4%
of the total. Once taxes and benefits were deducted,
net wages amounted to approximately $30.2 million.
This caleulation assumes that CMU employees
spend most of their netincome inthe areas economy,
given the University's location in western Colorado.
The Bureau of Labor Statistics” Consumer Expenditure
Survey reports that housing and transportation are the

$43,102,255
$5,404,390
$7,085,433
$386,663
$30,225,769
$3,022,577

$27,203,192

two largest areas of consumer expenditures, and this
direct spending multiplies through the economy. Thus
itis appropriate to assume that there is little dollar
leakage out of the region. Some activities, such as
vacations and entertainment, however, are examples
of dollars that might leave the regional economy, so
the model assumes that 10% adequately accounts for
leakage out of the region. This results in an estimated
$27.2 million in employee disposable income that was
added to the western Colorado economy.

Student Expenditures
Spending by CMU students represents the single
largest component of the University’s economic
impact. Because a significant share of the institution’s
students is from western Colorado, this model assumes
most of thelr spending stays in the local economy.
To calculate student spending, a mean monthly
expenditure was determined by the CMU Financial Aid
Office for purchases such as room, board, personal
experses, transportation, and entertainment. This
produced an average expenditure of $1,498 per month
while enrolled during FY 2015-16. No distinction was
made between on-campus and off-campus students.
Table 3 presents the amount of student expenditures
estimated to stay in the regional economy, based

Table 3: Estimated Colorado Mesa University Student Spending, FY 2015-16

Student Term Length | Average Student
Term Total
Enrollment | (in months) | Monthly Expense

Fall 2015 Enrollment 9,448 $1,498 $56,612,416
iy s Eelien 8,872 5 $1,498 $66,451,280
(including January Term)

Summer 2016 Enrollment 1,954 1 $1,498 $2,927,092
Estimated Annual Student Spending $125,990,788
Less 10% non-local spending $12,599,079
Estimated Total Student Local Spending $113,391,709
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Table 4: Colorado Mesa University Estimated Visitor Expenditures, FY 2015-16

Visitors from Western Colorado
311,278 visitors

Visitors from outside Western Colorado
153,316 visitors

Estimated Total Visitor Spending Locally

on the assumption that 0% of the total remained
inwestern Colorado. At that rate, students infused
approximately $113.4 million into the local economy
for items that include groceries, entertainment, and
transportation. This amount is in addition to their
spending at CMU for tuition, goods, or other services.
While many of these students have chosen to forego
earnings during their college years, the payback on
their educational investment is financially worthwhile

Visitor Expenditures

Spending by visitors to Colorado Mesa contributes

to the vitality of the local econamy. This component
of the modsl is based on CMU's draw of & significant
number of individuals to Grand Junction to participate
ina highly varied mix of activities. Families visit

the campus for admissions visits, orientations, and
graduations. Other visitors come for conferences,
while many attend athletic events and arts and music
performances. In so doing, these visitors — frequently
from communities outside Grand Junction — purchase
food, entertainment, lodging, and fuel. Because these
dollars are out-of-area dollars, they are "new”

dollars to the community and increase overall
economic activity.

Based on estimates from academic, student, and
athletic departments for the past year, nearly 12,000
individuals attended the University’s Music and Theatre
Programs and more than 71,000 fans attended athletic

$51/day $15,875,177
$140/day $21,4¢64,243
$37,339,420

events as part of an estimated visitor total of nearly
464,600 individuals. Assuming that 33% of the visitors —
or approximately 153,000 individuals — came to the
campus from outside the region, and spent at least
the daily average of $140 for at least one day,® while
the remaining 67% spent the estimated per diem for
meals, shopping, and transportation, the estimated
value to the regional economy from visitors is

$37 3 million (Table 4).

Capital Expenditures

CMU has been a major participant in the
redevelopment and revitalization of the Grand
Junction neighborhoods adjacent to the campus.
The University’s acquisition of older properties has
beenimportant to the expansion of its footprint,
making way in recent years for new residence halls,
academicbuildings, other campus life activities, and
outreach programs, thereby enabling the institution
to fulfill its mission. This component of the model
varies significantly from year to year since capital
expenditures are dependent on the availability of
funding for construction. Because of that variability,
these expenditures typically are separated from all
other University spending. That said, these investrments
not only create and sustain jobs in the region during
construction periods, but their multiplier effects reach
manufacturers, suppliers, and retailers throughout the
region and the state.

Table 5: Colorado Mesa University Capital Expenditures in Colorado, FY 2015-16

Expenditures in Western Colorado
Expenditures elsewhere in Colorado

Total

£36,801,160 88.0%
$5,040,327 12.0%
$41,841,487

|t should be noted that the above estimate of student spending excludes other ways that Colorado Mesa students affect the local economy.
Approximately 45% of Colorado Mesa students come to the University from outside the region, thereby bringing money into western Colorado.

9

An estimated standard destination per diem within the continental U.S. of $140 (387 for lodging and $51 for meals and incidental expenses) was

obtained fram the U.S. General Services Administration. Source: httpy/Awww.gsa.gov/portal/categeny/ 100120, Downloadad Nevember 28, 20164,

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY + 13
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Figure 2: Summary of Colorado During FY 2015-16, CMU initiated, continued, and/or completed an
Mesa University Estimated Direct extensive series of projects that resulted in this expenditure category
Expenditures, FY 2015-16 exceeding $41.8 million (Teble 5). The funds were spent on construction

projects — such as the expansion and renovation of Tomlinson Library —
in addition to spending on residence halls; technology upgrades for
classrooms, labs, and the TV studic; parking; and contrelled maintenance.
Of that amount, the proportion spent locally averaged 88% though the
proportion differed from project to project due to the University’s emphasis
on buying within the region. Adjusting for a 10% leakage from the West
Slope, total dollars spent in the regional economy on capital projects for
the last year approximated $36.8 million.

University Expenditures
$33.9 million

+

Employee Expenditures
$27.2 million Direct Expenditures Summary

By combining the five expenditure categories, Colorado Mesa University
infused over $248.6 million directly into the regional economy in FY 2015-16
(Table 6 and Figure 2). The largest propoertion of that year’s spending was
associated with students enrolled at Colorado Mesa University (45.6%), with
Student Expenditures the balance spread relatively evenly across the remaining four expenditure

$113.4 million categories. To more accurately reflect the total economic contribution of
Colorade Mesa onwestern Colorado, however, indirect expenditures also
must be considered and are discussed in the next section.

+ i+

Visitor Expenditures Multiplier Effects
$37.3 million A multiplier captures the relationship between the dollars spent by one
individual that then becomes the income of another person to be spent.
The initial dollar, since itis being “re-spent,” has a greater impact on the
economy than just the original dollar so dollars, "grow” as they circulate
through the economy. For example, the ripple effect of the wages paid to
Capital Expenditures Colorade Mesa University faculty and staff members is the employees’
$36.8 million “re-spending” on housing, foad, dothing, entertainment, etc. The
remainder of the earnings is withheld from the local economy in the form
of savings, taxes and spending on goods and services outside the region,
adjusted for in this study by their exclusion.
The multiplier effect magnifies the economic impact of the initial
Total Direct Expenditures Colorade Mesa expenditures, with a large multiplier indicating a greater
$248.6 million regional economicimpact than a smaller one. Similarly, the revenues
generated by area businesses from supplying goods and services to
Colorade Mesa are paid out in wages and material purchases, which in turn
are spent on living costs. In theory, this process continues through several
rounds of activity with diminishing increments at each stage. This study,
however, was limited to the secondary effects of spending.

+

Table 6: Estimated Economic Impact of Colorado Mesa University by Expenditure Category, FY 2015-16

Multiplier
Expenditure Category (|nd|rect |mpact) Total Impact Percent of Total

College $33,899,057 $61,018,302 13.6%
Employees $27,203,192 1.8 $48,965,746 10.9%
Students $113,391,709 1.8 $204,105,076 45.6%
Visitors $37,339,420 1.8 $67,210,956 15.0%
Capital $36,301,160 1.8 $66,242,088 14.8%
Total $248,634,538 1.8 $447,542,168 100.0%
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Generally speaking, higher education studies that include multipliers
reflect that the re-spending factor varies widely. For this study, a multiplier
of 1.8 was chosen, one which is conservative compared with many other

Figure 3: Estimated Impact of
Colorado University's Direct and
Indirect Spending, FY 2015-16

studies.”® Applying this multiplier to the Universitys direct expenditures,
the total addition to the FY 2015-14 economy was estimated to be
$447.5 million due to the presence of Colorado Mesa University (Table 6
and Figure 3). Put differently, without the spending by CMU — including
its faculty, staff, students, visitors, and all others affected by what the
University does — the income flowing to western Colorade would be

$447.5 million less each year.

The money CMU spends on goods and services generates jobs in
western Colorado in several ways. Firstis the direct employment of faculty,

staff, and students in positions at the University and their accompanying
spending. Last year there were 2,066 people who owed their jobs to the
existence of CMU. Second, non-payroll regional expenditures create other
jobs for workers who supply the goods and services to Colorado Mesa.

A labor multiplier estimates the number of jobs created by the influx

$447.5 million
total direct and indirect
spending in the regional

econamy by CMU

of Colorade Mesa'’s spending into the surrounding community. Again, 826

when other impact studies were reviewed, a range of labor multipliers
were found. Using a conservative labor multiplier of 1.4 to estimate
the additional number of jobs due to Colorado Mesa expenditures, an
approximately 2,892 full- and part-time jobs are estimated.

additional jobs created due to
regional spending by CMU

2,066
people employed by CMU

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Colorado Mesa University's primary mission is to serve
western Colorade by delivering excellent teaching,
applying scholarly activity to the region’s challenges
and reaching out to residents to help them lead more
productive lives. Without its many partners, CMU’s
ability to deliver the quality educational experience

it doss, in addition to sharing expertise and cultural
opportunities with agencies, organizations, and
individuals, would be
seriously comprornised.

As documented in the first
section of this study, the
numerous arrangsments
between CMU and a host of
public and private partners
have yielded a collective progress benefiting numerous
businesses, households, nonprofits, and local
governments in western Colorado. The University’s
most significant contribution is to educate graduates
who are prepared and competitive for employmentin
the ever-changing work ervironment they will enter in
the 21st century. Additionally, the institution shares in
the leadership for the region’s economic development,

The University's most significant
contribution is to educate graduates
who are prepared for employment.

makes its expertise available to a wide range of
audiences and has facilities that are used by individuals
and groups beyond the campus community.

It is equally well-docurmented that CMU has a
profound impact on the economy of western Colorado.
This study estimates that in FY 2015-16, CMU was
responsible for spending more than $248.6 million
directly in the regional economy; when indirect
spending is considered,
the total exceeds $447.5
millien. Further, there were
approximately 826 additional
jobs beyond the 2,066
employed by Colorado
Mesa University due to the
institution’s spending in the region. Because this study
used & conservative approach in its calculations and
multipliers to estimate the total econemicimpact of
CMU, some other community contributions are not
included, such as the value of volunteerism to the
region. As aresult, itis highly likely that the economic
impact of Colorade Mesa University is greater than the
total estimated in this study.

A major criticism of economic impact studies that are produced internally is the temptation to inflate numbers, use larger multipliers than
appropriate, and thus overstate the impact of an institution on its surrounding region. Scurce: Roger Beck and Donald Elliott, “Economic Impact
Study of Regional Public Colleges and Universities,” Growth and Change, Spring 1995, Volume 26, lssue 2, p. 245,
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

CIVIC AND INSTITUTIONAL MASTER PLAN AND RIGHT-OF-WAY VACATION
REQUEST FOR COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY

LOCATED IN THE COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY AREA
RECITALS:

Section 21.02.190 of the Zoning and Development Code sets forth a process to
consider Master Plans for major institutional and civic facilities that provide a needed
service to the community. The Colorado Mesa University (CMU) Campus Facilities Master
Plan (attached) provides an overview of CMU’s future long term objective to expand the
existing main campus westward toward N. 7t Street.

In conjunction with the Master Plan, CMU is requesting an administrative review
process for future vacations of right-of-way interior to the campus, shown within the red
outlined area on Exhibit A, once certain conditions are met. Colorado Mesa University
requests the vacation of alley and street right-of-ways in order to aid in the continued
westward expansion efforts planned for the campus. Currently, the requests occur
piecemeal as CMU acquires properties on both sides of any given right-of-way. CMU
owns the vast majority of the property shown within the “2017 Master Plan” boundary,
outlined in red and sections of right-of-way have already been vacated. All past vacations
required that CMU own on both sides of the right-of-way, provide for general circulation,
emergency access, private access easements, if necessary, and compliance with Xcel
Energy easement requirements. All City utilities are subject to the terms and conditions of
the Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and
Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.

The City Council finds that the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the
Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Sections 21.02.190 (c) and 21.02.100 of the Grand
Junction Zoning and Development Code.

The Planning Commission, having heard and considered the requests, found the
criteria of the Code to have been met, and recommends approval of the Institutional and
Civic Master Plan and right-of-way vacation request subject to the conditions set forth.

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

The Colorado Mesa University Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan is approved
subject to the following findings and conditions:
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1. The requested Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan, including the future right-
of-way vacation, is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan, specifically Goals 4 and 12.

2. The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.190 (c) and 21.02.100 of the Grand
Junction Zoning and Development Code have been met or addressed.

3. Right-of-Way Vacation requests within the identified boundary (Exhibit A) shall be
reviewed and approved administratively subject to the following conditions:

a. CMU must own or control properties on both sides of the right-of-way to be
vacated.

b. Private easement agreements must be provided to benefit any remaining
privately owned properties where access to those properties is compromised
by the vacation.

c. General circulation and emergency access shall be reviewed and approved
by the City.

d. All City utilities shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the Colorado
Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and
Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus.

e. CMU shall dedicate applicable utility easements to Xcel Energy as necessary.

4. Notice shall be given of all requests for administrative review of right-of-way vacation
requests and appeal of the Director’s decision shall be forwarded to the City Council
for full hearing.

Introduced for first reading on this day of , 2017 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of , 2017 and ordered published in pamphlet form.

President of City Council

ATTEST:

City Clerk
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COLORADOMESA 2017 WEST CAMPUS MASTER PLAN
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