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FII..E c 49-79 n.a~ 8~ SO ~! A'nn:!S • 6-12-79 

I'.t'E 1 REZQ$ R-2 to PARKIN:; ~~ ~ 6-22-79 

~ "fXJrr. : k'_'.,_'kr- Dl\~!~E· 

6-18-79 

6-18-79 

6-18-79 

6-25-79 

------------------

CITY FIRE Okay to rezone. 

PD-VANDERIOOK Not acceptable due to traffic congestion with 
park on both sides of alley. Suggest keeping alley 
in original location. 

CITY Ul'ILITIES The City has a sanitary sewer line in this alley. 
The City needs a maintenance easement the same width 
as the alley. At the very mini.Im:m this should becx:>Ire 
a utility easement. My preference is to have a sewer 
line in an alley rather than under a line of parking 
stalls but it would not be inpossible to maintain 
in a parking lot. 

CITY EN3INEER (RISH) This alley is very heavily used for service (and 
public) access to the businesses on North Avenue. 
I strongly advise against creating a parking lot 
with an "alley" down the middle of it. This resembles 
the "alley" located thru the Bar-X parking lot. I 
do not think planning for service vehicles to route 
thru a parking lot is responsible parking. 

DESI~ & IEVEI:DPMENI' PLANNER Rec<mnend approval for rezone. 

GJPC 6/26/79 

Because parking plan design provides an offset 
intersection, denial of plan is recc:mtW3Ilded.. A plan 
on the existing parcel, retaining the alley, would be 
more suitable for safer traffic circulation. 

II rP . .dG£L 

/v.d~tc S'£,(11/c~ 

GRAHAM/FLAGER/PASSED 5-0/A MOTION TO RECOMMEND DENIAL OF THE REZONE TO THE 
CITY COUNCIL, BECAUSE OF STAFF COMMENTS, AND BECAUSE OF OBJECTIONS OF AREA 
RESIDENTS. 
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£0: THE Ci\AND JUKCl'ION CITY COUNCIL 

Grand Junction, CO 
16th July 1979 

R E: DEVELOPMENT DEP AR T~1ENT ITEM NO. 49-79 

~ch of you has a copy of an expression of opinion, dated 21st June, 1979, 
of all of the residents (except one family who were absent on vacation) on 
Glenwood between Seventh and Cannell Streets, stating their strong 
opposition and the reasons therefore to the proposed rezoning of the 
Jouflas property from R2 to P. 

\'/e were pleased that the Planning Coti!Ij.ission recognized the merits of our · 
position, and voted unanimouslyrto the City Council that this proposal 
be rejected. To K'E:cconNEf'IP 

Since that time Mr. Jouflas has conducted an intensive campaign throughout 
the neighborhood to reverse the position of those who ori~;inally 
subscribed to this expression of opinion. 

The original expression of opinion said 1 We, the undersigned - 0
• Since 

the Jouflas campaign, I do not know how many, if any, of the original 
signers might have altered their views. 

Therefore, this is an expression of my own opinion only, and my opinion 
is unchanged. 

May I leave these thoughts with you: 

1. I do not think this aouncil wants to chase pleasant and decent 
residential neighborhoods to the suburbs. Has not this beeYl 
the unanticipated and undesired effect .of some zoning decisions 
in the past? 

2. I am sure the Council recognizes the gracious benefits of 
maintaining viable residential areas within and adjacent to 
the core city. 

~. I think I know what your·,answer vtill be. 

4. Thank youo 

l(/J) tl CUv ~ ... 'LJ, I 

I 

. ' i '• ~ 



TO: THE GR.AND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

Grand Junction, 00 
21st June 1979 

We, the undersigned residents on Glenwood Avenue between Seventh and Oa.nnell
Streets (and closely adjacent to the Jouflas property proposed to be rezoned 
:t'rom R2 to P) strongly oppose this action. 

First, there seems to be no requirement for additional pl!ll'!king area for the 
commercial enterprise supposed to benefit. "'flleir present space is mostly 
empty. 

Second, it is our impression that among the members of the Development 
Department and the Planning Oomm&ssion, m~ believe that Grand Junction 
is •overzoned•, and that erosion of residentially zoned areas should be 
resisted where no compelling necessity exists. 

Third, we feel that this action may be a foot in the door, so to speak, 
and the beginning of the piecemeal destruction of a pleasant residential 
area, mostly occupied b,y long time,substantial and responsible owners. 

I 


