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RE FILE # 72-81 
RE ZONE R~3 C_I 

Lots I and 2 in Carpenter Subdividion 2 

OVERALL COMPATIBILITY 

The property in question has belonged to the same family 
since before 1900, with no impcovements. It remains vacant and 
unimproved with a minimum tax base. There should be no in­
convenience whatsoever to the public in general, or to the 
environment. The property is adjacent to commercial property 
on the entire north side, which has had no detrimental effect 
on anyone. 

CONSISTENCY 

These particular lots are adjacent to commercial subdivisions 
6&50, which is rapidly being developed and has no apparent 
detrimental impact on the area in question. 

AgJA~W~-~ROPiRTY 

The surrounding property is commercial to the North, North­
East and Northwest. There is one unimproved and vacant house to 
the south, one vacant lot to the west, one rental house to the 
southwest and one rental house to the southeast. 

IJHANGE IN THE AREA 

No change in the area will be necessary as applicant will 
enter and exit from the north on ~each and Vine Street, which 
will cause no interference to the inhabitants of the area. 

TRAFFIC IMPACT 

Peach and Vine will be utilized from the alley between 
West Ouray and West Chipeta to the North. No traffic to the 
South or to Hiway 340 will be of any advantage to the applicant. 

There should be no traffic impact on any of the streets south 
of the applicants property. 

It is the applican~s belief that if financing were available 
for residential development in the El Pose area there would be 
80 to 90 per cent greater impact than there will be for the 
purpose intended by the applicant. 

Also, the applicant believes that this type of property 
(unimproved) with no production and minimal tax base should 
be given the utmost consideration. The applicant's plan would 
have no adverse effect on the neighborhood nor traffic wise, 
and will indeed improve the vicinity plus added employment. 

The applicant has attempted to contact each and every one 
to explain the contemplated purpose of having the property 
rezoned to C-I. The majority was not adverse to the zone change. 

Sincerely 

!l.~r~' 
A. C. Thomas 
2811 Texas 
Grand Junction, Colo. 
243-7672 

I ,. 



D-cd:v ~ 

~~.~~;;~~~ .. ~~~~ .. ,C~ .. 
6:{0 -It!~ )e}-d »p :._ ____ .;- . 

~ ~~q/£~0~~~ 

l 
I 
t-(J~~~. 
I 
II 
II :, 
j! 
II 

Ji 
!I 
'I L 

jf 
lt 
li 
i 
I 

! 



September 29, 1981 

We the undersigned, of Mesa County, that reside 

in the ''El Po so Area", are against the rezoning of 

seetion ~(Rezone RMF -64 to CL!• ~{fi , , n!J 
Witnessed by ~ · "~ 

~ ~ .li.gtl•d !>;< . -

~~t/3~~~ c, 

;}d~/) ~- ,y,~~l 
~ 711atb~~ 
·~Jk 

~ 
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835 COLORADO AVENUE • 303 245-2767 • GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 

City Planning 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

IMPACT STATEt~ENT 

June 30, 1981 

Re: UM 8-57FN-1 
Thomas rezone 

Due to the original zoning, there is some question as to a 
mechanica l error with the zoning in relation to the existing 
facilities, mai nly derived because of the close proximity of 
Highway 6 & 50 and the railroad . 

In the last t hree years there has been signifi cant change 
in the surroundin g area. 6 & 50 Highway West Subdivision, lies 
adjacent to this property on the North. This i s a commercial 
subdivision with many l arge buil di ngs and warehouses. 

A large metal bu ilding used as a warehouse is immediately 
North of this property. 

To the North and East i s Rainbow Roll er Rink. 

The streets to the North are all paved with curb and gutter 
and has good access to Highway 6 & 50 West. 

1o the South, there are a few scattered residences. One 
immediately South is situated on Lots 18 and 19, Block 2 of 
Carpenters Subdivis ion No. 2. 

Directly to the East and West, the land i s vacant. 

Al though the Si x and Fifty West Subdivision is only partially 
built, the futue growth of the Grand Valley demands commercial 
warehouse space cl ose to the core city with access to a major 
highway. 



835 COLORADO AVENUE • 3 0 3 245-2767 • GRAND JUNCTION, COLOR AD O 8 15 01 

City Planning Staff 
City of Grand Junction 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Dear Planning Staff: 

July 27, 1981 

Re: Fil e # 72-81 
A. C. Thomas 
Rezone R3 to Cl 

Th i s letter is an addendum to the l etter submitted by Mr: A. C. 
Thomas . 

City Engineer 
Mr . Thomas plans to extend the improvements on Peach and Vine 
Streets at the t ime of construction on this property, el imi nating 
the need for Power of Attorney or Power of Attorney will be 
provided i f necessary. 

Staff Comments 

The neighboring land owners were contacted individual ly, whenever 
possibl e. Mr. Thomas wa s unable to contact some. Out of twelve 
(12) adjoining la nd owners, seven (7) had no objection, see 
attached l ist. 

A screening fence, si x (6) foot chai nlin k with s lats will be 
buil t. The all ey will al so be a buffer zone. 

Vine and Peach Streets will remain essen ti al ly unimproved to the 
South as access will be from North on improved streets. 

Li ghti ng scheme and curb cuts will be provided wi t h bui lding 
pl ans at the time of construction. 

Power of Attorney can be provided, if necessary, see Ci ty Engineer 
comments. 

Yo urs very truly, 

$?V~~~ 
William G. Ryden 

WGR/lr 



City & County Planning Commission 

Dear ~iembers: 

2811 Texas 
Grand Junction, Colo. 
Sept . 23, . 981 

I am hopeful that you will recall my appearance before the 
commission last month in reference to a zone change from 
R-3 to C-I on approximately a half ( ~ ) acre in the Carpenter 
Subdivision No 2. 

I took exception to the manner or method of allowing the 
desenters to protest . That is: Just simply allowing a show 
of hands in protest. 

I was unaware , at the time , that the panel was&l new and 
also serving without pay . I was also unaware the Commission 
had not been furnished my application in time for a thorough 
review. 

I have done considerable research on zoning laws since this 
incident and. have found little difference in City zoning and. 
State zoning. Both encourage the appropriate use of ~nd and 
assurance of a logical growth . The boundary limitations are 
thE' same in that 11 the protesters should be immediately joining 
or immediately adjacent to the front, side or rear thereof 
extending 100 1 therefrom or of those directly opp)site 
thereto extending 100 1 from the street thereto extending 100 ' 
from the street frontage of such opposite lots 100 ' in each 
direction 11

• 

Grand. Junction, being a home-rule city.; has occassionally 
allowed a distance of 300 1 lineal feet in either direction. 
The applicant has no objection with either distance range as 
there appears not to be a required percentage of protesters 
within either distance of the land in question , particularly 
with any justifiable reason for protest. 

My attorney expanded the research and found. that the person 
or persons objecting to a zone change must give their names, 
add.resses and be property owners. They must also substantiate 
the fact that they will be inconvenienced or their livelihood 
be j eopardized , more importantly that the health, welfare 
and safety of the protester o~~ornmunity will be effected. If 
unable to do so the protest \.iould. be unju:otifiable and have an 
exclusionary effect: 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
for tabling my original request and also 
the community. 

the Planning Commission 
for their service to 

tl~~.-:JL~ 
Sincerely 



.................................... ., ... 
RE-VIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

F,1:LE NO. 72-81 DUE DATE 7/13/81 

ACTIVITY Rezone R3 to Cl 

PHASE ACRES _____ _ 

LOCATION Lots 1 & 2 1 Carpenter Sub 2 

PETITIONER D.K. & Vivian Whitmire 

PETITIONER ADDRESS 1411 Chipeta, Grand Junction, co 81501 

ENGINEER 

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 

DATE REC. 

7/8/81 

7/8/81 

7/10(81 

7/13/81 

7(}.,5(81 

7/10/81 

7/15/81 

7/28/81 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

City Fire This office has no objections to this rezone. Fire 
hydrant spacing must meet City spacing of 309 feet 
between hydrants on a minimum 8 inch loop line. Since 
there has been some water line up-grade in the area, 
the Fire Department does not know at this time what 
the available fire flow is. A composite utilities plan 
must be submitted showing water line size and hydrant 
spacing. Building and site plans must be submitted 
for Fire Flow survey. 

Transportation Eng. No comments. 

City Engineer Power of attorney for street improvements on Peach Street 
and the alley is needed. 

City Utilities None. 

$tatf Comment$· 1) Has a neighborhood meeting been held. If so, what were 
the results? 

Public Service 

Mt. Bell 
LATE 

2) Adequate screening, buffering and landscaping needed 
between residential and Cl use. 

3) What about the traffic impact on Vine and Peach Streets? 
4) Need lighting scheme. 
5) Where will curb cuts go? 
6) POA or ImprovementAgreement for street improvements. 

Electric: No objections to rezone. DM 7/7/81 
Gas: No objections to rezone. 

No comments: 

PRICE/RINKER PASSED 5-1 (TRANSMEIER AGAINST) A MOTION TO TABLE #72-81, REZONE 
RMF-64 TO C1, O.K. AND VIVIAN WHITMIRE, UNTIL THERE IS A MEETING OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD TO TRY TO RESOLVE THE CONTROVERSY INVOLVED. 

,. 
~. 

II 



File No. 72-81 

9/29/81 

10/27/81 

Rezone. R3 to C1 

DUNIVENT/RINKER PASSED 4-1 (TRANSMEIER AGAINST) A MOTION TO TABLE 
#72-81, REZONE RMF-64 TO Cl, UNTIL THE RESIDENTS AND ADJACENT LANDOWNERS 
IN THE AREA HAVE BEEN CONTACTED FOR RESOLUTION OF THE PROBLEMS BETWEEN 
PETITIONER AND ·THE RESIDENTS IN THE AREA; THAT THE STAFF BE REQUESTED TO 
SUPERVISE THE MEETING AND ARRANGEMENTS THEREFOR. 

QUIMBY/DUNIVENT PASSED 5-0 A MOTION TO RECOMMEND DENIAL TO THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF #72~81, REZONE RMF-64 TO C1, PETITIONER C.K. AND VIVIAN WHITMIRE, 
LOCATED WEST OF PEACH STREET AND APPROXIMATELY 150' NORTH OF WEST OURAY. 

• 
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