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

 

TUESDAY, MAY 22, 2018, 6:00 PM 
 
 
Call to Order - 6:00 P.M. 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings  Attach 1 
 
Action:  Approve the minutes from the April 24, 2018 meeting. 
 
2.  519 30 Road Rezone Attach 2 
 FILE # RZN-2018-209 
Consider a request to rezone 1.28 acres from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone 
district to C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district. 
  
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Greg Cole 
Location: 519 30 RD  
Staff Presentation: Lori Bowers 
 
3.  KOA Zone of Annexation Attach 3 
 FILE # ANX-2018-131 
Consider a request to zone an annexation of 6.22 acres to a City C-1 (Light 
Commercial) zone district. 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Two Rivers RV Park LLC DBA Grand Junction KOA - Curtis Paul 
Location: 2819 HWY 50  
Staff Presentation: Kristen Ashbeck 
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4.  Grand Junction Circulation Plan Attach 4 
 FILE # CPA-2017-554 
Consider a request to 1) amend the Comprehensive Plan by adopting the Grand 
Junction Circulation Plan, including the Street Plan Functional Classification Map and 
Active Transportation Corridor Map; 2) repeal and replace the existing Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan and Urban Trails Plan; and 3) approve a Complete Streets Policy. 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: City of Grand Junction 
Location: Urban Development Boundary Area  
Staff Presentation: Dave Thornton 
 
5. Other Business 
 
6. Adjournment 
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Attach 1 

 
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

April 24, 2018 MINUTES 
6:04 p.m. to 8:58 p.m. 

 
The meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 6:04 p.m. by Chairman 
Reece. The hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium located at 250 N. 5th Street, 
Grand Junction, Colorado. 
 
In attendance representing the City Planning Commission were; Christian Reece, Bill 
Wade, Jon Buschhorn, Kathy Deppe, George Gatseos, Brian Rusche, and Andrew 
Teske. 
 
In attendance, representing the Community Development Department–Kathy Portner 
(Community Development Manager), Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner), Dave Thornton, 
Principal Planner. 
 
Also present was John Shaver (City Attorney). 
 
Lydia Reynolds was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 60 citizens in attendance during the hearing. 
 

* * * CONSENT CALEDAR * * * 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
There are no previous minutes to approve with this agenda. 
 
Chairman Reece explained the purpose of the meeting and noted that there will be a 
written and video recording of the meeting. The order of the meeting will be as follows: 
 

1) Examination of the application and a determination concerning the adequacy of 
notification. 

2) Presentation, description and analysis of the application by the staff, 
3) Opportunity for the applicant to present evidence and arguments concerning their 

position on the project 
4) All other interested parties may then address the Commission, with comments 

limited to three minutes per speaker. 
5) Planning Commission may ask questions from staff, applicant, or members of the 

Public after each presentation. 
6) The public comment section of the hearing may be closed after all public 

comment has been received.  
7) The applicant will be given the opportunity to respond or give a rebuttal.  
8) Staff may respond to any statement made by applicant, public or Planning 

Commission. 
9) The Chair will close the public hearing and no further evidence will be accepted. 
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10) The evidentiary portion may be reopened only by a majority vote of the Planning 
Commission.  

11) After the closure of the public hearing the Planning Commission will begin its 
deliberation which will end with a passage of a motion.  

 
* * * INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 

 
2.  Freddy's Utility Easement VacationFILE # VAC-2018-59 
 
Consider a request to vacate a public utility easement. 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: N3 Real Estate - Mark Huonder 

Location: 2489 HWY 6 AND 50  

Staff Presentation: Kristen Ashbeck 

Chairman Reece asked if the applicant was present. Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner) 
stated that the applicant was out of state and could not be present. Chairman Reece 
asked if there was required public notice given for the item. Ms. Ashbeck responded 
that notice was provided in accordance with the Zoning and Development Code.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner) stated that there were three exhibits entered into the 
record for this item. 
 

1) Application provided by applicant 
2) Staff report dated April 24th 2018 
3) Staff presentation dated April 24, 2018 

 
Ms. Ashbeck began her presentation by stating that this is a request to vacate a public 
utility easement located on the property at 2489 Highway 6 and 50. Ms. Ashbeck 
displayed an aerial photo of the site as it was before the construction of Freddy’s Frozen 
Custard and Steakburgers that was completed in early 2017. 
 
Ms. Ashbeck displayed an improvement survey and pointed out that a utilities easement 
that runs east-west across the site originally protected various dry utilities. Prior to 
construction of the building, all utilities were relocated elsewhere on the site so the east-
west easement was no longer needed but it was not formally vacated at that time. The 
easement must be vacated in order for the owner to clear the property of the 
encumbrance and be able to perform a number of real estate activities, including the 
sale or refinance of the property. 
 
Ms. Ashbeck’s next slide was a detailed sketch of the easements and she explained 
that there is another easement that appears on the attached drawings that is 
perpendicular to the easement that is requested to be vacated and is also partially 
under the building. This easement was deeded specifically to Xcel and has been 
extinguished via quit claim deed from Xcel to the current property owner. Thus, it is no 
longer an encumbrance to the property. 
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Ms. Ashbeck stated that the application was reviewed by all potentially-affected utilities 
and the only comment was from Ute Water. There is an additional easement on the 
west end of the utility easement that is requested to be vacated. This additional 
easement is specifically deeded to Ute Water. While the Ute Water easement slightly 
overlaps the utility easement, the requested vacation will not impact the Ute Water 
easement. 
 
Ms. Ashbeck displayed a slide of the Vacation Criteria and explained that it was 
addressed in detail in the staff report. Regarding the criteria, Ms. Ashbeck stated that 
the requested vacation conforms with section 21.02.100 of the Zoning and Development 
Code in that: 
 

• The request does not impact the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

• No private parcels will be landlocked. 
 

• Access will not be restricted to any privately held parcels. 
 

• There will be no adverse impacts on the health, safety and welfare of the community. 
 

• Adequate public facilities and services will not be inhibited.  An existing Ute Water 
easement on the west end of the utility easement to be vacated will not be impacted. 
 

• Vacation of this easement will provide benefit to the City by removing an encumbrance 
and allowing it to remain a viable commercially-developed property. 

 
Staff recommends approval of the request for Freddy’s Easement Vacation 
finding that: 
 
After reviewing VAC-2018-59, a request to vacate a utility easement on the property 
located at 2489 Highway 6 &50, Staff finds that the proposal conforms with Section 
21.02.100 (c) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code.  
 
Public Comment 
Charles Michael Elliot asked how the building was built if there was an easement across 
it. 
 
Questions for Staff 
Commissioner Wade asked if he was correct in assuming that once they relocated the 
utilities, they did not find it necessary to vacate the easement at the time construction 
took place.  
 
Ms. Ashbeck replied that she had spoken with the planner who initially reviewed the 
project and was told that this easement was never represented that it existed on the site 
plans that were reviewed. Ms. Ashbeck confirmed that the utilities were indeed 
relocated. Chairman Reece asked if this was just a clean-up item. Ms. Ashbeck 
indicated that it was.  
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Gatseos) “Madam Chairman, on the request to vacate a 
utility easement located on the property at 2489 Highway 6 & 50, file number VAC-
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2018-59, I move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval 
with the findings of fact listed in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Wade seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 
 
3.  Darla Jean Walkway VacationFILE # VAC-2018-44 
 
Consider a request to vacate a platted Walkway located in the Darla Jean Subdivision. 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Raquel Mollenkamp 

Location: Darla Jean  

Staff Presentation:Kristen Ashbeck 
 
Chairman Reece asked if the applicant was present. Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner) 
stated that the applicant was present. Chairman Reece asked if there was required 
public notice given for the item. Ms. Ashbeck responded that notice was provided in 
accordance with the Zoning and Development Code.  
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner) stated that there were five exhibits entered into the 
record for this item. 
 

1) Application provided by applicant 
2) Staff report dated April 24th, 2018 
3) Correspondence from citizens 
4) A petition received 
5) Staff presentation dated April 24, 2018 

 
Chairman Reece asked if there were any other exhibits to add. Ms. Ashbeck stated 
there was one more that was received today: 
 

6) An email from Mesa County Assessor, Ken Brownlee, to John Shaver, City 
Attorney dated today, April 24th, 2018.  
 

Chairman Reece asked the Planning Commissioners if there was interest in accepting 
the new exhibit into the record. Commissioner Wade requested that the Commissioners 
take a few moments to look over the exhibit, and perhaps have some discussion among 
the Commissioners before entering it into the record. Chairman Reece stated that they 
will break for five minutes to consider the new exhibit. A short break was taken to read 
the exhibit.  
 
After the break, Mr. Shaver stated he had some extra copies if the Commission wanted 
to make them available to the public. Mr. Shaver explained that he would like to 
characterize what Exhibit 6 is, and why the Commission may want to entertain either 
postponing the hearing or after further discussion, continuing with the hearing.  
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Mr. Shaver explained that Ms. Ashbeck had come to him about 4:30 pm after she had 
met with some of the County Assessor’s staff regarding the Darla Jean vacation 
application, specifically in response to something in the Daily Sentinel. Ms. Ashbeck had 
mentioned that the property did not actually have an owner, either by dedication or 
some other conveyance of the walkway track to an owner. Mr. Shaver stated that they 
then contacted the Assessor’s office to better understand their concerns. 
 
Mr. Shaver explained the Exhibit 6 is an email response from the Ken Brownlee of the 
County Assessor’s Office. Mr. Shaver added that the email states that there is in fact, 
an owner for the track, therefore it is taxable. The email states that in the coming days, 
they plan to assign it a parcel number and begin to tax the property. 
 
Mr. Shaver explained to the Commissioners that the City application before them is for 
the vacation and the ownership is not in question. The application before them is for the 
vacation of the rights of the use of the property. Mr. Shaver explained the City is not 
disclaiming any ownership of the property, however the applicants may have an 
expectation, if the Vacation is approved by City Council, that they would vest some 
ownership interest of that tract. Mr. Shaver stated that if the position of the Assessor’s 
Office is that that if there is an ownership interest that is outstanding, the Vacation may 
be kind of a hollow consideration if the applicants are truly looking to own the property. 
If the applicants are looking to have the rights of use, which the City Vacation process 
would extinguish, it doesn’t convey the ownership. Because of the question of 
ownership, it may be proper for the Commission to entertain continuing the item. Mr. 
Shaver stated that it was his opinion that they have authority to continue if they so 
choose, based upon the narrow question of extinguishing the rights of the public use.  
 
Ms. Ashbeck added that the Assessor’s Office, after reading the article in the paper, 
researched the tract. Ms. Ashbeck added that currently a tract like that is dedicated on 
the plat, usually to a Homeowners Association or the City, and there would also be a 
deed recorded specifically describing the tract. In their research, they did not find 
evidence of a Homeowners Association, however they found covenants and restrictions 
that had been recorded but did not reference the walkway. Ms. Ashbeck reported that 
the Assessors conclusion and opinion was that the ownership, since it never 
transferred, should go back to the original developer.  
 
Mr. Shaver explained that the subdivision was originally platted in 1975 in the County’s 
jurisdiction and annexed into the City in 1994, therefore it has been a long-standing 
question. Mr. Shaver stated that it is important to resolve the underlying ownership, 
however one of the problems is that with the passage of time, the original corporate 
owner, SEGO, is now a defunct corporation according to the records from the Secretary 
of State website. In addition, there is reason to believe that the two original owners are 
deceased now. Mr. Shaver added that the ownership question will not likely be 
answered anytime soon.  
 
Commissioner Rusche asked who can petition to vacate the use rights since the owners 
are not a party to the application. Mr. Shaver responded that usually when the City 
entertains Vacations like this the ownership is clear, such as with streets or public 
rights-of-way where there will have been some type of conveyance of ownership with a 
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recorded instrument. In this case, since there is none and the nature of the application 
is for the extinguishment of use rights, probably anyone could apply. Mr. Shaver stated 
that in this application, there are the four neighbors that have the expectation that if this 
is approved by Council, the land would go to them and they could fence it and use it as 
their property.  
 
Commissioner Wade asked if the issue of the ownership (being undecided), was not 
determined for some time, would that impede the applicants from doing anything with 
the property even if the right-of-way was vacated. Mr. Shaver stated that he was 
correct, that the ownership would have to be resolved and that this process is a little out 
of sequence.  
 
Commissioner Gatseos noted that there was an irrigation easement on the property and 
asked how the question of ownership would affect that easement. Mr. Shaver explained 
that those are private easements, so the City would only be vacating what has incidents 
of public use such as walking, access to and from streets and undersurface rights would 
not be affected. Ms. Ashbeck added that there are no additional easements, however, 
there is a utility line but it does not have an easement or dedication. 
 
Commissioner Teske asked if it is the City’s position is that there are public use rights in 
this area. Mr. Shaver answered that the City’s position is by virtue of the failed 
dedication, there has to be some incidence of ownership. Therefore, in the absence of 
dedication, it is public.  
 
Commissioner Buschhorn asked if they vacate the use access, but don’t know who the 
owner is, who has the ability to prevent access. Mr. Shaver stated that it would likely be 
on a complaint basis, such as trespass.  
 
Chairman Reece asked if the Planning Commission chose to continue the item, would 
they want to do that before they open the hearing to public comment or after they have 
heard from the applicant. Mr. Shaver suggested that if they continue the item, they 
would want to do that without testimony, however, they may want to hear from the 
applicants since they have invested time and money in bringing the application forward. 
Chairman Reece asked if they would hear from the applicants after staff presentation. 
Mr. Shaver suggested that the presentation would not be necessary at this point, but 
focus on one narrow question of what the applicants intend and whether or not if they 
have questions about this specific procedural issue prior to engaging in any receipt of 
evidence or discussion of the application itself.  
 
Applicants Response 
George Freeman asked if the applicants could have a few minutes to look over the new 
Exhibit and discuss among themselves. Chairman Reece called for a five-minute 
recess. 
 
Raquel Mollenkamp stated that the reason the applicants are bringing this before the 
Commission is accountability. There has been damage due to drainage and loitering on 
this walkway. Chairman Reece asked that the comments be limited to the ownership 
issue to determine if a continuance would be practical. Ms. Mollenkamp stated that they 
want to know who takes care of this property regarding the issues they are having. 
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Mr. Freeman asked about adverse possession. He stated that the neighbors have all 
been there many years and would qualify for adverse possession.  
 
Brian Porter reiterated that they would like someone to spray for weeds, take care of 
issues they are having and if the owners are deceased, then they would like the City to 
look into adverse possession for the walkway.  
 
Questions for Staff 
Commissioner Wade asked Mr. Shaver what process would have to take place to 
determine if there is an owner. Mr. Shaver stated that it is not uncommon that this 
situation exists and there are many means available to research such as a lineage sites, 
birth and death records that may lead to an heir. The City has not done that because 
they do not claim ownership. Mr. Shaver stated that Mr. Brownlee’s staff will need to 
research the ownership to see who will get the tax bill. The corporation is defunct and 
typically once they go, there are no successors, unless it’s a stock corporation. Mr. 
Shaver did not believe that was the case here and most likely it was a closely held 
corporation that didn’t issue stock other than to its individual stockholders.  
 
Mr. Shaver explained that once the tax bill is sent, the recipients will have to decide if 
they will pay the taxes and/or claim ownership of the property. The recipients of the bill 
may choose not to pay and it could become a tax-sale parcel. The sale would create a 
clearer ownership but may take years to get to that point.  
 
Chairman Reece asked if the lack of payment of taxes would trigger an investigation by 
City staff to see if they wanted to keep the property. Mr. Shaver stated that the City staff 
would not likely be involved any further as the application is specific to the vacation 
unless the City Council or City Manager requested that they further invest time and 
effort to this matter.  
 
Mr. Shaver added that according to the Assessor’s Office, this property has not been 
taxed before and it will be assigned a tax parcel number and a bill will be sent as soon 
as it is determined who to send the bill to. Mr. Shaver cautioned that that is just the 
beginning of a longer process if the owners don’t pay as there are no unpaid taxes at 
this point.  
 
Chairman Reece asked if the City was to Vacate the use of the right-of-way, the 
question of who is responsible for the issues the neighbors are having would still be 
unresolved. Mr. Shaver explained that it would be neighbors who would likely call the 
City and the Parks Department and/or City Manager would need to evaluate and 
determine whether or not the City will have to be involved in any of the maintenance 
activities pending the resolution of the ownership. Mr. Shaver added that because it is, 
and has been, historically used as a public access there is a possibility that the City may 
become involved. Likewise, now that there is an open question as to who owns it, and 
whether or not there should be private accountability, the City may not choose to 
exercise those rights. Mr. Shaver stated that the City will have to do some research as 
to the practical side of this as well as the Assessor’s Office doing research regarding the 
ownership side.  
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Commissioner Rusche asked what the City’s involvement would be going forward if the 
Application is continued. Mr. Shaver responded that the Vacation request will either be 
continued or decided. If it is continued, then the applicants will have opportunity to 
provide input to the City relative to their concerns. Mr. Shaver stated that although he 
cannot commit to the outcome, the City is willing to listen and help when appropriate.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Wade agreed with the need for accountability of a property, however he 
thinks they should continue the application until after they find out more about the 
ownership of the property. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos agreed with Commissioner Wade and added that maintenance 
and the question of access to the water utility needed to be considered. Commissioner 
Gatseos stated that he would not want to vote without more information. Commissioner 
Deppe and Buschhorn agreed with the other Commissioners.  
 
Commissioner Wade asked if it is advisable to put a time on the continuation. Mr. 
Shaver suggested that it would be reasonable to set a review date, such as 90 or 120 
days.  
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on the request to vacate a 
walkway tract within the Darla Jean Subdivision, file number VAC-2018-44, I move that 
the Planning Commission defer action on this item and continue it for a period of 120 
days until the issue of ownership can be more completely resolved.” 
 
Commissioner Deppe seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 
 
 
 
4.  Tallman Zone of AnnexationFILE # ANX-2018-90 
 
Consider a request to zone 5.20 acres of the proposed Tallman Annexation including 
3.79 acres from County RSF-4 (Residential-Single Family - 4 units per acre) to a City 
C-2 (Heavy Commercial) zone district and 1.41 acres from County RSF-4 
(Residential-Single Family - 4 units per acre) to a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
 
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Joyce Luster 

Location: 2734 B 1/4 RD  

Staff Presentation:Dave Thornton 
 
Chairman Reece asked the applicant to identify themselves and their team.  
 
Mark Austin, Austin Civil Group, stated they he was representing the applicant Joyce 
Luster. 
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Chairman Reece asked if there was required public notice given for the item. Dave 
Thornton (Principal Planner) responded that notice was provided in accordance with the 
Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Staff Presentation 
Mr. Thornton stated that there were three exhibits entered into the record for this item. 
 

1) Application submitted by applicant, February 5, 2018 
2) Staff report dated April 24th, 2018 
3) Staff presentation dated April 24, 2018 

 
Mr. Thornton began his presentation by noting that the Tallman Annexation is running 
concurrently through the process with the City Council. Mr. Thornton explained that the 
Planning Commission does not review the annexation but they make a recommendation 
for the zoning of an annexation. 
 
Mr. Thornton displayed a PowerPoint slide of the area highlighted on an aerial photo 
and explained that the property consists of 5.197 acres and is bounded by B ¼ Road on 
the south, and US Hwy 50 Frontage Road on the north. The property is located at 2734 
B ¼ Road and 2723 Hwy 50 across the highway from the City Market Shopping area on 
Orchard Mesa. Mr. Thornton stated that it forms an enclave area that will be considered 
for annexation within 5 years. The applicant has requested annexation in anticipation of 
future development of the property. The adjacent properties to the south and west are 
already within the city limits. 
 
Mr. Thornton displayed a closer slide of the property consists of 5.197 acres and is 
bounded by B ¼ Road on the south, and US Hwy 50 Frontage Road on the north. Mr. 
Thornton pointed out that the photos are a little dated as there is now a duplex on the 
property located at 2723 Highway 50. In addition, on the property located at 2734 B ¼ 
there are 6 residential units. 
 
The next slide displayed was the area with the Future Land Use map depicted. The 
future land use designation on the south half of the property is Residential Medium, 
which would allow for 4 to 8 dwelling units per acre with a mix of housing types, both 
single family and multi-family, and open space. The future land use designation on the 
north half of the property is Commercial which allows the Residential Office, 
Neighborhood Business, Light Commercial, Heavy Commercial and Mixed Use zone 
districts. 
 
Mr. Thornton explained the properties are currently zoned RSF-4 in Mesa County. 
Properties to the north are in the City across the highway 50 corridor and are zoned C-1 
and R-8. Properties to the west have a City zone of Planned Development (Western Hill 
Mobile Home Park) and County zoning of RSF-4 (Res. Single family, 4/acre). The 
property to the south was recently annexed and zoned R-8 in the City. Property to the 
west is part of the enclaved area and is zoned C-2 and RSF-4 in Mesa County. 
 
Mr. Thornton noted that the applicant is proposing a R-8 zoning for the 1.41 acres at 
2734 B ¼ Rd property and C-2 zoning for the 3.79 acres at 2723 Hwy 50. Mr. Thornton 
added that a Commercial zoning is appropriate in that there is an existing RV storage lot 
which would require a C-2 zoning to be conforming.  
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The next slide showed the photos of the property from the B ¼ Road street frontage. 
One photo shows the five existing residential buildings that include 4 single family 
detached dwelling units and one duplex for a total of 6 residential units. 
 
The following slide showed photos of the property from US Highway 50 frontage Road 
frontage. One of the photos shows the existing duplex with vacant commercial property 
behind the fence. Further to the south and east is an existing RV Storage lot that is part 
of this L-shaped property. 
 
Mr. Thornton displayed a slide of the rezone criteria as follows:  
 
Pursuant to Section 21.02.140 of the Zoning and Development Code, rezoning must be 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and meet one or more of the following criteria: 
  

1. Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
2. The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 

amendment is consistent with the Plan; 
3. Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 

use proposed; 
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 
5. The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 

from the proposed amendment. 
 
Mr. Thornton stated that staff believes criterion 1,3,4 and 5 have been met.  
 
Staff recommends approval of the request for the zoning of the Tallman 
Annexation finding that: 
After reviewing the Zoning of the Tallman Annexation, ANX-2018-90, a request to zone 
the 5.197-acre annexation to the R-8 zone district (1.41 acres) and C-2 zone district 
(3.78 acres), the following findings of fact have been made:  
 

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

 More than one of the applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 

 The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 

 
Questions for Staff 
Commissioner Gatseos asked if an enclave automatically triggers annexation by City 
Council. Mr. Shaver replied that the statutory provision is that within three years of the 
creation of the enclave, it may be annexed to the City. However, by virtue of the 
Intergovernmental Agreement between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction, 
the Persigo Agreement of 1998, the local jurisdictions have extended that to five years. 
In that interim time, the City will evaluate the proper time to bring that enclave into the 
City. Once that is determined, those property owners will be notified of the enclave and 
will be given opportunity to engage in any kind of review of their uses and determine the 
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compatibility and suitability of their zoning. Typically, uses are grandfathered in unless 
they are illegal. 
 
Commissioner Gatseos asked if the homeowners in that enclave are aware of the 
potential of being enclaved. Mr. Thornton stated that the property owners have been 
notified.  
 
Noting Mr. Thornton’s comment that there was an inadequate supply of this zoning in 
the City, Commissioner Buschhorn asked how that is determined. Mr. Thornton stated 
that it is subjective. Mr. Thornton added that much of the R-8 land is already developed. 
Commissioner Buschhorn inquired if there was a percentage goal. Mr. Thornton 
explained that the projected population growth is a factor that goes into how much 
housing will be needed in the future. Mr. Thornton added that the existing housing on 
the property as well as the abutting C-2, is reason to determine that R-8 would make the 
most sense.  
 
Chairman Reece asked if the duplex on the property to be zoned C-2 would be non-
conforming as a result of this zone district. Mr. Thornton stated that the duplex would 
become legal non-conforming, however the larger use is RV storage and the applicant 
hopes to expand the RV storage and use the duplex as an office/resident manager type 
use.  
 
Applicants Presentation 
Mark Austin, 123 N. 7th St. STE 30, stated that staff did a great job in the presentation 
and that he was available for questions. Commissioner Rusche asked if the applicant 
owns any adjacent properties and if so, why are they not being included. Mr. Austin 
explained that the applicant is not in a position to annex the properties at this time. 
Commissioner Rusche noted that a couple of the properties will eventually be annexed 
as they will be in the enclave. 
 
Public Comment 
Leslie Karschnik, 2715 B ¼ Rd. stated that he is not aware of what the applicant wants 
to do with the properties. Mr. Karschnik added that there have been multiple changes in 
the property lines over the past two or three years. Mr. Karschnik doesn’t understand 
why the applicant is making more lots out of the properties she owns and would like to 
understand what the objective is. Mr. Karschnik asked for clarification of what Medium 
Residential density on the Land Use Map means. Mr. Karschnik is aware that this 
meeting is not addressing what he sees as future development.  
 
Susan Clark, 2714 B ¼ Rd stated that she also lives in the area. Ms. Clark stated that 
she does not want to be annexed into the City. She likes her neighborhood and wants it 
to stay the same. Ms. Clark also expressed concerns that she does not know what 
future development will happen.  
 
Applicants Rebuttal 
Mr. Austin explained that this annexation has been a long process over the past three 
years. There were gap issues involved and it took some boundary line adjustments to 
clean them up.  
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Questions for Staff 
Commissioner Wade asked what happens if the enclaved property owners do not annex 
in the five-year timeline. Mr. Shaver clarified that the five-year mark is the maximum 
time allowed, however it can occur any time in that period. Mr. Thornton added that 
historically the enclaves are annexed closer to five years than three.  
 
Chairman Reece asked if Ms. Clark’s property would be located in the enclave. Mr. 
Thornton confirmed that her property is not in the enclave that will be created if this 
annexation is approved.  
 
Commissioner Rusche added that Mr. Karschnik’s property is not in the enclave area as 
well. Commissioner Rusche asked Mr. Thornton to explain the Medium Residential 
designation for Mr. Karschnik. Mr. Thornton explained that the range of density would 
allow for densities of 4 du/ac to 8 du/ac.  
 
 
Commissioners Discussion 
Commissioner Rusche stated that the application meets one or more of the criteria and 
while creating one non-conformity it cleans up two non-conformities. Commissioner 
Rusche added that he will be voting in favor of this application.  
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Rusche) “Madam Chairman, on the Tallman Annexation 
Zoning application, ANX-2018-90, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the 
City Council a recommendation of approval of the R-8 and C-2 zone districts with the 
findings of facts as listed in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Wade seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 
 
5.  York Zone of AnnexationFILE # ANX-2018-110 
 
Consider a request to zone 5.93 acres of the proposed York Annexation from County 
RSF-R (Residential-Rural) to a City I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district. 
  
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: Dale & Cindy York 

Location: 2122 H RD  

Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner 

Chairman Reece asked if there was required public notice given for the item. Kathy 
Portner (Community Development Manager) responded that notice was provided in 
accordance with the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Ms. Portner stated that there were four exhibits entered into the record for this item. 
 

1) York Annexation Information submitted by the Applicant 
2) Staff report dated April 24th, 2018 
3) H Road North West Area Plan Memo 
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4) Power Point Presentation dated April 24th, 2018 
 

Staff Presentation 
Ms. Portner began her presentation with a PowerPoint slide of the site location map and 
pointed out that the 5.9-acre property is located at 2122 H Road. The property is 
currently being used as a large lot single-family residence. The owners have requested 
annexation in anticipation of future development of the property for outdoor storage. 
 
The next slide presented showed the Future Land Use Map. Ms. Portner explained that 
the future land use designation for this property, as well as the surrounding properties is 
Commercial/Industrial, which would allow for heavy commercial, offices and light 
industrial uses with outdoor storage. 
 
The following slide showed the existing zoning and Ms. Portner stated that the property, 
as well as the properties to the east and west have a County zoning of RSF-R (Res. 
Single family, rural) and the properties to the south have a County zoning of RSF-R and 
C-2. All of the surrounding properties that are inside the City limits are zoned I-1. The 
applicant is requesting the I-1 zone district, consistent with the Future Land Use 
designation of Commercial/Industrial. 
 
The next slide was a photo showing the property looking north from H Road. The single 
family residence will remain and the proposed outdoor storage will be in the rear of the 
property. 
 
Ms. Portner presented a slide of the rezone criteria and explained that pursuant to 
Section 21.02.140 of the Zoning and Development Code, rezoning must be consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan and meet one or more of the following criteria:  
 

1. Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
2. The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 

amendment is consistent with the Plan; 
3. Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 

use proposed; 
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 
5. The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 

from the proposed amendment. 
 
Ms. Portner pointed out how this proposal meets the criteria: 
 

1) that the future land use map adopted in 2010 has invalidated the County 
zoning of RSF-R.  

2) The character of the area has changed as the surrounding properties have 
developed in a manner consistent with the commercial/industrial designation. 

3) There is an inadequate supply of I-1 zoning in the area consistent with the 
Future Land Use designation of Commercial/Industrial. 

4) The area and community will derive benefits from the proposed zoning as it 
would provide additional property to accommodate the needed 
commercial/industrial development for the community. 

 
In addition, the request to zone the property I-1 is consistent with the Comprehensive 
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Plan 
 
Staff recommends approval of the request for the zoning of the York Annexation 
finding that: 
After reviewing the Zoning of the York Annexation, ANX-2018-110, a request to zone 
the 5.943-acre property to the I-1 zone district, the following findings of fact have been 
made:  
 

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

2) More than one of the applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code have been met. 

3) The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code have been met. 

 
Applicants Presentation 
Dale and Cindy York, Mesa Co, were present to answer any questions.  
 
Public Comment 
None 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Teske stated that he believes the criteria for the rezone has been met 
and he would support the proposal for that reason.  
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on the York Annexation Zoning 
application, ANX-2018-110, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the City 
Council a recommendation of approval of the I-1 zone district with the findings of facts 
as listed in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Teske seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 
 
Chairman Reece called for a five-minute break before the last item.  
 
6.  Tiara Rado East SubdivisionFILE # CPA-2018-182 
 
Consider a request for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the Future Land 
Use Designation from Park to Estate on 37 acres and rezone the property from CSR 
(Community Services and Recreation) to R-2 (Residential 2 du/ac). 
  
Action: Recommendation to City Council 
 
Applicant: City of Grand Junction - Rob Schoeber 

Location: 2064 S BROADWAY  

Staff Presentation: Kathy Portner 
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Chairman Reece asked if the applicant was present. Ms. Portner stated that the 
applicant was the City. Chairman Reece asked if there was required public notice given 
for the item. Ms. Portner responded that notice was provided in accordance with the 
Zoning and Development Code.  
 
Staff Presentation 
Ms. Portner stated that there were four exhibits entered into the record for this item. 
 

1) Staff report dated April 24th, 2018 
2) Compilation of Public Comment that were received through the neighborhood 

meeting both during and after.  
3) PowerPoint presentation dated April 24, 2018.  
4) Late email distributed at meeting. (not in the staff report) 

 
Commissioner Wade recommended accepting the email into the record. The other 
Commissioners concurred. Chairman Reece stated the email from Ruth Ehlers will be 
entered into the record as Exhibit #4.  
 
Ms. Portner displayed a PowerPoint slide of the Site Location Map and explained that 
this is a request for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone to change the 
Future Land Use Designation to Estate and rezone to R-2 for the Tiara Rado East 
property. The City owns 80 acres at 2064 South Broadway, located north-east of South 
Broadway and Desert Hills Road. Approximately half of the property is being used for 
the existing driving range and irrigation ponds. The City intends to sell 37 acres of the 
unused property for purposes of future development. 
 
The next slide depicted the Future Land Use map and The Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use map designates the entire 80 acres, as well as the Tiara Rado Golf Course as 
Park. The subject property was purchased through the golf enterprise fund for the 
anticipated expansion of the golf course, but that did not occur. Plans for this site have 
never included traditional community park development. The properties surrounding the 
37 acres are designated Estate by the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use map. 
Properties surrounding Tiara Rado golf course are designated Residential Medium Low 
(2-4 du/ac) and Residential Medium High (8-16 du/ac). 
 
Ms. Portner displayed the Future Land Use Blended Map and explained that the 
Comprehensive Plan also includes a Blended Residential Land Use Categories Map 
with Low, Medium and High densities. The Blended Map provides flexibility and overlap 
of residential densities to accommodate market preferences and trends and to provide 
for a mix of housing types and zoning options. The area surrounding the 37 acres is 
designated as Residential Low, that allows for densities of up to 5 du/ac. 
 
The following slide showed the existing zoning and Ms. Portner explained that the 
property is currently zoned CSR (Community Services and Recreation), as is all of the 
Tiara Rado golf property. The Zoning and Development Code defines uses in the CSR 
zone district to include parks, open space, schools, libraries and recreational facilities, 
as well as environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
Because the intended use of the 37 acres is proposed to change, a rezone is being 
requested. Properties to the north and east are not in the City limits and have County 



18 
 

zoning of RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 du/ac). Properties to the south, across 
Desert Hills Road are in the City limits and are zoned R-E (Residential Estate, 1 
du/acre). Zoning surrounding the golf course ranges in density from 4 du/ac to 12 du/ac. 
 
Ms. Portner displayed a photo and stated that the first photo shows the property from 
Desert Hills Road looking west. The second photo is the east end of the property 
looking north along the irrigation canal. The 37 acres is densely vegetation, mainly with 
tamarisk and Russian olive. 
 
The next slide displayed listed the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone 
Criteria. Pursuant to Section 21.02.130 and 21.02.140 of the Zoning and Development 
Code, Plan amendments rezoning must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and 
meet one or more of the following criteria: 
 

1. Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
2. The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 

amendment is consistent with the Plan; 
3. Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 

use proposed; 
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 
5. The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 

from the proposed amendment. 
 
Ms. Portner stated that Staff finds that the Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezone 
meets the following criteria of sections 21.02.130 and 140 of the Z & D Code: 
 

1) The park designation and CSR zoning was premised on the property being used 
for expansion of the golf course.  The determination that the 37 acres will not be 
developed for public purposes and the adoption of the Blended Map in 2010 are 
subsequent events that have invalidated the original Future Land Use 
Designation and zoning of the property. 

2) The character of the area has changed since the adoption of the Comprehensive 
Plan with significant development adjacent to the golf course, ranging in densities 
of 4-12 du/ac. 

3) There are adequate services and facilities to serve development in the area. 
4) The community will derive benefits from the proposed amendment and rezone 

with additional opportunities for residential development in an area of the 
Redlands that is near neighborhood centers and schools. The proposed R-2 
zoning will provide a transition from the higher densities surrounding the golf 
course to the large lot development to the south and east. 

5) The proposed amendment and rezone are consistent with the goals and policies 
of the Comprehensive Plan by providing additional housing opportunities in the 
Redlands. 

 
Staff recommends approval of the request for the Tiara Rado East 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone finding that: 
 
After reviewing the Tiara Rado East Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone, 
CPA-2018-182 and RZN-2018-181, a request to change the Future Land Use Map 
designation to Estate and rezone to R-2, the following findings of fact have been made: 
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1. The requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone is consistent with 

the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. More than one of the applicable review criteria in §21.02.130 of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 

 
3. More than one of the applicable review criteria in §21.02.140 of the Grand 

Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 
Questions for Staff 
Commissioner Rusche wanted to clarify that the section that is at the Broadway curve 
and cross-hatched on the map, is not a part of this application. Ms. Portner confirmed 
that he was correct and stated that the City has prepared a subdivision plat to separate 
the 80 acres into three parcels. The parcel Commissioner Rusche pointed out is one of 
them that is about four acres. Ms. Portner added that the second parcel is the driving 
range and irrigation ponds that is about 40 acres and the third parcel is the 37 acres 
under consideration in this application.  
 
Chairman Reece asked what year the property was acquired. Ms. Portner stated it was 
1993. Chairman Reece asked if it was zoned CSR at that time. Ms. Portner answered 
that it may have been zoned PZ which was a public zone at that time. Chairman Reece 
asked if the needs of the golf course were met without using this piece of land and the 
City does not foresee needing it in the future. Ms. Portner confirmed that it has been 
determined that the property is not needed for public use. Ms. Portner mentioned that 
Trent Prall, the Public Works Director and Rob Schoeber, the Parks and Recreation 
Director were also present to answer questions.  
 
Regarding this project meeting the rezone criteria requirements, Commissioner 
Buschhorn stated he has a problem with pretty much all of them, specifically schools. 
Commissioner Buschhorn stated that it is his understanding that the schools in the 
Redlands and other parts of Grand Junction are near capacity. Commissioner Bushhorn 
asked how rezoning from CSR to R-2 jives with an already nearly overcrowded school 
system in the Redlands. Ms. Portner stated that she could not answer definitively if the 
schools were overcrowded. Ms. Portner stated that as growth occurs, the school district 
looks at how they can shift their boundaries and expand to meet the needs of specific 
neighborhoods.  
 
Commissioner Bushhorn stated that he had contacted the three elementary schools and 
their capacity is based on State guidelines of 30 students per classroom, or 1,100 
students. Between the three elementary schools they are at 1,030. Commissioner 
Bushhorn stated that that leaves 70 spots before they are at capacity and there are 
three other developments in the works close to all of these schools; Granite Falls, which 
is 51 acres, Country Meadows, and Chaparral West. Commissioner Bushhorn feels that 
if they were to rezone from CSR to R-2 that would create a burden to the school 
system. Commissioner Bushhorn stated that for those reasons, he feels there is not 
adequate public facilities as reported. 
 
Regarding #4, adequate supply of land, Commissioner Buschhorn feels there is not an 
adequate supply of CSR in the Redlands. Commissioner Bushhorn stated that he 
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calculated that there are about 10,000 acres on the Redlands and if you take out the 
Fire Stations and drainage ditches which are CSR, you end up with about 3 percent of 
CSR. Commissioner Buschhorn feels we are doing a disservice if we are to be the “Best 
City West of the Rockies” by giving up CSR and creating more housing. Therefore, he 
finds this inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the Future Land Use Map.  
 
Ms. Portner replied that the CSR district is very different than the other districts and 
there is a dated Parks and Recreation Plan that talks about the need for parks and park 
facilities. Ms. Portner reminded the Commissioners that only one of the criteria needs to 
be met. Chairman Reece asked why the City doesn’t wait until after they complete an 
updated park plan before making this request. Ms. Portner replied that this is not park 
property in that it was purchased through the golf enterprise fund for the expansion of 
the golf course. If it was to be used for any other purpose, it would need to be 
purchased from the golf enterprise fund.  
 
Rob Schoeber explained that the 37 acres was held by the golf fund solely for golf use 
and was never considered a “park amenity”. Mr. Schoeber added that the Master Plan 
from 2001 speaks very little about this piece of property other than if they were to utilize 
this property, they would need to acquire more property to make this useful for golf.  
 
Public Comment 
Mike Anton, 2111 Desert Hills Road, stated that he has lived there for 20 years. It was 
Mr. Anton’s impression, that when looking at the zoning map, that in order to change 
something, something would have had to change. Mr. Anton stated that nothing has 
changed in 20 years and he wants to leave it the same way. Mr. Anton stated that there 
was a change of zoning to Residential Estate which had a density of one unit every 2-5 
acres, not two units per acre. This property was set aside for park and the extension of 
the golf course. Mr. Anton stated he would like the land to go to a park zoning and 
asked where the supporting infrastructure is for housing development such as curbing, 
lighting, sidewalk, and sewer systems. Mr. Anton believes the cart has been put before 
the horse. Mr. Anton wanted to know if there are other properties that are attached to 
this for development or if there are land trades involved. Mr. Anton asked if this is 
developed would they cluster the development. Mr. Anton stated that he thinks the City 
should start meeting with the neighbors to see if they really want the master plan to 
change.  
 
Steve Voytilla, 2099 Desert Hills Road stated that he went to a neighborhood meeting 
about a month ago to get the neighbors input and he counted about 70 people there, 
none of whom were in favor of this request. Mr. Voytilla stated that he is in the building 
business and Grand Junction is in a growth spurt with many people coming from 
Denver. Mr. Voytilla thinks it’s silly to be selling off part of the golf course when it may 
be time to add onto it. Mr. Voytilla speculated that a developer would have to widen the 
road and put two or three miles of curb/gutter and sidewalk and road to make the site 
accessible.  
 
Mr. Voytilla believes the zoning requested is too high and it should stay at the R-E 
(Residential Estate) zone district. Mr. Voytilla said he does not believe the infrastructure 
is available like the City staff says it is. Mr. Voytilla stated there is no high school around 
there and the schools are at capacity.  
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Tom Abbot, 2105 Desert Hills Road, stated that this is a unique piece of property in that 
there are wetlands and it is loaded with wildlife. Mr. Abbot stated there is a ditch in there 
with a right-of-way attached to it. Mr. Abbot speculated that about only one third of the 
property is developable, therefore he anticipates a cluster development. Mr. Abbot 
added that there is a lot of development going on now which will only increase the value 
and demand for park areas. Mr. Abbot felt that even though the Golf fund is different, 
the finances could be worked out. Mr. Abbot stated that the CSR designation was 
Community Services and Recreation. He thought any sale of recreation property had to 
go to a city-wide vote, but he was told in this case, it doesn’t have to.  
 
Cal Prochnow, 524 S Broadway, stated that his property overlooks the golf course and 
this property that is being reviewed. Mr. Prochnow stated he walks around that driving 
range every evening and sees grey fox, deer, raccoons, rabbits and squirrels and is like 
a sanctuary. Mr. Prochnow believes this is one of the few places in the Redlands with 
that much wildlife and he would hate to see that go away. Mr. Prochnow stated he is not 
in favor of the rezone.  
 
Deanne Adamson, 499 Desert Hill Ct. stated she is on the corner lot of Desert Hills Rd. 
and S Broadway. Ms. Adamson stated she has witnessed multiple accidents over 15 
years, mostly kids drifting the corner and they end up in her front yard. Ms. Adamson 
felt that putting more houses without major improvements to the curves is a mistake. 
Ms. Adamson stated that this area is not all Tamarisk or Russian Olives and it is one of 
the only wooded areas in the community. Ms. Adamson stated that in addition to the 
mammals mentioned, there are owls, pheasants, heron, and an occasional cougar and 
bear, and she would hate to see all that go away. 
 
John Hansen, 498 Desert Hills Ct. stated that since Grand Junction is growing and 
people will be looking for property to develop to add onto the golf course. This will push 
people out to Palisade and Fruita instead of taking care of Grand Junction golf. Mr. 
Hansen believes more cars and houses will take away from the uniqueness of the 
Redlands.  
 
Richard Innis, 2108 Desert Hills, stated that he is in support of the R-2 zoning and it will 
solve a lot of problems as long as the lift station is replaced with a gravity system. He 
stated the lift station is a health hazard and a problem for the City.  
 
Commissioner Gatseos asked Mr. Innis to point out the area where he lives. Mr. Innis 
pointed out his properties on the map  
 
Tom Abbot asked if there is another meeting where they can comment. Chairman 
Reece stated that if they make a recommendation for the request to move on to City 
Council, then citizens can voice their comments there too.  
 
Ruth Ehlers, 551 W. Glenwood Dr. agreed with Mr. Innis in that she would be in favor of 
the R-2 zoning only if it came with sewer and street improvements.  
 
Mr. Anton stated that they would like to see the sewer system improved. He believes all 
the infrastructure should come into play before developing this property. Mr. Anton 
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stated that he is definitely against this zoning but may be able to accept R-E 
(Residential Estate) zoning. Mr. Anton stated there is a lot of wildlife that should be 
protected.  
 
Applicants Rebuttal 
Greg Caton, City Manager, stated that he would like to put into context how this came 
forward. Mr. Caton believes it is part of the staff’s fiduciary responsibility to bring items 
such as this forward when the original purpose that the property was bought for is no 
longer intended for its use. Mr. Caton explained that capacity has expanded since the 
property was purchased and there are additional golfing opportunities and the market 
has changed. Mr. Caton stated that staff believes they will never be adding holes to the 
course at this site. Mr. Caton pointed out that the Tiara Rado golf course serves as an 
open space in that it is not a built environment and he expects it to remain a golf course 
into perpetuity.  
 
Regarding the comments about schools, Mr. Caton stated that it is his understanding 
that District 51 can accommodate these types of changes in their system that has over 
20,000 students. 
 
Commissioner Questions 
Chairman Reece asked when a golf course is constructed, do you bring in heavy 
equipment and change the elevations of the course. Mr. Caton replied that he has 
worked in 4 communities with golf courses in all of them and in the first one he worked 
in they built a golf course to spur economic growth. Mr. Caton explained that in the early 
days (1930s and 1940s) cities created golf courses to play golf. In later years, (1980s 
and 1990s) golf courses were built for the real estate as they had homes all around 
them. Developers would build a golf course with the intention of handing them off, while 
collecting $20,000 to $30,000 premiums for the surrounding residential lots.  
 
Mr. Caton explained that when a golf course is built, depending on the design, there is 
significant disruption to the environment. Mr. Canton added that it was his 
understanding that the original plan was to build nine holes as well as residential 
development around them. Some golf courses do have riparian areas that are 
preserved and you can design around those or make those accommodations.   
 
Chairman Reece asked if the development for additional holes for the golf course is 
currently an allowed use under the CSR zoning. Mr. Caton replied that it was. Chairman 
Reece stated that should the course be constructed, there could be the disruption of 
wildlife and additional traffic, as it is presently zoned.  
 
Commissioner Deppe asked Ms. Portner if this property was developed, would they 
have to be on City sewer. Ms. Portner replied that any potential development of the site 
would have to provide all of the urban services such as sewer and water. Ms. Portner 
added that they try to eliminate lift stations whenever they can, but gravity systems 
would have to be feasible. Additional development in the area could make it possible.  
 
Chairman Reece asked how sewer issues would be considered as part of a 
development application. Ms. Portner replied that the developer would have to show 
how they could provide that service to all the properties they propose to develop. 
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Chairman Reece asked Ms. Portner to walk her though how that happens. Ms. Portner 
answered that once a property is zoned, a developer will then know the framework they 
are working with regarding densities and the type of development they could do. They 
would then need to bring to the City how they would provide the infrastructure. Ms. 
Portner added that a major subdivision is reviewed at an administrative level which does 
not come through a public hearing process, but neighbors within 500 feet are notified of 
the application. The neighbors have the opportunity to look at what is being proposed 
and comment to staff. There is also a neighborhood meeting held.  
 
Commissioner Gatseos asked if the proposed R-2 is a transition to the County RSF-4 to 
the north and east. Ms. Portner explained that the County properties have a zoning of 
RSF-4, however none of them are developed to that density. The properties 
surrounding the golf course are R-4 to R-12. The properties on the south side of Desert 
Hills Road are 1 to 2 acre sites, therefore the R-2 would be a transition between these. 
Commissioner Gatseos asked if there were 9 or 10 properties in the R-E zone south 
Desert Hill Road. It was determined there were 9.  
 
Commissioner Rusche asked Mr. Schoeber when the land was purchased and what the 
plan was. Mr. Schoeber stated that the 80 acres of land was purchased in 1993. Mr. 
Schoeber stated that there have been a couple of plans contemplated for the property, 
but nothing was ever approved. In 1999, the driving range was constructed which took a 
little over half out of the mix. Mr. Schoeber stated that they couldn’t construct another 9 
holes with the remaining 37 acres.  
 
Chairman Reece asked Mr. Shaver to explain the difference of this land being held by 
the Golf Fund and not having to go to a vote of the people. Mr. Shaver explained that 
the underlying ownership is the City of Grand Junction. The Golf Fund is an accounting 
fund, and by Enterprise Fund, that means it is a separate business. From a legal 
standpoint there is a degree of independence that is required under TABOR about the 
amount of money that can come from government in support of Enterprise activities. 
The land was not used, held or acquired for park or other governmental purposes as 
stated in the Charter. Mr. Shaver read the part of the City Charter that speaks to this 
issue. The Charter states that real property that is designated as park or other 
governmental purposes is subject to a vote however, those terms are very specific and 
do not apply in this instance. Given the history of when and why this property was 
purchased, it was never intended to be a park.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioner Gatseos stated that when he looks at the rezone and the compatibility of 
the issue, he agrees with the staff report. Commissioner Gatseos feels the zoning fits 
the intention of the Land Use Code. 
 
Commissioner Rusche stated that the acquisition of the property in 1993, and the 
surrounding development at that time, there was an anticipation of how this property 
would be developed. Commissioner Rusche feels the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
meets all the criteria. The area is still residential and if fact they will be removing one 
potential commercial use from the area. Regarding the comment about the cart coming 
before the horse, Commissioner Rusche explained that the Comprehensive Plan 
informs the zoning, which then informs how the property is developed which is the order 
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it is supposed to go in.  
 
Regarding Commissioner Buschhorn’s comments about public facilities, Commissioner 
Rusche stated that if an actual development proposal had come before the 
Commission, those issues would have been addressed in more detail. Commissioner 
Ruche stated that he believes the criteria for a rezone and Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment have been met and he will be voting in favor.  
 
Commissioner Deppe felt that the expectations of the public in attendance was that they 
did not foresee residential development on that property. Commissioner Deppe 
complimented Mr. Shaver in explaining why that property doesn’t have to go to a vote. 
Commissioner Deppe stated that although sewer, traffic and school capacity is a 
concern to her, those are concerns all over Grand Junction and not just on the 
Redlands and not just at Tiara Rado. Commissioner Deppe stated that although she 
believes this proposal meets all the criteria, she does not feel it is a good fit for the area. 
She is inclined to vote against it, but she is willing to listen to the other Commissioner’s 
input before she votes.  
 
Chairman Reece stated that as the Planning Commission, they are tasked to evaluate a 
proposal against the criteria, and if it meets the criteria then according to the Charter, 
they are bound by law to vote in favor whether they like a proposal or not. Chairman 
Reece reminded the Commissioners that it only needs to meet one of the criteria.  
 
Commission Buschhorn stated that he does not believe the proposal meets most of the 
requirements. The first requirement, “subsequent events invalidate the original premise 
and findings”. Commissioner Buschhorn stated that although the property was originally 
intended for a golf course, and within the very narrow confines of traditional Scottish golf 
it may not work, however there are other forms of golf, such as disc golf, that have 
increase in popularity in recent years. Commissioner Buschhorn stated that he is not a 
disc golf player or promoting it, however in his opinion, the first requirement is not 
invalid anymore.  
 
Regarding the notion that the character of the area has changed, Commissioner 
Buschhorn feels it is even more important to keep the area CSR as open space and not 
rezone it to residential. Commissioner Buschhorn stated that he does not feel there are 
adequate public facilities available. Commissioner Buschhorn stated that he feels there 
is a low supply of CSR in Grand Junction and specifically in the Redlands. 
Commissioner Buschhorn added that he does not think the City will derive benefits as a 
result of changing CSR to R-2. Commissioner Bushhorn pointed out that the proposed 
changes need to meet the “intent and vision of the Comprehensive Plan” as well as at 
least one of the criteria. Commissioner Buschhorn stated he does not believe it meets 
the intent and vision of the Comprehensive Plan which is to be the most livable city west 
of the Rockies.  
 
Commissioner Buschhorn stated that we cannot take R-2 and revert it back to CSR, 
however we can hold on to the CSR that we have. Commissioner Buschhorn suggested 
that the City could buy the property from the Enterprise Fund, or hold it until golf makes 
a rebound or a more appropriated use arises. Commissioner Buschhorn expressed 
empathy for those who live on Desert Hills Dr. who bought and built homes with the 
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understanding the land was CSR. Commission Bushhorn stated that for those reasons, 
he does not feel it is appropriated to rezone to R-2 and he will not be voting in favor of it.  
 
Commissioner Wade stated that he has spent a considerable amount of time driving 
and walking around this property the past week and thinks it is a remarkable piece of 
land. Commissioner Wade explained that they are to make their decisions based on the 
code and criteria. Commissioner Wade reminded the public that they are not the final 
decisions makers, as it will move up to the City Council. Commissioner Wade informed 
the public that they will be able to express their concerns at that meeting as well. 
Commissioner Wade stated that in his opinion, he feels this meets the minimum 
necessary criteria, therefore it should be approved. Commissioner Wade reminded 
everyone that there is not presently a development proposal and it could be another 20 
years before it is developed. Commissioner Wade cautioned that the next proposal 
could be at a higher density than what is proposed now. Commissioner Wade stated 
that for those reasons, he will be voting in favor of the proposal.  
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on the request to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan as presented in file CPA-2018-182, I move that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation of approval for a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment to change the Future Land Use Map designation from "Park” to “Estate" on 
the 37 acres located at 2064 South Broadway with the findings of fact as listed in the 
staff report. 
 
Commissioner Rusche seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed -
by a vote of 5-2, with Commissioners Deppe and Buschhorn voting no. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Wade) “Madam Chairman, on the request to Rezone the 
subject property as presented in file RZN-2018-181, I move that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation of approval for a Rezone from CSR 
(Community Services and Recreation) to R-2 (Residential, 2 du/acre) on the 37 acres 
located at 2064 South Broadway with the findings of fact as listed in the staff report. 
Commissioner Rusche seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 5-2, with Commissioners Deppe and Buschhorn opposing. 
 
4. Other Business 
None 
 
5. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:58 p.m. 
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EXHIBIT LIST 
 

 

519 30 Road Rezone                                 FILE:  RZN-2018-209 
 

Exhibit Item  Description 
1 Application Binder 
2 Staff Report dated May 22, 2018 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
 
Project Name: 519 30 Road Rezone 
Applicant:Greg Cole, Owner 
Representative: Greg Cole 
Address: 519 30 Road 
Zoning:B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to C-1 (Light Commercial) 
Staff:Lori V. Bowers 
File No.RZN-2018-209 
Date:April 26, 2018 
 
 
 
I. SUBJECT 
Consider a request by Greg Cole to rezone property at 519 30 Road or 1.28 acres from 
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to C-1 (Light Commercial). 
 
II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Applicant, Greg Cole, is requesting a rezone of 1.28 acres of property located at 
519 30 Road from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to C-1 (Light Commercial). The 
purpose of the request is to rezone the property to a higher zoning designation to 
enable the development of an RV and boat storage yard. The proposed zoning of C-1 
implements the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, which designates the 
property as Commercial.  
  
III.  BACKGROUND 
The Applicant is requesting to rezone 1.28 acres from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to 
C-1 (Light Commercial) for the property located at 519 30 Road.  The requested rezone 
is to enable the future development of a boat and RV storage yard.  The property which 
is presently zoned B-1(Neighborhood Business).  The site is currently occupied by a 
single-family residence that the owner is currently using as an office. The property 
owner is requesting review of the rezone application prior to submittal of a minor site 
plan review for the desired use of the property as RV and boat storage yard.  The 
proposed zoning of C-1 implements the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, 
which has designated the property as Commercial.  The property is also located within 
a Mixed Use Corridor which allows for an Applicant to seek a form-based zone district.  
The Applicant, however, does not wish to rezone the property to a form based district.  
The Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor overlays other future land use designations as 
shown on the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map that allow for the Applicant to 
seek other zone districts which implement the underlying future land use designations, 
including in this case the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district. 
 
Adjacent properties to the south are zoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business). Properties 
across 30 Road are zoned C-1 (Light Commercial).  The property directly north is still in 
unincorporated Mesa County and is zoned B-2 (Concentrated Business District).  
Directly west is a residential neighborhood under county jurisdiction, zoned RMF-8 
(Residential Multi-Family District) 

Exhibit 2 
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IV.  NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on February 6, 2018 consistent with the 
requirements of Section 21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and Development Code.  Seven 
citizens attended the meeting along with the applicant and City Staff.  The Applicant 
discussed the proposed rezoning request and his anticipated type of development for 
the property if the rezoning is approved.  He provided information about his proposal 
and some history about the site.  Area residents who attended did not have any major 
concerns with the proposal and agreed that it would clean up the area and prevent the 
trespassing that has been occurring.  To date, the City has not received any public 
comments concerning the proposed rezone.    
 
Notice was completed consistent to the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the City’s 
Zoning and Development Code.  Mailed notice of the application submittal, in the form 
of notification cards was sent to surrounding property owners within 500 feet of the 
subject property on May 9, 2018. The subject property was posted with an application 
sign on April 30, 2018 and notice of the public hearing was published May 15, 2018 in 
the Grand Junction Sentinel.   
 
V. ANALYSIS 
Pursuant to Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code, the City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the 
following rezone criteria as identified:    

 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
and/or 
 
The property owner wishes to rezone the property to a higher intensity zone 
district and develop the property with an RV and boat storage yard.   An outdoor 
storage facility is considered an appropriate development within the existing 
Commercial category of the Comprehensive Plan. However, because there are 
no significant events that have occurred since the annexation of the property in 
2008 and zoned to B-1, there is no specific event that has invalidated the original 
premise, staff is unable to find that this this criterion has been met. 
 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 
The area surrounding the subject parcel is currently has a mix of uses in the 
area.  Single-family detached homes are on the west side.  Directly to the north 
is a single-family residence that is being utilized as an automobile repair shop 
that is zoned B-2 (Concentrated Business District) under Mesa county 
regulations.  To the south, the existing City zoning is B-1 (Neighborhood 
Business), and the adjacent use is multi-family.  Further south is small retail 
shopping center and a convenience store.  On the east side of 30 Road, the 
parcels within the City limits are zoned C-1 (Light Commercial).  The parcels 
outside the City limits are zoned County B-2 (Concentrated Business District) 
with uses such as a car wash and a restaurant. 
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Staff has not found that the character of the area has changed and therefore 
finds this criterion has not been met.  
 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of 
land use proposed; and/or 
 
Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the 
property and are sufficient to serve the proposed land uses associated with the 
C-1 zone district.  Ute Water and City sanitary sewer are both presently 
available in 30 Road and currently serve the property.  The property can also be 
served by Xcel Energy natural gas and electric.  A fire hydrant is located within 
190 feet of the property on the same side of the road. Due to the proximity and 
availability of services and facilities, staff finds this criterion has been met. 
 
(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the 
community, as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed 
land use; and/or 
 
The community as a whole has more than 1,129 acres of C-1 zoned land but 
comprises only six percent of the total zoned acres within the City.  Further there 
is a limited amount of C-1 zoned property in this area of the community with only 
13 other C-1 zoned parcels being located within 1.15 miles of this property.  
Because of a lack of supply in this part of the community, staff has found that an 
inadequate supply of suitability designated land is available in this area of the 
community and therefore has found this criterion has been met.   
 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 
from the proposed amendment. 
 
The area and community, in general, would derive benefits from the proposed 
rezone of this property as it would add more commercial opportunities as well as 
different intensity of commercial uses to this mixed use area. This principle is 
supported and encouraged by the Comprehensive Plan and furthers the goal of 
promoting infill development.  The proposed rezone will also provide the City 
with land that may be developed at an increased intensity for future commercial 
development.  This increase of zoning intensity may also provide, when 
developed, residents with a secured storage area for recreational vehicles that 
are currently not allowed to be stored on City streets or within the front yard 
setback of residential properties.  C-1 zoned properties must have a minimum 
lot size of 20,000 square feet.  This property exceeds the minimum square 
footage required.  C-1 zoning requires appropriate screening and buffering from 
other uses and other zoning designations. Any new use will require appropriate 
screening, buffering and appropriate setbacks per the Code. Because the 
community and area will derive benefits, staff has found this criterion has been 
met. 
 



49 
 

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code states that  the 
City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Future Land Use Map:   
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the property as 
Commercial.  The request for C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district is consistent 
with the commercial designation and works to implement the Comprehensive Plan. 
The proposed rezone creates an opportunity for ordered and balanced growth 
spread throughout the community (Goal 3). The Comprehensive Plan’s Goal 6 
encourages preservation and appropriate reuse. This underutilized piece of property 
will likely be developed with a needed use and will allow more potential 
development should the proposed use of an RV storage yard either not be 
developed or be redeveloped in the future. Goal 7:  New development adjacent to 
existing development (of a different density/unit type/land use type) should transition 
itself by incorporating appropriate buffering.  C-1 zoning requires such buffering, 
screening and appropriate setbacks from existing developments. Staff believes this 
is an appropriate location for increased intensity with the required screening and 
buffering requirements of the C-1 zone district.    
 

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
After reviewing the 519 30 Road Rezone application, RZN-2018-209, a request to rezone 
from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to C-1 (Light Commercial), the following findings of 
fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

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

2. In accordance with Section 21.02.140 of the Zoning and Development Code, the 
application meets one or more of the rezone criteria.  
 

VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Madam Chairman, on the 519 30 Road Rezone application, RZN-2018-209, I move that 
the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval 
from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district with the 
findings of facts as listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Location Map 
3. Aerial Photo Map 
4. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
5. City / County Existing Zoning Map 
6. Site Photos 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE 519 30 ROAD 
TO C-1 (LIGHT COMMERCIAL) 

 
LOCATED AT 519 30 ROAD 

 
Recitals 
After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Municipal Code, 
the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of zoning 519 30 Road 
to the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district finding that it conforms with the recommended 
land use category as shown on the future land use map of the Comprehensive Plan and 
the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and is generally compatible with land uses 
located in the surrounding area.  The zone district meets the criteria found in Section 
21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City Council 
finds that the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district is in conformance with the stated 
criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The following property be zoned C-1 (Light Commercial). 
 
519 30 ROAD 
 
BEGINNING AT A POINT 840 FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 
SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN: 
THENCE NORTH 200 FEET; THENCE WEST 330 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 200 FEET; 
THENCE EAST 300 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNIG; EXCEPTING THEREFROM 
A 30 FOOT RIGHT OF WAY ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF SAID PROPERTY FOR 
ROADWAY OR RAILWAY PURPOSES, AS EXCEPTED IN WARRANTY DEED 
RECORDED AUGUST 19, 1968 IN BOOK 926 AT PAGE 16; ALSO EXCEPTING 
THEREFROM THE EAST 20 FEET OF THE PARCEL DESCRIBED IN WARRANTY 
DEED SEPTEMBER 14, 1970 IN BOOK 950 AT PAGE 363, AS CONVEYED TO THE 
COUNTY OF MESA, BY QUIT CLAIM DEED RECORDED MARCH 18, 1983 IN BOOK 
1421 AT PAGE 569. COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO. 
 
CONTAINING 55,756.8 Square Feet or 1.28 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ___ day of ___, 2018 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
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ADOPTED on second reading the  day of , 2018 and ordered published in pamphlet 
form. 
  
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EXHIBIT LIST 
 

 

KOA ANNEXATION ZONING                                  FILE:  ANX-2018-
131 
 

Exhibit Item  Description 
1 KOA Annexation Application Statement 
2 Staff Report dated May 22, 2018 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
 
Project Name: Zoning of the KOA Annexation 
Applicant:Two Rivers RV Park, LLC 
Representative: Curtis Pauli 
Address: 2819 Highway 50 
Zoning:County C-1 to City C-1 
Staff:Kristen Ashbeck 
File No.ANX-2018-131 
Date:May 22, 2018 
 
 
 
I. SUBJECT 
Consider a request to zone 9.636 acres from County C-1 (Commercial) to City C-1 
(Light Commercial). The property is located at 2819 Highway 50.  
 
II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Applicant, Two Rivers RV Park, LLC, is requesting zoning of the property 
associated with the 9.636-acre KOA Annexation.  The request is to zone the property 
located at 2819 Highway 50 as C-1 (Light Commercial).  The property is currently used 
as a commercial campground (KOA) which is an allowed use within the City’s C-1 (Light 
Commercial) zone district.  The proposed zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use Map.   
  
III.  BACKGROUND 
The KOA Annexation consists of a single parcel of land plus 351 linear feet of the north 
30 feet of the B Road right-of-way that has been deeded to the City, totaling 9.636 acres 
located at 2819 Highway 50 on Orchard Mesa.  The property is currently used as a 
year-round commercial campground with cabins and recreation vehicle and tent spaces.  
The site contains an office building that has an apartment unit on the second floor which 
is occupied by the owners of the KOA.  The Applicant has no plans to further develop 
the property other than to continue to improve it per franchise requirements as well as 
update the site consistent with the market demands in the recreational vehicle and 
camping market.  For example, the Applicant does plan to replace some recreational 
vehicle spaces with cabins due to the KOA franchise suggestions.   
 
Annexation is requested in order to gain additional advertising through Visit Grand 
Junction. The Applicant also believes the City’s campground regulations and Code 
Enforcement assistance are conducive to their continued efforts to improve the 
property.  
 
The Applicant is requesting a C-1 (Light Commercial) zoning designation which is the 
same as the property’s current County zoning.  A campground is an allowed use within 

Exhibit 2 
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the C-1 zone district.  This designation is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Designation for the property which is Commercial.   
 
IV.  NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on March 7, 2018 consistent with the requirements 
of Section 21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and Development Code.  Nine neighbors 
attended the meeting along with the Applicant and City Staff.  The Applicant discussed 
the proposed annexation and the reasons for the request.  Both the Applicant and Staff 
clarified that the annexation was for the KOA property only and that it did not create an 
enclave for future annexation.  Staff also outlined the annexation process and future 
notification that will be made of hearings on the matter.  There were no negative 
comments concerning the request.   
 
Notice was completed consistent to the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the City’s 
Zoning and Development Code.  Mailed notice of the public hearing in the form of 
notification cards was sent to surrounding property owners within 500 feet of the subject 
property on May 11, 2018 and the subject property was posted with an application sign 
on March 21, 2018. 
 
V. ANALYSIS 
Pursuant to Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code, the City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the 
following rezone criteria as identified:    

 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
and/or 
 
The current zoning of the parcel in unincorporated Mesa County is C-1 
(Commercial) and the Future Land Use Map indicates the area to be 
Commercial.  The proposed City zoning of C-1 is consistent with the existing 
zoning and the Future Land Use Map.  The parcel is currently located within 
County jurisdiction and has a current County zoning designation. Because this 
property is being considered for annexation, the act of annexation is an event 
that invalidates the County zoning and therefore a City zoning district needs to be 
applied. Staff therefore finds 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 
 
This portion of the Highway 50 corridor has been commercial in nature for many 
years, with the existing commercial campground and the adjacent Mesa County 
Fairgrounds.  The character or condition of the area has not changed therefore 
staff finds this criterion has not been met.    
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(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of 
land use proposed; and/or 
 
Since this site is an existing commercial campground, adequate public and 
community facilities and services exist and are sufficient to serve future 
development of potential improvements on the property.  City Water and 
sanitary sewer are both presently available in the Highway 50 frontage road and 
B Road.  The property is also served by Grand Valley Power (electric) and Xcel 
Energy (natural gas).  Due to the proximity and availability of services and 
facilities, staff finds this criterion has been met. 
 
(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the 
community, as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed 
land use; and/or 
 
As previously stated, the proposed C-1 zoning is consistent with the Commercial 
designation on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan.  This 
portion of the Highway 50 corridor was designated Commercial to support 
existing non-residential uses as well as the potential for commercial growth and a 
Neighborhood Center located near the B-1/2 Road and Highway 50 intersection 
just west of the KOA property.  This designation on the Future Land Use Map 
suggests that there is a need for more commercially-zoned properties along this 
corridor or at least a need to retain the commercial zoning that exists.  
Therefore, Staff found this criterion to have been met.   
 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 
from the proposed amendment. 
 
The community and Orchard Mesa area would derive benefits from the proposed 
zoning of this property as it would afford the Applicant additional commercial 
opportunities to enhance and expand an existing viable local business along the 
Highway 50 corridor.  This supports the Comprehensive Plan and furthers the 
goal of sustaining a diverse economy.  Because the community and area will 
derive benefits, staff has found this criterion has been met. 
 

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code states that the 
City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the property as 
Commercial.  The request for a C-1 zone district is consistent with the Commercial 
designation.  The zoning will implement the Comprehensive Plan. Further, the zoning 
request is consistent with the following goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between 
the City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 
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Policy A:  City and County land use decisions will be consistent with the 
Future Land Use Map. 

 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and 
spread future growth throughout the community. 

 
Policy B: Create opportunities to reduce the number of trips generated for 
shopping and commuting and decrease vehicle miles traveled. 

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

 
Policy B:  The City and County will provide appropriate commercial and 
industrial development opportunities. 

 
Section 21.02.160(f)  
Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code, states that the zoning of an 
annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the 
criteria set forth. The Comprehensive Plan shows this area to develop in the 
Commercial category.  The Applicant’s request to zone the property C-1 (Light 
Commercial) is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
After reviewing the Zoning of the KOA Annexation, ANX-2018-131, a request to zone 
the 9.636-acre property to the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district, the following 
findings of fact have been made:  
 

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

4. More than one of the applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met; and. 
 

5. The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code have been met. 

 
Therefore, Staff recommends approval. 

 
VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Madam Chairman, on the KOA Annexation Zoning application, ANX-2018-131, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of 
approval of the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district with the findings of facts as listed in 
the staff report. 
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Attachments: 
 

7. Vicinity Map 
8. Location Map 
9. Aerial Photo Map 
10. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
11. City / County Existing Zoning Map 
12. Site Photos 
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KOA Campground – Entry from Highway 50 Service Road 
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KOA Campground Looking North 

 
 
  

B Road 
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Attach 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EXHIBIT LIST 
 
Grand Junction Circulation Plan 
FILE NO. CPA-2017-554 

 
 

Exhibit Item # Description 
1 Staff Report dated May 22, 2018 
2 Circulation Plan Document 
3 Proposed Network Map 
4 Map of changes to the Street Plan 
5 List of changes to the Street Plan 
6 Proposed Street Plan - Functional Classification Map 
7 Active Transportation Corridors map 
8 List of Public Meetings 
9 Letters and Public Comments 
10 Complete Streets Policy 
11 Proposed Circulation Plan Ordinance 
12 Proposed Complete Streets Policy Resolution 
13 Staff Presentation dated May 22, 2018 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
 
Project Name: Grand Junction Circulation Plan 
Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy 
Applicant:City of Grand Junction 
Representative: David Thornton 
Address: Comprehensive Plan Area-wide within Urban Dev. Boundary 
Zoning:N/A 
Staff:David Thornton 
File No.CPA-2017-554 
Date:May 22, 2018 
 
 
 
I. SUBJECT 
Consider a request to 1) amend the Comprehensive Plan by adopting the Grand 
Junction Circulation Plan, including the Network Map, Street Plan Functional 
Classification Map, and Active Transportation Corridor Map; 2) repeal and replace the 
existing Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Urban Trails Plan; and 3) approve a 
Complete Streets Policy.  
 
II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The proposed Grand Junction Circulation Plan (“Circulation Plan”) establishes a 
comprehensive approach to transportation planning within the Urban Development 
Boundary and supports and builds on the transportation principles and goals of the 
Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan as well as the City’s adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.  In general, the Plan supports a balanced, multi-modal approach 
to transportation planning, accommodating the safe and efficient movement of people 
and goods and providing for transportation options for all users.  The Plan document 
includes a Network Map, the Street Functional Classification Map, the Active 
Transportation Corridor Map and Strategies and Policies.   
 
A Complete Streets Policy, as an implementation element of the Circulation Plan, is also 
proposed for adoption.  The overall vision of the Policy is to develop a safe, efficient, 
and reliable travel network of streets, sidewalks, and trails throughout the City to 
equitably serve all users and all modes of transportation.  The proposed Policy includes 
seven principles and design standards to ensure that streets are designed and 
maintained to be safe, attractive, accessible, convenient and comfortable for users of all 
ages and abilities and all transportation modes.  The Policy would be applicable to all 
development and redevelopment and outlines an exception process to be used in cases 
where strict adherence to the Policy is impractical or unnecessary.   
 
As part of the Comprehensive Plan, the adoption of the Grand Junction Circulation plan 
requires review and recommendation by the Planning Commission and a decision by 

Exhibit 1 
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City Council. Adoption of this plan would replace the existing Circulation Plan adopted in 
2010 as well as the existing Urban Trails Plan that was last adopted in 2001. 
 
 
III.  BACKGROUND 
 
Grand Junction Circulation Plan: 
 
Staff from the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County and the Regional Transportation 
Planning Office, with significant input from the Urban Trails Committee, have 
collaborated over the last two years to develop the draft Grand Junction Circulation 
Plan.  The Plan incorporates and updates the elements of the previous 2010 
Circulation Plan and the 2001 Urban Trails Plan into one document that also includes 
Policies and Strategies for implementation.  The planning process included more than 
25 meetings with various agencies and stakeholder groups representing a variety of 
interests as well as a well attend public open house.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan was jointly adopted by the City of Grand Junction and Mesa 
County in 2010 for that area within the Urban Development Boundary.  Consistent with 
the Plan and related policies and agreements, the City’s responsibility is to plan for 
areas within the Persigo 201 Boundary while Mesa County plans for those areas 
outside the Persigo boundary.  Mesa County Planning Commission will consider the 
Circulation Plan on June 21, 2018. The City’s adoption of the Plan is independent of 
Mesa County’s decision.  The Complete Street Policy is currently only being 
considered by the City.  
 
The proposed Circulation Plan establishes a comprehensive approach to transportation 
planning within the Urban Development Boundary and supports and builds on the 
transportation principles and goals of the Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan and the adopted Comprehensive Plan.  The Plan supports a balanced, multi-
modal approach to transportation planning, accommodating the safe and efficient 
movement of people and goods and providing for transportation options for all users.  
The Plan document includes a Network Map, the Street Functional Classification Map, 
the Active Transportation Corridor Map and Strategies and Policies.   
 

A. The Network Map identifies important corridors and linkages connecting 
centers, neighborhoods and community attractions.   
 
B.  The Street Functional Classification Map identifies the functional 
classification of the roadway corridors that connect neighborhoods, employment 
centers and local attractions and amenities.  Many of these corridors also 
provide for heavy truck movement and access to the Grand Junction community.  
Based on improved traffic modeling techniques and growth trends, there are a 
variety of proposed changes since the map was last adopted in 2010.  These 
changes include adding road segments, reclassifying some existing road 
segments and removing others from the map. 
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C.  The Active Transportation Corridors Map replaces the Urban Trails 
Master Plan/Map and identifies major corridors important for non-motorized travel 
by providing critical, continuous and convenient connections for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  The corridors are broadly defined and could accommodate active 
transportation as part of the road network or as separated paths.  The Plan 
identifies corridors important for active transportation and does not attempt to 
identify trails that are predominately recreational in nature.  Active transportation 
corridors are shown along, adjacent to or near canals, ditches and drainages for 
non-motorized connections only where there is not another safe and efficient 
alternative for non-motorized transportation on the road network.  The map 
identifies 275 miles of corridors for active transportation, 236 miles of which are 
along road corridors, 24 miles along canals (a reduction of 20 miles from what 
was shown on the 2001 plan) and 15 miles along drainage corridors.  Further, 
the plan clearly specifies that the map is a planning document.  Trail corridors 
depicted on the map do not mean they are currently open to public use. Any 
future routes shown along canals and drainage corridors would be constructed in 
cooperation with property owners and those holding other use and/or easement 
rights.      

 
D.  Strategies and Policies 
The Plan’s Strategies and Policies provide a framework for the implementation of 
the Plan as follows: 

1. Adopt a Complete Streets Policy for Grand Junction and develop and 
adopt a Complete Streets Policy for Mesa County. 

2. Develop or revise policies for support of an integrated transportation 
system. 

3. Provide conceptual and corridor maps that will be used by decision 
makers and staff to improve transportation systems. 

4. Improve interconnectivity between Grand Valley Transit and centers, 
neighborhoods and community attractions.                            

5. Improve the Urban Trails System on and connecting to Active 
Transportation Corridors. 

a. Provide guidance on incentives for trail construction 
b. Provide guidance on standards for trail construction 
c. Provide guidance on ownership and maintenance of trail system 
d. Maintain or improve multi-purpose trails 
e. Provide wayfinding to attract visitors to the trail system and improve 

the ability of residents and visitors to find area attractions.  
6. Maintain or improve circulation of vehicles on the road system.  

 
 
Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy: 
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The first strategy and policy for implementation of the Circulation Plan is the adoption of 
a complete streets policy.  The Urban Trails Committee felt it was important to have a 
policy in place to support their mission to provide for safe and efficient transportation 
options throughout the community as well as a policy to specifically address the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Guiding Principle #5: Balanced Transportation.  A Complete 
Streets Policy also bolsters the City’s efforts for designation as a Bicycle Friendly and 
Walk Friendly Community; Both of which are strategic initiatives of the City Council 
 
The Urban Trails Committee has developed a recommended draft Complete Streets 
Policy for the City of Grand Junction.  The overall vision of the Policy is to develop a 
safe, efficient, and reliable travel network of streets, sidewalks, and urban trails 
throughout the City to equitably serve all users and all modes of transportation.  A 
Complete Streets approach integrates people and places in planning, design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of transportation networks, helping to ensure 
streets are safe for people of all ages and abilities, while balancing the needs of 
different modes, thereby supporting local land use, economy, culture and the natural 
environment.   
 
The proposed Policy includes seven principles and context sensitive design standards 
to ensure that streets are designed and maintained to be safe, attractive, accessible, 
convenient and comfortable for users of all ages and abilities and all transportation 
modes.  The Policy would be applicable to all development and redevelopment in the 
public realm and outlines an exception process to be used in cases where strict 
adherence to the Policy is impractical or unnecessary.  A summary of the principles 
include: 
 

1. Complete Streets serve all users and modes through design, operation and 
maintenance by considering the needs of motorists, pedestrians, people with 
disabilities, transit users, bicyclists, and commercial and emergency vehicles,  

2. Complete Streets design criteria shall take an innovative approach to develop 
streets that meet or exceed national best-practice design guidelines by 
thoughtfully applying engineering, architectural, and urban design principles. 

3. Create a complete transportation network that provides connected facilities to 
serve all people and modes of travel, that provide travelers with multiple choices 
of travel routes and that help to reduce congestion on major roadways.  The 
network shall include off-street hard-surface trails for biking and walking where 
necessary to improve safety and convenience.  The network shall connect 
services, schools, parks, civic uses, major centers of activity and attractions.   

4. Complete Streets are attractive, interesting and comfortable places for people 
and designed as public amenities to include aesthetic elements such as street 
trees, landscaping, pedestrian lighting, street furniture, and wayfinding signage. 

5. Complete Streets require context-sensitive approaches balancing land use and 
transportation goals, policies and code provisions to create Complete Streets 
solutions that are flexible and appropriate. 
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6. Complete Streets include all roadways and all projects and phases and the City 
shall apply this policy, to the greatest extent practicable given budget constraints, 
to all street projects. 

7. The City will foster education and outreach on the Complete Streets policy to City 
Departments and other agencies and will encourage community engagement.   

 
 
IV.  NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
Published Notice was completed consistent to the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of 
the City’s Zoning and Development Code.  A notice of the public hearing was published 
May 15, 2018 in the Grand Junction Sentinel.  Mailed notice and posting are not 
required for Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
 
In addition, the proposed 2018 Circulation Plan and the Grand Junction Complete 
Streets Policy has been available on the City’s website and a Public Open House was 
held on February 28, 2018 with over 40 members of the public in attendance.   
 
 
V. ANALYSIS 
Pursuant to Section 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code, the City may amend the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and the Urban Trails 
Master Plan if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan and the following criteria for Plan Amendments are met:    

 
21.02.130(c)(2)     

(i)    There was an error such that then-existing facts, projects, or trends 
that were reasonably foreseeable were not accounted for; or 

 
There was not an error in the planning analysis in 2010 when the 
Circulation Plan was last revised since.  However, the previous plan was 
based on the 2010 Comprehensive Plan and its anticipated densities and 
some of these base assumptions have changed as the intensity of 
development is some areas of the Urban Development Boundary area have 
changed.   Staff finds that this criterion has not been met. 

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

 
The changes recommended for the 2018 Circulation Plan are based on a 
modified approach for planning transportation infrastructure as well as 
changing growth trends and increasingly sophisticated traffic modeling.  
The 2018 planning effort took a fresh approach to transportation planning 
for the urban area by looking at where people are traveling to (major 
attractions) and from where they are beginning their travel (home, work and 
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play) creating the Network Map.  Both motorized and nonmotorized 
transportation corridors provide connections between major attractions and 
nodes as shown on the network map.  Incorporating nonmotorized 
transportation corridors into the Circulation Plan emphasizes these 
corridors as important travel corridors to move traffic to area attractions 
whereas the 2001 Urban Trails Plan established corridors for the additional 
purpose of recreation.    
 
Growth in Grand Junction since 2010 has been largely single family 
detached residential development and at densities at the very bottom of the 
range the Comprehensive Plan contemplated.  For example, much of the 
development in the northwest area of Grand Junction along 24 ½ Road has 
built out at an average density of 5.5 units per acre rather than the 
anticipated minimum density of 8 units per acre, impacting the anticipated 
traffic demands and resulting street network and classification needs.    
Some of the changes proposed for the Plan reflect the decreased traffic 
demand in some areas.  Updated traffic models support changes to the 
functional street classification map. 
 
Based on the transportation network, current growth trends and traffic 
modeling, Staff finds that the original premises and findings of the 
Circulation Plan and the Urban Trails Plan have changed and, therefore, 
this criterion has been met. 

 
(iii)    The character and/or condition of the area have changed enough 
that the amendment is acceptable; 

 
As noted under criterion (ii) the growth trends have generally been at the 
lowest density anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan such that planning for 
the future road classification needs of some corridors has changed.  In 
addition, the need for safe and efficient corridors for nonmotorized travel, 
whether by choice or necessity, continues to grow.  The Grand Valley 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan identified the transportation mode share for 
nonmotorized transportation options increasing by 2040. Because of the 
changing needs of the traveling public as well as the development trends of 
specific areas within the community, Staff finds that this criterion has been 
met. 

 
(iv)    The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will 
derive benefits from the proposed amendment; 
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The Urban Development Boundary serves as the planning area for 
the Circulation Plan.  The 2018 Circulation Plan provides for motorized 
and nonmotorized travel options, connecting major attractions and nodes 
in a comprehensive manner creating greater connectivity.  The Plan 
supports the Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan’s 
principles and best practices including: reducing congestion, easing 
commutes, improving roadway safety, enhancing sidewalks, bike, and 
multi-use trails, and maintaining an efficient and effective transportation 
system, thereby benefitting the overall community.  Further, the Plan 
supports the Comprehensive Plan’s vision for connectivity with a well-
connected street network with multiple travel routes that diffuse traffic, 
which have been shown to reduce congestion, increase safety for drivers 
and pedestrians, and promote walking, biking, and transit use. Creating a 
plan that provides a roadmap for the community to achieve these 
significant and documented community benefits supports Staff’s finding 
that this criterion has been met. 

 
(v)    The change will facilitate safe and efficient access for all modes of 
transportation; and 
 

The proposed Circulation Plan establishes a plan to improve, develop or 
construct a network of transportation corridors and separate active 
transportation (nonmotorized) corridors to specifically accommodate all 
modes of transportation.  For example, the Circulation Plan establishes 
policies and strategies supporting a complete street policy, an integrated 
transportation system, improved transit interconnectivity between 
attractions and an improved urban trails system.  In addition, the Plan 
establishes strategies and policies to add safety and efficiency to the 
transportation network, thereby working to plan, encourage and facilitate 
the implementation of safe and efficient access for all modes of 
transportation.   The core of the plan is to facilitate safe and efficient 
access for all modes of transportation, therefore, Staff finds that this 
criterion has been met. 

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

The Network Map is key to understanding how people are moving 
throughout the community, specifically where people are coming from and 
going to in their daily travel decisions.  Linking and providing efficient and 
safe transportation corridors for motorized vehicles (using the Street Plan 
Functional Classification Map) and nonmotorized travel (using the Active 
Transportation Corridors Map) provides options and furthers the 
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Comprehensive Plan’s vision for connectivity with a well-connected street 
network for an urban-wide circulation and interconnectivity. Staff therefore 
finds this criterion has been met. 

 
 
The proposed Circulation Plan and Complete Streets Policy is consistent with the vision, 
goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 
 

Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between 
the City, Mesa County, and other service providers.   
 
 The proposed Circulation Plan was developed jointly by the City and County to 

be consistently implemented within the Urban Development boundary. 
 
Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, 
local transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, 
water and natural resources. 
 
 The proposed 2018 Circulation Plan and the proposed Grand Junction Complete 

Streets Policy is balanced and supports multi-modal transportation options. 
 

Policy A. The City and County will work with the Mesa County Regional 
Transportation Planning Office (RTPO) on maintaining and updating the Regional 
Transportation Plan, which includes planning for all modes of transportation.   
 
Note:  The proposed Circulation Plan and Complete Streets Policy supports the 
Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Policy B. Include in the Regional Transportation Plan…consider functional 
classification in terms of regional travel, area circulation, and 
local access. 
 
Policy D. A trails master plan will identify trail corridors linking neighborhoods with 
the Colorado River, Downtown, Village Centers and Neighborhoods Centers and 
other desired public attractions. The Plan will be integrated into the Regional 
Transportation Plan.   
 

 
VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Grand Junction Circulation Plan: 
After reviewing the Grand Junction Circulation Plan, CPA-2017-554, a request to adopt 
the Grand Junction Circulation Plan and to repeal and replace the Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan and the Urban Trails Plan, as part of the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan the following findings of fact have been made:  
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6. The proposed amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

7. At least one of the review criteria in Section 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 

Therefore, Staff recommends approval. 
 
Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy: 
 
After reviewing the Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy, CPA-2017-554, a request 
to adopt the Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy as an element of the Grand 
Junction Circulation Plan, the following findings of fact have been made:  
 

1. The proposed Complete Streets policy furthers the intent and goals of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, specifically the strategies and policies of the Circulation 
Plan. 
 
 

VII. RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Madam Chairman, on the Grand Junction Circulation Plan request, CPA-2017-554, I 
move that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of 
approval of the Plan with the findings of facts as listed in the staff report. 
 
Madam Chairman, on the Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy request, CPA-2017-
554, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a 
recommendation of approval of the Complete Streets Policy with the findings of facts as 
listed in the staff report. 
 
 
Exhibits: 
 

1. Staff Report 
2. Circulation Plan document 
3. Proposed Network Map 
4. Street Plan – Functional Classification Map – proposed changes shown and 

listed Street Plan – Functional Classification Map  
5. Street Plan – List of Changes 
6. Street Plan – Proposed 2018 Final Draft – As amended 
7. Proposed Active Transportation Corridors Map 
8. List of Public Meetings 
9. Letters and Public Comments (public, open house, development review 

agencies, local organizations) 
10. Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy document 
11. Proposed Ordinance for Circulation Plan 
12. Proposed Resolution for the GJ Complete Streets Policy 

draft 4/25/2018 

Exhibit 
2 
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draft 4/25/2018 

 

Proposed 
Grand Junction 

2018 CIRCULATION PLAN 
 

Chapter 31.08, Volume III: Comprehensive Plan of the City of Grand Junction 

  

Exhibit 2 
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2018 Grand Junction 
CIRCULATION PLAN 

 
Adoption 
 
The Grand Junction Circulation Plan is adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Vision 
 
The community envisions a safe, balanced and environmentally sensitive multi-modal, 
urban transportation system that supports greater social interaction, facilitates the 
movement of people and goods, and encourages active living, mobility independence, 
and convenient access to goods and services for all users.  
 
A multi-modal transportation system should accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, 
motorists, movers of goods, and transit; and should be safe and navigable for all users.  
It must provide transportation options to all users including those with limited mobility 
such as children, seniors, and persons with disabilities. 
 
Purpose 
 
The Grand Junction Circulation Plan (“Circulation Plan”) is a strategic document 
adopted by both the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County. This document moves 
forward the transportation principles, strategies and vision to create an urban area-wide 
multi-modal circulation plan as identified in: the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 
adopted in 2010; the 2010 Circulation Plan; and the 2001 Urban Trails Plan.  
 
It supports the Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan’s sound planning 
principles and best practices including: 

o reducing congestion;  
o easing commutes; 
o  improving roadway safety;  
o enhancing sidewalks, bike, and multi-use trails; and,  
o maintaining an efficient and effective transportation system.   

 
It builds on the transportation goals found in the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, 
including: 

 designing streets and walkways as attractive public spaces; 
 constructing streets to include enhanced pedestrian amenities; and 
 developing a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 

transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and freight movement while protecting environmental 
conditions of air, water and natural resources. 
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The Circulation Plan will be used by elected officials and staff to guide the assignment 
of financial resources for infrastructure construction, future development and dedication 
of other funds for transportation purposes. 
 
 
Planning Area 
 
This Circulation Plan is applicable to transportation corridors within the Urban 
Development Boundary as defined by the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map.  Minor exceptions occur where a particular corridor falls both within and 
outside of the Urban Development Boundary and whereby consistency of standards 
along the length of the corridor would be beneficial to the traveling public. 
 

 
 
Executive Summary 
 
The Circulation Plan establishes a comprehensive approach to transportation planning 
through the following four sections (Plan Elements).  Conceptual and corridor maps 
have been created to aid decision makers and city and county staff to improve the 
transportation systems.  See Appendix A for full-page maps.  Hyperlink to appendices 
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Plan Elements 
 
A. The Network Map identifies important corridors and linkages connecting 
centers, neighborhoods and community attractions.   
 
B.  The Street Functional Classification Map identifies the functional 
classification of the roadway corridors that connect neighborhoods, employment 
centers and local attractions and amenities.  Many of these corridors are also 
major truck routes providing heavy truck movement and access to the Grand 
Junction community.  There are over fifty proposed changes since the map was 
last adopted by City Council and Mesa County Board of County Commissioners 
in 2010.  These changes include adding road segments, reclassifying some 
existing road segments and removing others from the map. 

 
C.  The Active Transportation Corridors Map replaces the Urban Trails Master 
Plan/Map and identifies major corridors important for non-motorized travel by 
providing critical, continuous and convenient connections for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  The corridors are broadly defined and could accommodate active 
transportation as part of the road network or as separated paths.  This 
Circulation Plan identifies corridors important for active transportation and does 
not attempt to identify trails that are predominately recreational in nature.  In the 
city limits, it proposes using trails on, along, adjacent to or near canals, ditches 
and drainages for non-motorized route connections only where there is not 
another safe or better alternative for non-motorized transportation on the road 
network. 

 
D.  Specific Strategies and Policies 
Goals and policies identified in the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan and 
strategies and policies identified in the Circulation Plan will help the community 
achieve its vision of becoming the most livable City west of the Rockies.  A 
balanced transportation system will be achieved through the following strategies 
and policies that are further described in the Circulation Plan. 

7. Adopt a Complete Streets Policy for Grand Junction and develop and 
adopt a Complete Streets Policy for Mesa County. 

8. Develop or revise policies for support of an integrated transportation 
system. 

9. Provide conceptual and corridor maps that will be used by decision 
makers and staff to improve transportation systems. 

10. Improve interconnectivity between Grand Valley Transit and centers, 
neighborhoods and community attractions.                            

11. Improve the Urban Trails System on and connecting to Active 
Transportation Corridors. 

a. Provide guidance on incentives for trail construction 



Planning Commission May 22, 2018 
 

87 
 

b. Provide guidance on standards for trail construction 
c. Provide guidance on ownership and maintenance of trail system 
d. Maintain or improve multi-purpose trails 
e. Provide wayfinding to attract visitors to the trail system and improve 

the ability of residents and visitors to find area attractions.  
12. Maintain or improve circulation of vehicles on road system.  

 
Background 
 
The 2010 Circulation Plan was adopted as an element of the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan. It is limited to a brief description of the planning area and the 
principle that development should support an integrated transportation system.  It also 
includes a functional classification street network map, of future, general vehicular 
circulation patterns for collector and arterial streets and highways to accommodate the 
ultimate buildout of the urban area. 
 
The 2001 Urban Trails Plan was developed as a strategic tool to guide the future course 
of trail development in the Grand Valley.  The Plan identifies the locations for new non-
motorized facilities and serves as a guide for the development, protection, 
management, operations and use of a trail system that meets the demands of the 
growing community.  The plan identifies the opportunity to utilize the natural 
waterways, drainages and canals to create an interconnected system of safe and 
efficient means of non-motorized travel.   
 
This Circulation Plan acknowledges the planning that was previously completed and 
incorporates the previous findings into a broader framework for transportation to include 
more than a functional classification of streets.  The Circulation Plan works to combine 
urban trails planning with street planning and establish goals and policies with a multi-
modal approach to transportation within the Urban Development Boundary established 
in the Comprehensive Plan. In addition to these two plans, the City and County also 
have adopted transportation plans for specific neighborhoods and geographic areas 
(see appendix).  Hyperlink to appendices 
 
The following adopted plans have shaped the transportation planning in the community 
and have been adopted by one or both, the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County, 
and can be found at www.mesacounty.us/planning and/or at http://www.gjcity.org.  
These plans serve as the foundation for the updated Circulation plan. 
 

 2010 Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan  
 Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan   
 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan  
 2002 Redlands Area Transportation Plan  
 2004 Pear Park Neighborhood Plan  

http://www.mesacounty.us/planning
http://www.gjcity.org/
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=12472&libID=12609
http://gv2040rpt.org/
http://www.gjcity.org/contentassets/7fd0bc4053af45c5b3c2c3e2f860dd7d/urbantrailsmasterplan-pearparksept2005quad.pdf
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6576
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=15004&libID=15149
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 2014 Orchard Mesa Neighborhood Plan  
 2011 Clifton/Fruitvale Community Plan  
 2007/2011North Avenue Corridor Plans and Zoning Overlay  
 24 Road Subarea Plan and Overlay  

 
 
Access Management Policies and Access Control Plans - 
 
The City, County and CDOT have various access management plans and policies.  
This circulation plan update has been developed to work in conjunction with these 
policies, which can be found in the following documents:   

 Mesa County Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (RB 
Spec) - www.mesacounty.us/publicworks/roads/specifications.aspx 

 Mesa County Road Access Policy- www.mesacounty.us/RoadAccessPolicy.aspx 
 City of Grand Junction Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS). 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/Gra
ndJunction29.html 

 Access Control Plans with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) - 
Some corridors fall under the ownership and jurisdiction of CDOT.  CDOT has 
specific “Access Control Plans” that are implemented through intergovernmental 
agreements with Mesa County and/or Grand Junction for the State Highway 
system which affects driveways, street intersections and signalization spacing on 
these roads.  The roads include Interstate-70, I-70 Business Loop, State Hwy 
141, State Hwy 340, US Hwy 6 (North Avenue), and US Hwy 50, all of which run 
through the Grand Junction community.   

 
 
Plan Elements 
 
SECTION A: MAPS 
 
1.  The Network Map   The Network Map is 
a conceptual view of the community from an 
overall “30,000 foot” vantage point that 
identifies important corridors and linkages 
connecting centers, neighborhoods and 
community attractions.  It is used to support 
more detailed planning, such as the Active 
Transportation Corridor Map.  It is 
implemented through capital construction of 
streets, sidewalks and trail infrastructure.  A 
full-page map is included in Appendix A as 
Figure 1.  Hyperlink to appendices 

http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=21816&libID=21958
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6564
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://www.mesacounty.us/publicworks/roads/specifications.aspx&sa=U&ved=0ahUKEwiwidTI26DWAhVIwYMKHa01AesQFggEMAA&client=internal-uds-cse&usg=AFQjCNHOVvrxC8FxjM4l68kGm8nEHSvXKw
http://www.mesacounty.us/RoadAccessPolicy.aspx
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html
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2.  The Active Transportation Corridors Map (Non-motorized Transportation Map) 
This Circulation Plan establishes the Active Transportation Corridor Map, to create a 
network of critical, continuous, safe, and convenient connections for non-motorized 
transportation (bicycles, pedestrians, motorized wheelchairs, e-bikes where permitted 
by law, etc).  While it may be used for recreation or connect to the Colorado River and 
other trails, the Active Transportation Corridors are intended to provide a complete 
alternative network of non-motorized traffic routes.  This includes using existing streets 
and future trails along water ways (canals, ditches and drainages) to connect 
neighborhood, schools, parks and other open space areas, as well as commercial and 
business districts with each other. It further identifies specific corridors that follow and 
support the Network Map and links important centers identified in the Comprehensive 
Plan’s Future Land Use Map with neighborhoods and other attractions and local 
amenities.   
 
Active Transportation Corridors will include some canal, ditch and drainageway 
alignments where they provide the safest and best connections between neighborhoods 
and area attractions.  This focused approach limits the use of canals, ditches and 
drainageways to only those routes that are most viable and critical for the active 
transportation network.  During the planning, design and construction of these corridors 
the best route can be established which may include a combination of canals, ditches 
drainageways, roads or other properties to locate the actual active transportation non-
motorized corridor on.  Final location of these routes may be located on, along, 
adjacent to or near the canals, ditches and drainageways, but will be constructed to 
respect canal and drainage companies’ operations. 
 
The Active Transportation Corridors Map will be 
used to support more detailed planning and 
implementation, including capital construction of 
sidewalks, bike lanes and trail infrastructure.  
Active Transportation Corridors can be improved 
during new development projects or through 
capital improvement projects and through the 
development of drainageways as identified in the 
Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan.   
 
As property develops there may be situations where trails may be a desired amenity but 
a route is not shown on the Map.  An example of this may be providing a connection 
from an internal subdivision street to an outside collector or arterial street.  
Constructing these type of site and development specific improvements will provide 
connectivity that helps the overall transportation system work.  See also “5. Improve 
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Urban Trails System on and connecting to Active Transportation Corridors (Policy)” 
below.  A full-page map of eh Active Transportation Corridors is included in Appendix A 
as Figure 2.  Hyperlink to appendices 
 
3.  The Street Plan Functional Classification Map   The Street Plan Map identifies 
major corridors for general circulation of motorized traffic within the Urban Development 
Boundary.  Roadway classifications include collectors and arterial streets that move 
more traffic than local subdivision streets.  Subdivision and other local streets connect 
to collector streets that connect to arterial streets.  Collector and arterial streets 
connect community attractions including neighborhood centers, village centers, and 
downtown together.  The map also shows unclassified roads which are important for 
neighborhood circulation.  They establish general locations for these important future 

local streets in undeveloped areas.  The 
classification of these will be determined via a traffic 
impact analysis that demonstrates vehicular traffic 
demand within the area of interest. 
 
There are over fifty changes to the Street Plan Map 
in this Circulation Plan since the map was adopted 
by City Council and Mesa County in 2010. These 
revisions are incorporated into the map and are the 
result of new development or improved traffic data.  
A full-page map is included in Appendix A as Figure 
3.  Hyperlink to appendices 
 

 
SECTION B: STRATEGIES/POLICIES  
 
1.  Complete Streets Policies (Policy) 
a.  Grand Junction – Adopt a Complete Streets Policy – The Complete Streets 
Policy will support the City of Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan goal to “develop a 
well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local transit, pedestrian, 
bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and natural resources.”  A 
Complete Streets approach integrates the needs of people and places in the planning, 
design, construction, operation and maintenance of transportation networks, making 
streets safer for people of all ages and abilities and thereby supporting overall public 
and economic health.  At the heart of a complete streets policy is the intent for 
communities to build streets that safely accommodate all modes of transportation.   
 
While the City has historically incorporated Complete Streets concepts in the design of 
transportation corridors, this policy memorializes that commitment for all transportation 
related projects.  The Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy recognizes the 
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importance of all modes of transportation and is established for the areas under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Grand Junction. 
 
The City established the Urban Trails Committee to advise City Council on matters 
pertaining to the safe, convenient and efficient movement of pedestrians and bicyclists 
of all ages and abilities.   It has been a long-standing goal and desire of the Urban 
Trails Committee, whose planning jurisdiction is limited to the Persigo 201 service area, 
to develop and adopt a Complete Streets policy.  That goal was incorporated into the 
2017 City Council Strategic Plan as a Key Initiative.   
b.  Mesa County - Develop and adopt a “Complete Streets” Policy – For Mesa 
County, an Urban Area Complete Streets Policy limited to the Urban Development 
Boundary will be developed that is appropriate to its jurisdiction and supports the Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan by fostering community values of transportation 
connections, attractive corridors and safe routes for all modes of travel.  This policy will 
be part of the Mesa County Road & Bridge Standards and separate from the Complete 
Streets Policy adopted by the City of Grand Junction.  
 
2.  Apply the principles of an Integrated Transportation System (Strategy)   
An integrated transportation system is defined as a system that provides transportation 
options and needs for all mobility types.  New development shall be designed to 
continue or create an integrated system of streets and trails that provides for efficient 
movement of pedestrians, bicycles, and automobiles to and from adjacent development, 
while also encouraging the use of transit.  Design shall allow for through movement of 
general traffic utilizing connectivity, thus avoiding isolation of residential areas and over-
reliance on arterial streets. 
 
Another aspect of an Integrated Transportation System is the concept of Complete 
Networks.  There are limited number of corridor segments that cannot serve all mobility 
types due to a variety of restrictions such as constrained rights-of-way or an exclusive 
facility type.  Some corridors, like off-street trails, are intended exclusively for bicycles 
and pedestrians and a small number of corridors can serve vehicles only.  However, in 
all instances the transportation system as a whole should provide effective connections 
for all modes of travel.  The individual corridors, when combined, work together to form 
an integrated transportation system or “complete network”.  This circulation plan update 
was prepared with this concept in mind.  The Street Functional Classification Map and 
the Active Transportation Corridor Map have been developed to work together with the 
Complete Network concept in mind. 
 
Implementation Actions: 

A. Amend Development Codes to include requirements for building street networks 
and identify construction/reconstruction responsibility. 

B. Amend Development Codes to establish construction responsibility, design 
guidelines, and ownership guidance for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

C. Develop methods to incentivize construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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D. Revise the City of Grand Junction Transportation Engineering and Development 
Standards (TEDS) manual, specifically relating to street and trail design 
guidelines and cross sections and transit requirements, to support the concepts 
presented in this plan. 

E. Revise the City’s Zoning and Development Code to create best practices for 
street and intersection design alternatives based on anticipated travel patterns 
and multi-modal demand. 

F. Update the Mesa County Road and Bridge Standards to include additional 
options for implementation of the strategies/policies presented in this plan. 

G. Revise the Mesa County Development Standards to provide the necessary 
criteria to promote an integrated transportation system. 

 
3.  Incorporate Sub Area Maps (Strategy) 

Various plans have been developed for some areas (sub-areas) within the Urban 
Development Boundary while many other areas still need specific plans.  The following 
list recognizes planning efforts to date that are incorporated into this Circulation Plan.   

A. Safe Routes to Schools – Studies to improve safety for children between existing 
neighborhoods and schools continue with projects planned, funded and 
constructed for Nisley Elementary, Clifton Elementary and West Middle School.  
Other planning has occurred and will continue to occur for all schools in School 
District 51. 

B. Clifton Pedestrian Plan – refer to Clifton Fruitvale Community Plan 
C. Orchard Mesa Pedestrian Plan at the Fairgrounds/Meridian Park Neighborhood 

Center – refer to Orchard Mesa Neighborhood Plan 
D. Redlands area - refer to the Redlands Area Plan 
E. North Avenue Corridor Plans 
F. Pear Park refer to the Pear Park Neighborhood Plan 
G. Horizon Business District – refer to (future) Horizon Business District Overlay 
H. Mesa Mall Environs – (future) 
I. Safe Routes to Parks & Open Space (future) 

 
Implementation Actions: 
 

A. Revisit each sub-area plan regularly and update when needed. 
B. Add to the list as new sub-areas are planned and mapped. 

 

4.  Improve Interconnectivity with Grand Valley Transit (GVT) (Strategy) - The 
vision for GVT is to provide a viable transportation choice for all populations that 
connects communities, neighborhoods, and destinations while improving quality of life 
and supporting economic vitality in the region. GVT strives to provide an affordable, 
connected, efficient, and easy to use transit system that attracts all rider types, 
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integrates all modes of transportation and that provides a transportation system that 
supports jobs, recreation and overall community well-being.  Additional statistical 
information for GVT can be found in Appendix B.  Hyperlink to appendices 

 
To achieve GVT’s vision, the transit system must provide improved interconnectivity and 
accessibility including first and last mile connections.  Many of the improvements will 
rely on coordination with both Mesa County and City of Grand Junction for 
implementation.   
 
Implementation Actions: 
 

A. Access - In coordination with its partners, GVT will improve sidewalks, curb 
ramps, and bike lanes and provide bike racks at bus stops in an ongoing effort to 
improve access for riders.    

 
B. Collaboration – GVT will collaborate and be a strong community partner that 

works with public, private, and non-governmental organizations to provide transit 
service options within the transportation system and look to emerging trends and 
technologies to bring this to fruition. 

 
5.  Improve the Urban Trails System both on 
and connecting to Active Transportation 
Corridors (Strategy) 
Creating neighborhood and community 
connections that are safe, convenient and 
efficient are very important to providing 
transportation options.  These can include 
active transportation routes to parks, schools, 
commercial and employment areas that are off 
the major, highly traveled ways.  Efforts should 
look at planning at a ¼ mile radius from a 
proposed development as well as the entire 
transportation corridor between major 
attractions.   
 
Access between neighborhoods and 
subdivisions and connecting them and other 
attractions to the Active Transportation 
Corridors can be accomplished in a variety of 
ways.  Using drainage ways and open space 
areas is deemed the highest priority to make these connections work. See the four 
examples below.    
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The City has a history of working with development to create safe and convenient 
connectors between not only similar land uses, like residential neighborhoods, but also 
between unlike land uses. 
 
Example 1:  Lincoln Park Connection 
from North Avenue.   Creating a safe 
community connection from collector 
and arterial streets allows good public 
access to major attractions and is 
important in encouraging non-motorized 
transportation including transit.  A bus 
stop exists on North Avenue at the 
entrance of this trail connection. 
 
Example 2:  Leach Creek Trail - The Estates and Blue Heron residential subdivisions 
and development of the Leach Creek bike/pedestrian concrete trail. 

 
Leach Creek Drainage Trail – Connecting G Road and G ½ Rd 
       

 
 
 
 
 

Example 3:  Connection with Patterson 
Road – Trail across O’Reilly Auto Parts 
store property connects GVT Transfer 
Station with Patterson Road via a crosswalk 
at 24 ½ Road. 
 
 
 

Looking east from Patterson Rd                                             
 

Looking west from Beaver Lodge Dr. near G ½ Rd                                            
 

Looking north from G Rd                                             
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Example 4:  Neighborhood connections to Active 
Transportation Corridors.  These “neighborhood 
connections” provide individual subdivisions with 
access to the larger transportation system and 
link them with neighborhood subdivisions and 
other areas of the community.  A “pathway” from 
a subdivision which leads to an Active 
Transportation Corridor will provide residents with 
an optional mode of transportation, while 
providing them access to major attractions in the 
urban area. 
 
 
a.  Incentives for Trail Construction - Trails and public streets are part of the 
transportation network They provide transportation corridors for commuting purposes; 
serve as an amenity to the community, new developments, and neighborhoods. Trails 
have been shown to improve public health, strengthen community social connections 
and lead to increased property values.1 
 
Implementation Actions: 
 

A. The City or County will seek funding for off-site trail construction to connect 
development-required trail(s) to the existing trail network (Active 
Transportation Corridors). 

1. Revise the City’s Zoning and Development Code (Z&D) and 
County’s Land Development Code (LDC) to establish responsibility 
of new development and incentives for constructing trails shown on 
the Active Transportation Corridor Map and associated connections 
within their project limits. 

 
b. Standards for Trail Design & Construction - All trails should be hard surface, 
preferably concrete and constructed to meet the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements, follow specific regulations found in the Grand Junction Development 
Code and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual, and be 
designed according to the latest industry standard. 
 
The type of facility to be constructed for on-street trails shown on the Active 
Transportation Corridor map will generally be specified by the standard street cross 
                                                      
1 CMU Study: “The Impact of Natural Amenities on Home Values in the Greater Grand Junction Area” by Nathan 
Perry, Tammy Parece, Cory Castaneda and Tim Casey – updated June 2017 

Pathway link from The Estates 
Subdivison to Leach Creek Trail 
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sections in the TEDS Manual.  However, the flexibility to choose a facility type that 
exceeds the minimum standards should be allowed and encouraged. Additionally, 
consideration should be given to implementing innovative pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, in accordance with the latest industry standards, when the context of the 
corridor makes it feasible.  Careful selection of the appropriate facility type is 
particularly important along the CDOT State Highway segments identified as Active 
Transportation corridors.  For example, because of a corridor’s context, a detached 
multi-use path or a separated two-way path could be preferred instead of on-street bike 
lanes.  The designs for all projects on State Highway corridors are subject to the review 
and approval of CDOT staff.   
 
Standards for trail design and construction must also account for crossings.  Trail 
crossings occur when on-street or off-street trails intersect with another street.  
Crossings should be designed according to the latest industry standards and guidelines 
and prioritize the safety of vulnerable road users, pedestrians, and bicyclists.   

A. The majority of trail crossings will occur at existing street intersections.  Design 
standards pertaining to the application of pedestrian crosswalks will apply. 

B. Current design standards and guidelines should be utilized to determine which of 
the various trail and pedestrian crossing treatments to select.  For new crossing 
locations, an Engineering Study including a warrant analysis should be 
performed.  The various trail and pedestrian crossing treatments that could be 
warranted by Engineering Study include crosswalk signage and markings, 
flashing warning beacons, pedestrian hybrid beacons, conventional traffic signals 
with pedestrian signal heads, or a grade separated crossing. 

C. When off-street trails cross streets, such as trails along drainageways or trails 
along canals, the preferred crossing treatment should be a grade separated 
facility.  Ideally this would utilize a structure that accommodates both the trail 
and the necessary drainage conveyance.  If a grade separated crossing cannot 
be reasonably accommodated, then an Engineering Study should be performed 
to select the appropriate at-grade crossing treatment.  Ideally all at-grade 
crossings should occur at signalized intersections.   

D. When on-street trails cross CDOT State Highways or City/County arterials, the 
preferred crossing treatment should be a signalized intersection.  A grade 
separated facility should be provided when it can be accomplished in 
combination with primarily vehicular bridge structures; such as the 29 Road 
overpass crossing the I-70 Business Loop.  Grade separated trail crossings may 
also be possible by reallocating space on existing bridge structures; such as the 
B ½ Road Overpass crossing Highway 50.  The designs for all projects crossing 
State Highway corridors are subject to the review and approval of CDOT staff. 

 
   Implementation Actions: 
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A. Revise the City’s Zoning and Development Code (Z&D) and County’s Land 
Development Code (LDC)to reflect the intent of the following: 

1. Off-street trails shown on the Active Transportation Corridor Map shall 
be 10’ wide, designed and constructed per the Transportation 
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS).   

2. Minimum standards for on-street trails shown on the Active 
Transportation Corridor Map shall consist of on-street bike lanes in 
accordance with standard street cross sections and a detached 
sidewalk.  

3. In some cases, because of topography or other concerns, it may be 
impossible to meet ADA requirements.  Soft trails may be acceptable 
in those instances.   

4. Per the Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM), most drainage 
channels require at least one 12’ wide service road.  All drainage 
channel service roads shall also be designed to function as soft 
trails.  If a trail is shown on the Active Transportation Corridor Map 
along a drainage channel, the service road must be constructed of a 
hard surface.  To achieve the required 12’ service road width, it can be 
10’ of concrete with compacted road base shoulders.  

 
c. Ownership and Maintenance of Trail System - This policy is as follows and is different 
within the jurisdiction of Grand Junction than it is in the unincorporated areas of Mesa 
County. 
 
City of Grand Junction Implementation Actions: 
 

A. Revise the Zoning and Development Code to reflect the intent of the 
following: 

1. If the trail is shown on the Active Transportation Corridor Map it must 
be in a tract or easement dedicated to the City of Grand Junction.  If 
the trail is not shown on the Active Transportation Corridor Map the 
developer shall dedicate an appropriately sized tract or easement to 
accommodate the trail to the appropriate entity in the following order of 
descending priority: the City of Grand Junction, the Canal Company/ 
Drainage District, or the Homeowners Association (HOA) per the 
following: 

a) When the trail is located adjacent to a drainage channel if 
maintained by the City of Grand Junction, it shall be dedicated 
to the City.  If the Grand Valley Drainage District (GVDD) 
maintains the channel, dedication shall be to the City and/or the 
GVDD. 

b) If the trail is located adjacent to a canal, dedication shall be to 
the City and/or the canal company. 
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c) Trails connecting internal subdivision streets or trails to external 
streets or trails shall be dedicated to the City or the HOA.   

d) Trail connections between neighborhoods shall be dedicated to 
the City or the HOA. 

 
Unincorporated Areas of Mesa County Implementation Actions: 
 

A. Establish the following language in the Mesa County Land Development 
Code and/or Transportation and Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) for 
developing property: 

1. Trails connecting internal subdivision streets or trails to external streets 
or trails shall be dedicated to the HOA, but available for public use with 
appropriate easements.   

2. Trail connections between neighborhoods shall be dedicated to the 
HOA of which they are a part, but available for public use with 
appropriate easements. 

3. Sidewalks along streets shall be in the Mesa County right-of-way. 
 
d.  Active Transportation Corridors along Drainageways, Canals and Ditches – As 
shown in the 2010 Comprehensive Plan, the Colorado River Regional Trail envisioned 
by Grand Junction, Mesa County and many other partners establishes a regional trail 
running the length of the Colorado River from the Town of Palisade to the City of Fruita 
and beyond.  Today parts of this trail are already built and more segments will be 
constructed through the combined efforts of various partners including Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife, the Colorado Riverfront Commission (One Riverfront), partner 
municipalities and the Urban Trails Committee.   
 
Trails along Drainage Ways - North of the 
Colorado River, drainageways generally orient 
in a northeast/southwest direction as they 
drain toward the river. These drainageways 
create a grid system separate from the grid of 
the street system and can provide necessary 
connections for a trail network from many 
existing and future residential neighborhoods 
and the Colorado River. In the Redlands, 
drainageways generally orient from southeast 
to northwest. Trails can be located within some 
of the broader drainageways, but may have to 
be aligned along the edge of narrower 
drainage corridors.   
 
Trails along Canals and Ditches – Canals are part of the secondary water system of the 
valley and generally run along contour lines in a northwest/southeast alignment, 
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following the terrain of the valley. These canals are owned and operated by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and private irrigation companies, and are located on 
lands owned by the BOR, in rights-of-way or easements across private land.  Using a 
combination of limited drainageway trails (discussed above) and limited canal trails can 
create a part of the active transportation corridor grid system. 
 
The concept of accessing the Colorado River Trail system through these non-motorized 
Active Transportation Corridors takes advantage of existing road corridors, greenways, 
drainages, and a few canal and ditch segments as identified on the Active 
Transportation Corridor Map to tie most of Grand Junction to the Colorado River 
Regional Trail.   
 
City of Grand Junction Implementation Actions: 
 

A. Revise the Zoning and Development Code to reflect the intent of the 
following: 

1. Trails along canals and drainages are shown on the Active 
Transportation Corridor map for certain segments needed to make 
essential trail system connections. Utilizing these segments for trail 
connections will require: 

a) Cooperation and allowance of public access from the irrigation 
and drainage providers to ensure public safety along the canal. 

b) Providing canal and drainage operators the ability to maintain 
their infrastructure. 

c) Permission from the underlying landowners and provisions to 
minimize public impacts on private land (such as fencing).   

d) Establishment of Memorandums of Understanding (MOU’s) to 
address liability. 

 
Unincorporated Areas of Mesa County Implementation Actions: 
 

It is Mesa County’s policy to not require trails along drainageways or canals. 
 
e.  Develop wayfinding and marketing for trails system - A wayfinding system for 
bicyclists and pedestrians consists of comprehensive signing and/or pavement 
markings to guide bicyclists and pedestrians to their destinations along “Active 
Transportation Corridors” and other preferred routes. Signs are normally placed at 
decision points along routes – typically at the intersection of two or more routes, trails, 
or bikeways, and at other key locations leading to and along bike and pedestrian 
routes.2  
 
 Implementation Actions for all transportation providers/partners: 

                                                      
2 Adopted from Urban Bikeway Design Guide, Second Edition, National Association of City Transportation Officials, 
March 2014 
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A. Make trail maps available on key websites including at a minimum: Mesa County, 
City of Grand Junction, Grand Junction Economic Partners, Chamber of 
Commerce, Colorado Mesa University, and “Visit Grand Junction.” 

B. Distribute hard copy maps/brochures at visitors’ centers/ mobile visitor center/ 
hotels/ library/ schools and other locations that serve as visitor and user 
destinations. 

C. Distribute and/or post full-sized maps at various locations including downtown, 
the CMU campus, GVT transit centers and at important transit stops showing the 
multi-modal transportation network (GVT routes, trails, and roads, etc.). 

D. Develop a phone app showing different forms of circulation using different modes 
including photos.  A mobile app could also be used to show history or points of 
interest as well as include the ability to report problems or suggestions. 
 

6.  Maintain/Improve Vehicular and Nonvehicular Circulation (Policy) 
In less developed sections of the urban area there is a need for local (subdivision) 
streets to be constructed in specific locations for better connectivity and access to the 
collector and arterial street network.  These streets have been identified as 
“Unclassified” on the Street Functional Classification Map and may be reclassified in the 
future when actual traffic demand is determined with development proposals.   
 
Stub Streets - Local circulation systems and 
land development patterns must not detract 
from the efficiency of adjacent higher order 
streets nor limit access to undeveloped property 
within a neighborhood.  Requiring stub streets 
is necessary to provide access and connectivity 
within a neighborhood.  Management of access 
to higher volume streets, including public and 
private streets and driveways, is necessary to 
ensure that efficiency and safety are not unduly 
compromised.    
 
Implementation Actions: 
Revise the Z&D and LDC to reflect the following: 

A. Unclassified “Future” Streets are required to be built during development.  
However, the classification will be determined via a Traffic Impact Analysis that 
demonstrates vehicle traffic demand within the area of interest (not limited to the 
development under consideration).  

B. Developments are required to stub streets to adjacent properties in logical 
locations, based on the Circulation Plan and each jurisdiction’s Access 
Management Policies.  This will allow for an interconnected local street system 
while minimizing the number of points required for access to the general street 
system.  Stub streets may be required for any functional classification street 
including local streets.  

Jamison Avenue is stubbed on both the 
east and west sides of this undeveloped 
area in Fruitvale 
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Appendix A- Maps 

 
 
 

Figure 1 - Network Map 
 
 

Figure 2 - Active Transportation Corridors Map 
 
 
Figure 3 - Street Plan - Functional Classification Map 
 
 
Figure 4 – Whitewater - Street Plan – Functional Classification Map 
 
 
Figure 5 – Whitewater - Active Transportation Corridor Map 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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Figure 5 
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Appendix B - Background on Previous Adopted Transportation Plans 

 
The following adopted plans have shaped the transportation planning in the community 
and have been adopted by one or both, the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County, 
and can be found at www.mesacounty.us/planning and/or at http://www.gjcity.org.  
These plans serve as the foundation for the updated Circulation plan. 
 

 2010 Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan The Grand Junction Comprehensive 
Plan was adopted in 2010 by both the City Council of Grand Junction and the 
Mesa County Planning Commission. The Comprehensive Plan provides the 
vision and the goal of “Becoming the Most Livable Community West of the 
Rockies”.  Creating a community with an excellent transportation system is 
essential to achieving this vision.  The goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan are furthered discussed in this Circulation Plan. 

 Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan  (see gv2040rpt.org) - The 
2040 Plan was adopted by the Grand Valley Regional Transportation 
Commission in 2015.  To maintain the region’s transportation system, ensure 
the efficient movement of people and goods, and support future growth and 
development, transportation services and infrastructure are planned and 
coordinated through a regional transportation planning process carried out by the 
Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO).  The GVMPO is the 
federally-designated transportation planning organization for the Grand Junction 
urbanized 
area and all of Mesa County. The long-term guidance developed in the regional 
Long Range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) informs a short-term capital 
improvement plan, or the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and 
prioritize projects to make the best use of limited funding.  The regional plan 
covers all of Mesa County, including incorporated Grand Junction.  The Grand 
Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the most recent update to the 
region’s overall vision for future transportation infrastructure and investment and 
identifies the types of investments and strategies needed to address 
transportation mobility needs in the region. The plan guides future investments in 
the region’s transportation system to reduce congestion; ease commutes; 
improve roadway safety; enhance sidewalks, bike, and multi-use trails; and 
maintain an efficient and effective transportation system that supports the 
regional economy.  It is scheduled to be updated in 2019 by a 2045 Plan. 

 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan - The City of Grand Junction last adopted an 
Urban Trails Master Plan in 2001 and the Mesa County Board of County 
Commissioners retired it in April 2014, leaving a plan that is limited, outdated and 
only implemented within the city limits of Grand Junction. The Urban Trails 
Master Plan defines the type and locations of non-motorized transportation 
corridors in the Grand Junction urban area, as well as on-street bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. Rather than update the Urban Trails Master Plan, it is being 

http://www.mesacounty.us/planning
http://www.gjcity.org/
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=12472&libID=12609
http://gv2040rpt.org/
http://gv2040rtp.org/
http://www.gjcity.org/contentassets/7fd0bc4053af45c5b3c2c3e2f860dd7d/urbantrailsmasterplan-pearparksept2005quad.pdf
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incorporated into this Plan, which will provide more direction, priorities, policies 
and implementation strategies.   

 2002 Redlands Area Transportation Plan – Includes a transportation section that 
was adopted as part of the Circulation Plan in 2002.  There were four key 
elements of the planning effort: 1) State Highway 340 Access Control Plan; 2) 
capacity improvements on existing routes; 3) new roadways and neighborhood 
connections; and 4) multi-modal accommodations. 

 2004 Pear Park Neighborhood Plan – Includes a Transportation and Access 
Management Plan for the Pear Park neighborhood and was adopted as part of 
the Circulation Plan in 2004.  It remains a part of the Circulation Plan today and 
its detail at a neighborhood level guides development access and street cross 
sections for major corridors in Pear Park. 

 2014 Orchard Mesa Neighborhood Plan – Includes a transportation planning 
section supporting complete street improvements, multi-modal enhancements for 
all major corridors on Orchard Mesa including US Highway 50, establishing non-
motorized crossings of US Hwy 50 (including the eastbound conversion of the B 
½ Road overpass to a pedestrian/bicycle path), and creating safe non-motorized 
routes to area attractions, schools, the riverfront, and centers. 

 2011 Clifton/Fruitvale Community Plan - Includes the Clifton Transportation 
Study and Clifton Pedestrian Circulation Study. Adopted in 2006 and amended in 
2011, it specifically looks at pedestrian and bicycle improvements to US Highway 
6 that runs through Clifton on the way to Palisade. 

 2007/2011North Avenue Corridor Plans and Zoning Overlay - Includes 
transportation requirements that reinforce a “Complete Street” infrastructure that 
support this Circulation Plan. 

 24 Road Subarea Plan and Overlay - Adopted in 2000 and updated in 2017, it 
includes transportation requirements that reinforce a “Complete Street” 
infrastructure and support this Circulation Plan. 

 
 
  

http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6576
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=15004&libID=15149
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=21816&libID=21958
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6564
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Appendix C - GVT Transit 
 
GVT Transit Summary, Service Areas and Major Corridors  
Based on onboard passenger surveys conducted between 2008 to 2016, the two major 
destinations for Grand Valley Transit (GVT) passengers while riding the bus are home 
followed by work.  Therefore, GVT focuses the system around densities of residential 
development and centers of employment.  Determining factors for route alignments and 
stop placement focus on transit-dependent populations that include older adult, persons 
with ambulatory disabilities, low-income, and zero-vehicle populations.  Much of this 
information comes from Census tract data, while the Grand Junction Housing Coalition 
is another resource.  
 
GVT focuses on specific corridors - Since the inception of fixed routes in 2000, GVT has 
focused on particular corridors including the following within the City of Grand Junction: 
North Avenue, Patterson Road, Orchard Avenue, Horizon Drive, Unaweep Avenue, D ½ 
Road, D Road, 4th & 5th Street couplets, 7th Street, 12th Street, 29 Road, and 32 
Road.  
 
GVT daily boarding’s and alightings –  
 
The busiest stops in 2016 for passenger boardings include the following (in order):  

 Downtown Transfer Facility   

 Clifton Transfer Facility   

 West Transfer Facility   

 North Ave & East of 28 ¾ Rd - Walmart   

 1st St & North of Rood Ave – City Market   

 North Ave & West of 28 ¾ Rd – Texas Road House - North Ave & East of 28 ½ 
Rd – Homeward Bound   

 
The busiest stops in 2016 for passengers’ alightings include the following:  

 Downtown Transfer Facility   

 Clifton Transfer Facility   

 West Transfer Facility   

 North Ave & Orchard Ave - West of 29 ¼ Rd   

 North Ave & East of 28 ½ Rd – Homeward Bound   

 North Ave & West of 29 ½ Rd – Career Center   

 East of 28 ¾ Rd - Walmart   
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GVT seeks Economic and Community Vitality – Provide a transit system that supports 
jobs, recreation, and overall community well-being. 
 
GVT seeks System Preservation – Maintain a financially sustainable transit system 
operating in a state of good repair. 
 
GVT seeks Education and Outreach – Strive to inform and educate the public about 
transit services and the mobility options they provide for all trip types and populations.  
Municipalities and educational institutions can partner with GVT to leverage grant 
funding for capital improvements.   
 
Examples of recent successes include: 

 Pedestrian and bicycle facilities (crossing beacons, sidewalks, ADA ramps, etc.) 
 Buildings (County Fleet addition in Whitewater, park-and-ride facilities) 
 Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) fueling facilities 
 Litter vacuum for Mesa County Facilities Department 
 CMU coach bus, District 51 & GVT bus pullout on 7th & Elm at new engineering 

building 
 Connecting the GVT West Transfer Station on 24 ½ Road, to Patterson Road, A 

“Neighborhood Connection “a trail was built by O’Reilly Auto Parts providing 
pedestrian access from 24 ½ Road to Patterson Road.   

CMU (7th St) – GVT Bus Pullout  
 GVT Bus Transfer Station across street           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Looking west from 24 ½ Rd  
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Appendix D - Resources 
 
 
City of Grand Junction 
www.gjcity.org  
Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 
Transportation Engineering Design Standards Manual (TEDS) 
Urban Trails Committee 
 
Additional Plans can be found at http://www.gjcity.org/residents/community-
development/long-range-planning/  
 
Mesa County 
www.mesacounty.us/planning  
Mesa County Road Access Policy 
Mesa County Road & Bridge Specifications 
 
Additional Plans can be found at http://www.mesacounty.us/planning/master-plan.aspx  
 
Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
www.rtpo.mesacounty.us  
2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
Safe Routes to School 
 
Additional Plans, Reports and Studies can be found at http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/plans-
reports-studies.aspx  
 
Colorado Mesa University Natural Resource Center 
http://www.coloradomesa.edu/natural-resource-
center/NRC%20Reports/socioeconomic-studies.html  
 
Studies include: 

 Grand Valley Public Trail Systems Socio-Economic Study, 2018 

 Rural Colorado Migration Study, 2018 

 Mesa County Hedonic House Price Study, 2017 

 
  

http://www.gjcity.org/
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/?html2/GrandJunction29/GrandJunction29.html
http://www.gjcity.org/residents/Community-Development/urban-trails/
http://www.gjcity.org/residents/community-development/long-range-planning/
http://www.gjcity.org/residents/community-development/long-range-planning/
http://www.mesacounty.us/planning
http://www.mesacounty.us/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=6266
http://www.mesacounty.us/publicworks/roads/specifications.aspx
http://www.mesacounty.us/planning/master-plan.aspx
http://www.rtpo.mesacounty.us/
http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/Plans,-Reports,-and-Studies/Other/2040-Regional-Transportation-Plan.aspx
http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/template.aspx?id=26911
http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/plans-reports-studies.aspx
http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/plans-reports-studies.aspx
http://www.coloradomesa.edu/natural-resource-center/NRC%20Reports/socioeconomic-studies.html
http://www.coloradomesa.edu/natural-resource-center/NRC%20Reports/socioeconomic-studies.html
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EXHIBIT 5 
 

Proposed GJCP Revisions - Street Plan – List of Changes 
 

Revision Description 
1 Add:  22 Rd Crossing of RR connecting with Hwy 6 & 50 and River Road 

2 
Change: River Rd from 25 Rd Ramp to 22 Rd from a Major Collector to a 
Minor Arterial 

3 Add:  Bond Street from 21 1/2 Rd connecting to H 1/2 Rd as Unclassified 

4 
Change H 1/2 Rd from 21 Rd to 23 1/2 Rd from Proposed Major Collector 
to Unclassified 

5 Add: Mease lane from H Rd to H 3/4 Rd as Unclassified 
6 Remove: H 1/2 Rd from 23 1/2 Rd to 24 Rd 
7 Add: G 3/4 Rd from 23 Rd to 24 1/2 Rd as a Major Collector 
8 Remove: I-70 double diamond interchange between 23 1/2 Rd and 24 Rd 
9 Remove: Previous alignment of Logos Dr 

10 
Change: Proposed Major Collector alignment of Logos Dr between 23 ½ 
and 24 Rd to a better alignment with G 1/4 Rd at 24 Rd intersection 

11 Add:  Market St north of F 3/4 Rd connecting to 24 1/4 Rd as Unclassified 
12 Add: F 7/8 Rd between 23 3/4 Rd and 24 Rd as Unclassified 
13 Change: F 3/8 Rd from 24 1/2 Rd to F 1/2 Rd from Local to Unclassified 
14 Remove:  Unclassified 24 3/8 Rd South of F 1/2 Rd 
15 Remove: Tammera Ln South of F 1/2 Rd - was Unclassified 
16 Add: 24 3/4 Rd from F 1/4 Rd to F 1/2 Rd as Minor Collector 

17 
Change: F ¼ Rd between 24 ½ Rd and 25 Rd from a Minor Collector to a 
Major Collector 

18 
Change: Flat Top Ln between 24 1/2 Rd and Devils Thumb Dr from a 
Minor Collector to Unclassified 

19 Remove: 25 ½ Rd between G 3/8 Rd and G ½ Rd was Unclassified 
20 No Change: keep as Unclassified 

21 
Add: 25 3/4 Rd from Patterson Rd to West Orchard Ave (follow drainage 
ditch) as Unclassified 

22 Remove: 26 1/2 Rd and I Rd Major Collectors 
23 Add: H 3/4 Rd between 26 Rd and 26 1/2 Rd as a Major Collector 
24 Add:  Unclassified stub street over Ranchman’s ditch 
25 Remove: H Rd to 29 Rd (Tunnel Under Runway) Principal Arterial 
26 Add: Airport Frontage Rd Between H Rd and 29 Rd as a Major Collector 
27 Change: Roads going through Matchett Park to match current Master Plan 

28 
Change: G Rd from a Minor Collector to a Major Collector from 29 Rd to 
29 1/2 Rd connecting with future I-70 interchange 

29 
Change: G Rd between 29 1/2 Rd & 30 Rd from Unclassified to a Major 
Collector that extends to 29 

30 Change: 29 1/2 Rd from a Minor Collector to a Major Collector 
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31 Add: 29 1/4 Rd between F 1/2 Rd and G Rd as Unclassified 
32 Add: Extend Broddick as Unclassified between 29 Rd and 29 ½ Rd 

33 
Add: 28 1/2 Rd as Minor Collector connecting to Presley Ave from Grand 
Falls Dr 

34 
Add: Grand Falls Dr as Minor Collector connecting to 28 1/2 Rd from 28 
1/4 Rd 

35 
Change: Presley Avenue from Unclassified to Minor Collector between 28 
3/4 Rd and 29 Rd 

36 Add: Elm Avenue between 29 Rd and 29 1/4 Rd as Unclassified 

37 
Change: 28 Rd between Orchard Ave and Grand Ave from a Minor 
Arterial to a Major Collector 

38 
Add: 28 Rd between Grand Ave and I-70B as a Major Collector 
(Unsignalized and Likely Movement Restricted) 

39 
Change: Riverside Pkwy from 7th St to 29 Rd from a Minor Arterial to a 
Principle Arterial 

40 
Change: 27 1/2 Rd between Riverside Pkwy and C ½ Rd from Minor 
Collector to Major Collector 

41 Add: C ¾ Rd between Indian Rd and 28 Rd as a Minor Collector 

42 
Change: 28 Rd between Riverside Pkwy and C ½ Rd from Minor Collector 
to Major Collector 

43 Add: 29 ¼ Rd between C ½ Rd and D Rd as Unclassified 
44 Add: D ¼ Rd between 29 ½ Rd and 29 ¾ Rd as a Minor Collector 

45 
Add: Unclassified connection from 30 Rd to I-70 Frontage Rd with a 
connection to Market Way 

46 
Change: 30 Rd heading south from US Hwy 50 from a Major Collector to 
Unclassified 

47 Add:  F 1/2 Rd between 32 Rd and 33 Rd as a Minor Collector 
48 Add:  F 3/4 Rd between 33 Rd and F 1/2 Rd as a Minor Collector 
49 See: Whitewater Functional Classification Proposed Revisions Map 

50 
Add: Proposed Major Collector on segment between Highway 6 & 50 and 
River Rd at truck stop 

51 
Change: Principal Arterial to Major Collector on H Rd between 21 Rd and 
22 Rd 

52 Change: Principal Arterial to Minor Arterial on 22 Rd north of H Rd 
53 Change: Principal Arterial to Minor Arterial on 24 Rd north of H Rd 
54 Delete: F ¾ Road from 24 ¾ Road to 25 Road 
55 Add: F ¾ Road to Copper Canyon Drive as Unclassified 

56 
Change: C ½ Rd between 29 Rd and 30 Rd from a Minor Collector to 
Unclassified 

57 
Change: C ¾ Rd between 29 Rd and 30 Rd from a Minor Collector to 
Unclassified 

58 
Change: 31 ¼ Rd between D Rd and D ½ Rd from a Minor Collector to 
Unclassified 

59 
Change: D ¼ Rd between 31 Rd and 31 ½ Rd from a Minor Collector to 
Unclassified 
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 WHITEWATER STREET PLAN MAP #49 
A Add: Unclassified – Proposed 
B Change: Local – Proposed to Unclassified – Proposed 
C Change: Local to Minor Collector 
D Change: Major Collector – Proposed to Unclassified - Proposed 
E Change: Major Collector to Local 
F Change: Major Collector to Minor Collector 

G 
Change: Minor Collector – Proposed to Minor Collector; Hookless 
Boulevard built 

H Change: Minor Collector – Proposed to Unclassified - Proposed 
I Change: Right-of-way acquired and named Jewel Road 
J Change: Local to Minor Collector 

 
 

See the full-size map found in Exhibit 4 to view proposed 
changes to the Street Plan within the Urban Development 
Boundary in the Grand Junction/Clifton area. 

 

Whitewater is part of the Comprehensive Plan Urban Development Boundary 
area, but is not within the Persigo 201 annexable area.  Mesa County Planning 
Commission will be including this area as part of their Plan adoption. 
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EXHIBIT 8 
 

List of Public Meetings 
 
 
Public Outreach and Comments Received:  The Technical Team held focus group meetings with many 
organizations and entities in between workshops with both Grand Junction and Mesa County Planning 
Commission and workshops with the Grand Junction City Council and briefings with the Board of County 
Commissioners.  Many comments were received from the public at the February Open House and 
through email.  In additions letters from various agencies were received, both in support and not in 
support of the proposed Plan. 
 
 
The following individuals, groups and organizations were given presentations of the proposed Circulation 
Plan.  In February a community open house was held with more than 40 people in attendance. 
 

One on Ones 
1. Bill Merkel – Large property owner – met Oct. 20, 2017  
2. Chris Endreson – CU Denver local Technical Assistance Coordinator– met Jan 24, 2018  
3. Elizabeth Fogarty – Visit Grand Junction Director – met March 14, 2018 

 
Canal Companies / Drainage Districts / Utility Providers 
1. GVWU - Mark Harris, Manager –  met Oct. 20, 2017  
2. GVDD - Tim Ryan, Manager – met Oct. 20, 2017  
3. PID, GVWUA, OMID managers - met Dec. 11. 2017 
4. Palisade Irrigation District Board – met Jan. 4, 2018 
5. GVIC - Phil Bertrand and Charlie Gunther - met Jan 10, 2018 
6. RW&P - Kevin Jones with 4 Board members – met Jan 11, 2018 
7. Grand Valley Water Users Board – met Jan. 11, 2018 
8. GVIC Board – met May 3, 2018 

 
Economic Development Partners 
1. NAOA – met Jan 18, 2018  
2. Horizon BID – met Feb 21st 
3. GJEP – met Feb 28th  
4. Chamber of Commerce - Met March 22, 2018 
5. DDA – met April 12, 2018 

 
Development Interests  
1. WCCA and Homebuilders Association – met Nov 15, 2017 
2. AMGD – met Dec 6, 2017 
3. Estate and Lending – Board of Realtors - met April 12, 2018 

 
Recreational Interests –  
1. Urban Trails – met Oct 10, 2017 
2. Parks Department Staff – met Jan 8, 2018 
3. Grand Valley Trails Alliance – met Feb 13th 
4. Colorado Riverfront Commission – met April 17, 2018 

 
School District 51 – met January 19, 2018 
 
Local Coordinating Council for RTPO/GVT – met April 4, 2018 
 
Various Transportation Agency Meetings 



Planning Commission May 22, 2018 
 

120 
 

1. GVRTC –  
a. met Feb 27, 2017  
b. met Feb 26, 2018 

2. TAC – met Feb 14, 2018 
3. CDOT Staff – met Feb 15, 2018 

 
Planning Commission, City Council, BoCC meetings 

1. February 16, 2017 – Joint Planning Commission/City Council Workshop 
2. October 19, 2017 - Planning Commission Workshop 
3. December 4, 2017 - City Council Workshop 
4. December 7, 2017 – Planning Commission Workshop 
5. December 21, 2017 – Planning Commission Workshop 
6. January 4, 2018 – Planning Commission Workshop 
7. February 8, 2018 – Mesa County Planning Commission Workshop 
8. February 27, 2018 – Mesa County Board of County Commissioners Briefing 
9. March 8, 2018 – Mesa County Planning Commission Workshop 

 
Public Open house – February 28, 2018 
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City of Grand Junction 

Complete Streets Policy 
 
 

  

Exhibit 10 
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City of Grand Junction Complete Streets Policy 
 
Vision: 
 
The Complete Streets Vision is to develop a safe, efficient, and reliable travel network of 
streets, sidewalks, and urban trails throughout the City of Grand Junction (City) to 
equitably serve ALL users and ALL modes of transportation.  Complete Streets will 
provide residents improved access, safety, health and environment—helping Grand 
Junction to become the most livable community west of the Rockies. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan established specific strategies to implement its vision, guiding 
principles, goals and policies.  In Chapter 5, Balanced Transportation, there are 
strategies to provide alternatives to getting around the community, increasing 
connectivity between neighborhoods, schools, parks, shopping and employment areas.  
It is through the buildout of neighborhood and village centers, along with strategies 
identified in the Comprehensive Plan and this Circulation Plan that will help the 
community achieve its vision of becoming the most livable City west of the Rockies.  
 
Grand Junction streets will be designed and maintained to be safe, attractive, 
accessible, convenient and comfortable for users of all ages and abilities and 
transportation modes.  Complete Streets will make the City of Grand Junction more 
walkable and bikeable, support transit, foster community engagement, and support the 
local economy and property values. Complete Streets will strengthen quality of life by 
improving public health and safety, advancing mobility, enhancing livability and long-
term sustainability to achieve the vision “to become the most livable community west of 
the Rockies.” 
 
Purpose: 
 
The City of Grand Junction commits to improvements that are planned, designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained to support safe, efficient and convenient mobility 
for all roadway users—pedestrians, bicyclists, people who use mobility devices, transit 
riders, freight traffic, emergency response vehicles, and motorists—regardless of age or 
ability.  Complete streets are necessary to expand everyone’s mobility choices for safe 
and convenient travel by different modes between destinations throughout Grand 
Junction and are designed, appropriate to the context, to balance safety and 
convenience for everyone using the road.  
 
Safety, including a reduction in hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists on Grand 
Junction roadways, is a fundamental consideration of this Complete Streets Policy.  
Complete Streets also encourage people to more easily make active transportation 
choices (walking and bicycling), which are associated with improved health outcomes at 
all stages of life and provide the added benefit of improved air quality.   
 
The City of Grand Junction recognizes that the planning and design of streets and 
regional roadways should include the entire right-of-way and public realm.  A Complete 
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Streets approach provides a unique opportunity to thoughtfully integrate and advance 
multiple objectives for the community, now and into the future, while delivering 
maximum benefits from both public and private investments.  A Complete Street 
includes an array of integral facilities, including, but not limited to street and sidewalk 
lighting, pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements, access improvements, 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, public transit facilities and access 
there-to, landscaping, drainage, and street amenities such as street furniture and 
shade.   
 
 
Complete Street Principles/Context Sensitive Design Standards 
 

1. Complete Streets serve all users and modes.  The City of Grand Junction 
shall design, operate and maintain the communities’ streets and right-of-way to 
reasonably enable safe, comfortable and convenient access and travel for users 
of all ages, abilities and income levels.  Complete Streets equitably considers 
the needs of motorists, pedestrians, people with disabilities, transit users, 
bicyclists, and commercial and emergency vehicles, consistent with this policy.  
The City will strive to prioritize complete street improvements that impact 
vulnerable and underserved areas and users. 

2. Complete Streets design criteria.  The City shall take an innovative approach 
to develop Complete Streets that meet or exceed national best-practice design 
guidelines by thoughtfully applying engineering, architectural, and urban design 
principles. 

3. Complete Streets require connected travel networks.  The City of Grand 
Junction shall prioritize opportunities to create a complete transportation network 
that provides connected facilities to serve all people and modes of travel, now 
and into the future.  Streets shall be connected to create complete networks that 
provide travelers with multiple choices of travel routes and that help to reduce 
congestion on major roadways.  The network shall include off-street hard-
surface trails for biking and walking where necessary to improve safety and 
convenience.  All roadways and routes need not be optimized for all modes; 
however, the network shall provide safe, efficient and convenient travel routes for 
each mode throughout the City, connecting services, schools, parks, civic uses, 
major centers of activity and attractions.   

4. Complete Streets are attractive, interesting and comfortable places for 
people.  Grand Junction’s streets shall be designed as public amenities and 
include aesthetic elements such as street trees, landscaping, pedestrian lighting, 
street furniture, and wayfinding signage wherever possible. 

5. Complete Streets require context-sensitive approaches.  The City will align 
land use and transportation goals, policies and code provisions to create 
Complete Streets solutions that are flexible and appropriate to the unique 
circumstances of the surrounding neighborhood, land use patterns and street 
classification to maximize travel. 
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6. Complete Streets include all roadways and all projects and phases.  The 
City shall apply this policy, to the greatest extent practicable given budget 
constraints, to all street projects, including new construction, reconstruction, 
resurfacing, and maintenance.  In addition, safe and efficient travel access for all 
modes of transportation shall be maintained during construction. 

7. Complete Streets Require Education, Outreach and Engagement.  The City 
will foster education and outreach on the Complete Streets policy to City 
Departments and other agencies and will encourage community engagement.  
Ongoing implementation and monitoring will be communicated to the community. 
 

 
Exceptions 
 
Any exception to this Policy, including for eligible private projects, must be reviewed and 
approved by the Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Exception 
Committee, comprised of the Public Works Director, Transportation Engineer, 
Community Development Director, and the Fire Marshal.   
 
The following will be considered by the Committee for exceptions to the Policy: 

a. An accommodation is not necessary on the corridors where specific user 
groups are prohibited; 

b. Costs of accommodation are excessively disproportionate to the need or 
probable use, when factoring in both current economic conditions and 
economic benefits of initial capital cost; 

c. A clear, documented absence of current and future need exists; 
d. Transit accommodations that may be excluded where there is no existing 

or planned transit service; 
e. Routine maintenance of the transportation network that does not change 

the roadway geometry or operations, such as mowing, sweeping, spot 
repair, pothole filling or when interim measures are implemented on 
temporary detour or haul routes; 

f. A reasonable and equivalent project existing along the same corridor that 
is already programmed to provide facilities exempted from the project at 
hand; or 

g. The cost of providing accommodations is excessive compared to 
reasonable access to alternative facilities existing within one quarter mile 
of the surrounding network of complete streets to the site. 

 
Applicability: 
 
The policy is applicable to all development and redevelopment in the public realm within 
the City of Grand Junction.  It applies to the work of all City Departments and other 
entities working within the public right-of-way.  In addition, it is intended to guide all 
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private development that affects streets, the transportation system, and the public 
realm. 
 
Where new streets and subdivisions are subject to the City of Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code and/or Transportation Engineering Design Standards, the City 
shall fully and consistently refer to this policy for guidance.   
 
In the existing developed areas of the City, roadway improvements that implement this 
policy shall be achieved as individual projects advance, as sites and corridors are 
developed and improved, and as needs and travel-mode balance evolve over time. 
 
Performance Measures  
 
Complete Streets require appropriate performance measures.  The City will track and 
report performance measures for the transportation system that measure how well the 
City is conforming to this policy.  Indicators shall reflect safe and efficient mobility for all 
users—pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, motorists and freight.   The City shall 
measure the success of this policy using, but not being limited to, the following 
performance measures: 

 
Performance MeasureUnit/Quantity   Goal 
Safety: 
Crashes for all modes  NumberDecrease 
Injuries and fatalities for all modes*   NumberDecrease 

towards zero 
1. Number of Fatalities  
2. Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)  
3. Number of Serious Injuries  
4. Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT  
5. Number of Non-motorized Fatalities and Non-motorized Serious 
Injuries.  

Countdown Signals    NumberIncrease 
Audible traffic signals  NumberIncrease 
Crosswalk and intersection improvements           Number                  

Increase 
 
Access: 
ADA compliant curb ramps    NumberIncrease 
ADA compliant accessible routes   MilesIncrease 
On-street bike lanes   MilesIncrease 
Signal approaches with bike friendly detection  NumberIncrease 
On-time arrivals for GVT     %Increase 
Bus stops that provide weather protection      %Increase 
Sidewalks                                                              Miles                     

Increase 
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Off-street hard-surface trails                                 Miles                      
Increase 

 
Health and Environment: 
Students who walk or bike to school      %Increase 
Mode share: walk, bike and transit     %Increase 
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capitaNumberDecrease 

 
Notes:   
(1) *The US Department of Transportation (USDOT) Safety Performance Management 
Final Rule establishes five performance measures as the five-year rolling averages.  
The GVCP goal or target for 1-5 above will be to Decrease towards zero.  
 
(2) As the Safety Performance Rule and other transportation system performance 
management rules required by the USDOT are implemented, these Complete Streets 
Performance Measures will be updated as applicable.  
 
 
Implementation Strategies: 
 
Policy Integration: 

The City shall make the Complete Streets practices a routine part of everyday 
operations, approach every transportation project and program as an opportunity 
to improve streets and the transportation network for all users, and work in 
coordination with other departments, agencies and jurisdictions. 

 
The City will review and revise, as needed, all plans, guidelines, regulations, 
procedures, and programs to integrate the Complete Streets principles in all 
street projects, as feasible.   

 
Interagency Coordination: 

Implementation of the Complete Streets Policy will be carried out cooperatively 
and consistently among all departments in the City of Grand Junction, outside 
agencies, and, to the greatest extent possible, private developers. 

 
Training: 

The City will train pertinent staff on the content of Complete Streets principles 
and best practices for implementing this policy. 

 
Project Selection Criteria (3): 
 

The City will maintain a comprehensive inventory of pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure and will prioritize improvement projects that eliminate gaps in the 
sidewalk and bikeway network and serves the needs of underserved and 
vulnerable communities..  
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The City will utilize inter-department coordination to promote the most 
responsible and efficient use of resources for activities within the public way and 
will seek out appropriate sources of funding and grants for implementation of 
Complete Streets policies. 
 

Oversight Responsibility: 
The Department of Public Works and the Community Development Department 
will monitor and implement the Complete Streets Policy, with input and 
recommendation from the Urban Trails Committee.   

 
Public Engagement Plan: 

The City will produce an annual report detailing progress made on the 
performance measures and implementation of the Complete Streets Policy.   
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION TO INCLUDE 

 THE REVISED GRAND JUNCTION CIRCULATION PLAN 
 
Recitals: 
 
 
The City of Grand Junction’s and Mesa County’s planners, engineers and traffic experts 
worked jointly and cooperatively to prepare revisions to the Circulation Plan, taking a 
fresh look at the transportation systems for motorized and nonmotorized travel within 
the Urban Development Boundary.  The planning process included over 2 years of staff 
work, nine months of public outreach with more than 25 meetings and events, a public 
open house on February 28, 2018 with focus groups representing development 
interests, economic development, recreational interests, canal companies, public 
agencies, and workshops with Planning Commission and City Council.   
 
The result is an urban circulation plan that: 

1.  defines the community’s view of its future transportation network,  
2. provides strategies and policies the community can implement to achieve it,  
3. accommodates future population and development growth  
4. serves as a guide for public and private development decisions within the 

planning area 
5. is a tool for managing community change to achieve the desired quality of life.   

 
The Grand Junction Circulation Plan will replace the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and 
become a part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Grand Junction Circulation 
Plan in a public hearing on May 22, 2018, found and determined that it satisfies the 
criteria n 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Zoning and Development Code and is consistent with 
the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive Plan, and recommended adoption of the 
Plan. 
 
The City Council has reviewed and considered the Grand Junction Circulation Plan and 
determined that it satisfied the criteria in 21.02.130(c)(2) of the Zoning and 
Development Code and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
The full text of this Ordinance, including the attached text of the Circulation Plan, shall, 
in accordance with paragraph 51 of the Charter of the City of Grand Junction, be 
published in pamphlet form with notice published in accordance with the Charter.  

Exhibit 11 



Planning Commission May 22, 2018 
 

178 
 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE GRAND JUNCTION CIRCULATION PLAN IS 
ADOPTED AND SHALL REPLACE THE GRAND VALLEY CIRCULATION PLAN AND 
BECOME PART OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 
 
Introduced for first reading on this ____ day of ____, 2018  

 
PASSED on this ____ day of ____, 2018. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 _______________________  
City Clerk           President of Council 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  _______ 
 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A COMPLETE STREETS POLICY FOR 
THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

 
Recitals: 
 
Streets are a vital part of livable, attractive communities.  Everyone, regardless of age, 
ability, income, race, or ethnicity, ought to have safe, comfortable, and convenient 
access to community destinations and public places—whether walking, driving, 
bicycling, or taking public transportation.  A Complete Streets approach integrates 
people and places in planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
transportation networks, helping to ensure streets are safe for people of all ages and 
abilities, while balancing the needs of different modes, thereby supporting local land 
use, economy, culture and the natural environment.   
 
The Grand Junction Urban Trails Committee has developed a draft Complete Streets 
Policy for the City of Grand Junction.  The overall vision of the Policy is to develop a 
safe, efficient, and reliable travel network of streets, sidewalks, and urban trails 
throughout the City to equitably serve all users and all modes of transportation.  The 
proposed Policy includes seven principles and context sensitive design standards to 
ensure that streets are designed and maintained to be safe, attractive, accessible, 
convenient and comfortable for users of all ages and abilities and all transportation 
modes.  The policy would be applicable to all development and redevelopment in the 
public realm and outlines an exception process to be used in cases where strict 
adherence to the Policy is impractical or unnecessary.   
 
This Complete Streets Policy implements the Grand Junction Circulation Plan, an 
element of the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE ATTACHED COMPLETE STRETS POLICY BE 
ADOPTED. 
 

Approved this ______ day of ______, 2018 and ordered published in pamphlet form. 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
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