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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION·1
.·--

Type of Petition 

0 Subdivision 
Plat/Plan 

We, the undersigned, Being the owners of property 
situated in Mesa County, State of Colorado, as 
described on the attached legal description form 
do hereby petiti9n this: 

Phase Common Location Zone 

0Minor 

0Major 

• Rezone ~:ue,t.S1CtJ 

• 
Kf\jE~ lC/'J r~.--stlJ OooP <if 57~ 
Planned 

~(.~~ 0Prel 
Development fJFinal 

0 Conditional Use 

0 Hwy-Oriented 
H.O. 

Development 

0 Text 
Amendment 

0 Special Use 

0 Vacation 

PROPERTY OWNER ~ DEVELOPER 0 

Name Name 

593 
Address Address 

City/State City/State 

[)_4-~ - Ill 3 
Business Phone 1t Business Phone 1t 

Note: Legal property owner 1s owner of record on date of submittal. 

O Right-of-way 

0 Easement 

REPRESENTATIVE 0 
Name 

Address 

City/State 

Business Phone 1f 

WE HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE THAT WE HAVE FAMILIARIZED OURSELVES WITH THE RULES AND REGULATIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO THE PREPARATION OF THIS SUBMITTAL, THAT THE FOREGOING INFORMATION IS TRUE & 
COMPLETE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE, AND THAT WE ASSUME THE RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR 

.THE STATUS OF THE APPLICATION AND THE REVIEW SHEET COMMENTS. WE RECOGNIZE TIIA'T WE OUR
'SELVES, OR OUR REPRESENTATIVE(&) MUST BE PRESENT AT ALL HEARINGS. IN THE EVENT THAT THE 
PETITIONER IS NOT REPRESENTED, THE ITEM WILL BE DROPPED FROM THE AGENDA, AND AN ADDITIONAL 
FEE CIIARGED TO COVER RE-SCHEDULING EXPENSES llEFORE IT CAN AGAIII BE PLACED ON THE AGENDA 

Signature of person completing application Date 

Signature of property owner(s)- attach additional sheets if necessary 

250 North 5th Street Grand Junction, CO 81501 Ph: (303) 244-1430 



IICIIVJ:D GRAI.D JUICTIOI 
PLl.tlJilfG DIP!lm&Ul' 

August 24, 1990 

Grand Junction City Government 
250 North 5th St. 
City, 81502 

Attention: Planning Dept. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

AUG 271990 

As the Woodsmoke project is no longer viable, we request Lot 1 and 
Lot 2, be reverted back to agriculture or the closest to agri
culture as possible. 

Thank you for your consideration, and we would appreciate your 
attention to this matter as soon as possible. 

2il voc 'V / (hA 11! H 
William w. Graff J).-Af 

583 29 Rd. 
City, 81501 
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STAFF REPORT FOR WOODSMOKE 

BACKGROUND 
Location is 577 and 579 29 Road 

Lots 1 and 2 of Woodsmoke subdivision consist of 13.367 acres 
and a Final Plat has been recorded (12/15/82) with the County Clerk 
& Recorder. 

Lot 1 = 1.254 acres 
Lot 2 = 12.113 acres 

The Woodsmoke residential apartment development was approved 
in 1982 for 252 units on lot 2 with a single access 

On lot 2 the final plan has been recorded with the County 
Clerk and Recorder, but since the development schedule has not been 
met, the developer received an extension until 1985, but no 
extensions since then. The plan is no longer valid and would 
require re-review. 

Lot 2 currently has a zoning designation of Planned 
Residential with a density of 19.4 units per acre and no valid plan 
in place. 

Lot 1 is currently zoned RSF-4. The Graff Dairy outlet and 
processing operations are the existing land uses and have been 
prior to annexation into the City. (1966). 

All of the Dairy cows have been relocated to a different 
location. (22 Road). 

The current zoning allows 1 large animal (ie. cattle, sheep, 
horses, mules, and burros) per half acre of land. Cattle, horses, 
and Sheep may be moved on to a parcel at any time. 

Under the current zoning, 27 large animals are allowed. 

A RSF-R zoning allows 1 large animal per quarter acre. (53 
large animals are allowed on the 13.367 acres). 

A RSF-R zoning allows a dairy operation as a special use. Any 
future expansion greater than 50 % would require application for a 
Special Use Permit. A Special Use permit would bring the property 
into conformance. 

There are no zones which allow dairies by right. 

All zones allow 15 adult small animals ( rabbits, chickens, 
etc), per species, per acre. 

Power of Attorney for 29 Road is recorded and will remain with 
the land until a future development is approved at which time cash 
escrow or other approved guarantees will be required. 



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Prior to annexation this property was zoned for agriculture 
uses in the County. If the property were to be annexed today, the 
RSF-R zoning designation would be appropriate for both lots 1 & 2. 

When annexation (8-19-81) occurred the RSF-R zoning 
designation did not exist, therefore was not an option when 
considering the zone of annexation. 

The configuration of lot 2 allows for only a single access 
point. A single access point to serve 252 apartments is not 
adequate. 

The 19.4 Density on Lot 2 is much higher than the 29 Road 
policy adopted by Mesa county. The 29 Road policy (latest edition 
adopted 12/22/88) encourages medium density (4-6 units per acre) 
interspersed with neighborhood commercial uses between F Road and 
North Avenue. 



REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF A 

REVERSION OF ZONING 

For the Woodsmoke subdivision located at 577 & 579 29 Road and 
presently zoned Planned Residential with a density of 19.4 units 
per acre on lot 2 and Residential Single family with a maximum 
density of 4 units per acre on lot 1. 

During 1981 and 1982, Mr John Kilpatrick received preliminary 
and final plat and plan approval for the Woodsmoke residential 
project that was to be built on lot 2 ( 12. 113 acres) of the 
Woodsmoke Subdivision. The project was never developed and the 
property went back to the previous owner Bill Graff. Mr Graff also 
has ownership of lot 1 (1.254 acres) which has the Graff Dairy 
located on it. 

During 1981-82 after these properties were annexed and zoning 
was being considered, lot 2 received the zoning designation of 
Planned Residential with a density of 19.4 units per acre (PR-19.4) 
to accommodate the Woodsmoke project. On lot 1 a request for a 
Planned Business designation that would allow the existing Dairy 
was asked for, but denied. The zoning designation of Residential 
Single Family with the maximum of 4 units per acre (RSF-4) was 
granted. The dairy which has existed since 1966 is nonconforming 
in its current zone of RSF-4 and is allowed only because it is a 
"grandfathered" use under the Zoning and Development Code. 

Staff's recommendation is to revert the current zoning on both 
lots to Residential Single Family Rural (RSF-R) since the existing 
uses on both lots are agricultural. The current Planned Zone with 
density of 19.4 units per acre may not be appropriate since the 
development plan has expired and all development would require re
review and approval. Mr Graff the current owner of both lots has 
requested in writing that the lots be reverted back to a zone 
designated for agricultural uses. (See attached letters) Prior to 
annexation, these properties were zoned for agriculture uses by 
Mesa County and were located in an undeveloped area of the County. 

The RSF-R zoning designation was not a zoning designation when 
lot 1 was approved as RSF-4 on December 1, 1982. (Ordinance #2088). 
This residential single family - rural zone was not adopted as part 
of Zoning and Development Code until July 4, 1986. The RSF-R 
zoning is appropriate and will bring the Graff Dairy closer to 
conformance. 

Dairies are allowed with a Special Use permit in RSF-R zones. 
If the dairy were to expand, it would be reviewed through the 
Special Use process. 

In the future, when development is reconsidered for these 
properties, the developer must comply with the necessary 
development processes for approvals. 

(GRAFF.RPT) 
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DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

February 12, 1991 
All Review Agencies of the Woodsmoke Planned Development 
G. J. Community Development Dept. -Dave Thornton, Planner 

NOTICE OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Woodsmoke Planned Development located at 577 & 579 29 Road 
(lots 1 and 2 of Woodsmoke subdivision) will be heard by Grand 
Junction Planning Commission on March 5, 1991 for the consideration 
of reversion. The property owner, Bill Graff is requesting that 
the current planned residential zoning of 19.4 units per acre (PR-
19.4) on lot 2, be reverted to residential single family - rural 
(RSF-R) which allows a maximum of 2 units per acre and agricultural 
uses. The proposal calls for lot 1 to be reverted from Residential 
Single Family - 4 units per acre (RSF-4) to RSF-R also. Reverting 
the PR-19.4 zoning to RSF-R on lot 2 will nullify the Woodsmoke 
Development Plan that was originally approved and recorded. The 
Woodsmoke subdivision plat which consists of lots 1 and 2 will 
remain as approved and recorded. 

If there are any questions or concerns which need to be 
addressed, please contact the Community Developemnt department 
prior to March 5th, or have a representative at the public hearing. 

Review Agencies 

City Planning 
Parks/Recreation 
G.J. Irrigation 
Public Service-Gas 
Utilities Engineer 

County Planning 
Fire Dept. 
Ute Water 
Public Service-Electric 
City Attorney 

Grand Junction Planning Commission 

Grand Junction City Council 

City Engineer 
Police Dept. 
U.S. West 
Property Agent 



REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF A 

REVERSION OF ZONING 

''"·"") 

For the Woodsmoka Subdivision located at 577 & 579 29 Road and 
presently zoned Planned Residential with a density of 19.4 units 
per acre on lot 2 and Residential single family with a maximum 
density of 4 units per acre on lot 1. 

During 1981 and 1982, Mr John Kilpatrick received preliminary 
and final plat and plan approval for the Woodsmoke residential 
project that was to be built on lot 2 ( 12. 113 acres) of the 
Woodsmoke Subdivision. The project was never developed and the 
property went back to the previous owner Bill Graff. Mr Graff also 
has ownership of lot 1 (1.254 acres) which has the Graff Dairy 
located on it. 

During 1981-82 after these properties were annexed and zoning 
was being considered, lot 2 received the zoning designation of 
Planned Residential with a density of 19.4 units per acre (PR-19.4) 
to accommodate the Woodsmoke project. On lot 1 a request for a 
Planned Business designation that would allow the existing Dairy 
was asked for, but denied. The zoning designation of Residential 
Single Family with the maximum of 4 units per acre (RSF-4) was 
granted. The dairy which has existed since 1966 is nonconforming 
in its current zone of RSF-4 and is allowed only because it is a 
"grandfathered" use under the Zoning and Development Code. 

staff's recommendation is to revert the current zoning on both 
lots to Residential Single Family Rural (RSF-R) since the existing 
uses on both lots are agricultural. The current Planned Zone with 
density of 19.4 units per acre may not be appropriate since the 
development plan has expired and all development would require re
review and approval. Mr Graff the current owner of both lots has 
requested in writing that the lots be reverted back to a zone 
designated for agricultural uses. (See attached letters) Prior to 
annexation, these properties were zoned for agriculture uses by 
Mesa County and were located in an undeveloped area of the County. 

The RSF-R zoning designation was not a zoning designation when 
lot 1 was approved as RSF-4 on December 1, 1982. (Ordinance #2088). 
This residential single family - rural zone was not adopted as part 
of Zoning and Development Code until July 4, 1986. The RSF-R 
zoning is appropriate and will bring the Graff Dairy closer to 
conformance. 

Dairies are allowed with a Special Use permit in RSF-R zones. 
If the dairy were to expand, it would be reviewed through the 
Special Use process. 

In the future, when development is reconsidered for these 
properties, the developer must comply with the necessary 
development processes for approvals. 

(GRAFF.RPT) 

91 
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development summary 
Zone Reversion for 

File =11= 
18-91 N am e _w_o_o_d_s_mo_k_e_s_u b_d_i_v_i_s _i o_n_ 0 ate _o_3;_o_5/_9_1 __ 

PROJECT LOCATION: 
577 & 579 29 Road 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

A request to revert the zoning for the Woodsmoke Subdivision from the present 
zoning of Planned Residential with a density of 19.4 units per acre (PR) on Lot 
2 to Residential Single Family-Rural (RSF-R) with a maximum density of 2 units 
per acre; and from Residential Single Family with a maximum density of 4 units 
per acre (RSF-4) on Lot 1 to Residential Single Family-Rural (RSF-R) with a 
maximum density of 2 units per acre. 

REVIEW SUMMARY (Major Concerns) 
POliCIES COMPLIANCE YES TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS 

Complies with adopted policies X Streets/Right~ Of Way N/A 

Complies with adopted criteria X Water/Sewer N/A 

Meets guidelines of Comprehensive Plan N/A Irrigation/Drainage N/A 

landscaping/Screening N/ A 

Other: _________ _ 

* See explanation below 

STATUS & RECOMMENDATIONS: 

SA TIS FlED N T * 
SATISFIED 

This is a joint request by the property owner and City Staff to revert the zoning 
on these two lots to a more appropriate zoning designation which corresponds more 
closely with the existing land use. 

Planning Commission Action 

Planning Commission recommended approval by a vote of 6-0 with the condition that 
the number of large agricultural animals allowed by right be reduced from one per 
quarter acre to one per acre on Lot 2 of Woodsmoke Subdivision. 



ITEM: #18-91 (Page 1 of 1) 

PETITIONER: William W. & Barbara Graff 

PROPOSAL: Reversion of Zoning for Woodsmoke Subdivision 

PRESENTED BY: David Thornton 

COMMENTS: SEE REVIEW AGENCY SUMMARY SHEET COMMENTS 

Motion for Lot 1 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #18-91, a request to revert the 
zoning of Residential Single Family - maximum density of 
four units per acre (RSF-4) to Residential Single Family 
- Rural (RSF-R) with a maximum density of two units per 
acre on Lot 1, I recommend we forward this on to City 
Council with the recommendation of approval for the 
following reasons." (STATE REASONS) 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #18-91, a request to revert the 
zoning of Residential Single Family - maximum density of 
four units per acre (RSF-4) to Residential Single Family 
- Rural (RSF-R) with a maximum density of two units per 
acre on Lot 1, I move that we recommend denial for 
the following reasons." (STATE REASONS) 

Motion for Lot 2 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #18-91, a request to revert the 
zoning of Planned Residential (PR) with a density of 19.4 
units per acre to Residential Single Family - Rural (RSF
R) with a maximum density of two units per acre on Lot 2, 
I recommend we forward this on to City Council with the 
recommendation of approval for the following reasons." 
(STATE REASONS) 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #18-91, a request to revert the 
zoning of Planned Residential (PR) with a density of 19.4 
units per acre to Residential Single Family - Rural (RSF
R) with a maximum density of two units per acre on Lot 2, 
I move that we recommend denial for the following 
reasons." (STATE REASONS) 
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OPEN SPACE DEDICATION (acreage) OPEN SPACE FEE REQUIRED $ PAID RECEIPT # 

RECORDING FEE REQUIRED $ 

-REVIEW AGENCIES 
e Planning Department 

• Ci t.v Engineer 

() Transportation Engineer 

• City Parks/Recreation 

• City Fire Department 

• City Police Department 

e County Planning 

0 County Engineer 

0 Count_y He a 1 th 

• Floodplain Administration 

0 G.J. Dept. of Energy 

0 
0 • 0 • 0 • • 0 

Walker Field 

Sch.ool District 

Irrigation &:.s' 
Drainage 

Water ~ Clifton) 

Sewer Dist. (FV. CGV. OM) 

U.S. West 

Public Service (2 sets) 

State Highway Department 

0 State Geological 

0 State Health Department 

• City Property Agent 

• City Utili ties Eng; neer 

• City Attorney 

Building Department 

QDDA 
0 

• • 0 
0 
0 
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GJPC ( 7 packets) 

CIC (11 packets) 
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CITY - COUNTY PLANNING 
grand junction-mesa county 559 white ave. rm. 60 grand jct.,colo. 8 

(303) 244-1628 
February 13, 1984 

TO: All Owners/Petitioners 

FROM: Grand Junction Planning Commission 
Grand Junction Planning Department 

RE: Enforcement of Development Schedules 

Enforcement of development schedules of previously approved projects is an 
concern for the City of Grand Junction. The City Planning Commission will 
their annual Extension/Reversion public hearing on Tuesday, March 1./), 1984 
in the City/County Auditorium, 520 Rood Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado. 
your representative must be present. 

on-aoir 
be havi 
at 7:0(' 
You or 

By using the tfmeframes expected for development, the City is able to anticipate 
the needs for public services and improvements to provide service for these pro
jects and surrounding areas. The City can also schedule those capital improvement 

.required to be completed in conjunction with the project development itself. 

The hearing will not be a re-review of the project for technical issues. It will 
be a discussion of anticipated timeframes for project buildout, and the likelihooc 
of the project itself. Any project discussed without the Owner/Petitioner or re
presentative present at the special hearing will be automatically recommended for 
reversion. 

If an extension is requested by the Owner/Petitioner, the Grand Junction Plannina 
Commission may grant an extension for one year. If the Owner/Petitioner requests 
a reversion, the Grand Junction Planning Commission will recommend reversion of 
that project and/or zone. 

Enclosed is your project violation of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code. Also enclosed is the required submittal information for the Grand Junction 
Planning Commission to review. 

We appreciate your continued cooperation in this process. 

If you have any questions, please contact the City Planning Department at 244-162~ 

Thank you. 

BG/tt ~ 
Enclosures 



.................................. --------------------~~--~ 

This is to infonn you that your project File #_--47...::9:&.--..l.S~I~(z'-'-'/z~) __ _ 

Project Name __ ---l\A~I~A.L....~s.l..Jmu...uo..LJYuo"'--'-___________ _ 

approved on -----LI.udL-L\-J7.,...~l....~...B..uL:::...!.. ___ by the Grand Junction City Council, 

is now in violation of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code. 

It violates the development schedule process as indicated belo•·f: 

Sec. 6-9-2C 
------ {Final Plat) 

Sec. 7-5-7 
(Prel. & Final 

Plan) 

All final plats shall be recorded within one year from the 
date of final approval. Failure to record within this time 
shall require re-review and processing as per the final 
plat processing procedure. 

Enforcement of the Development Schedule and Procedures for 
Revers-ion. If the owner or owners of property in the PD 
have failed to meet a mutually-approved development schedule, 
failed to submit a preliminary or final plan within the 
agreed-upon period of time, or failed to obtain an extension, 
the Planning Commission may initiate action·to withdraw 
approval of the Planned Development. This action shall 
consist of a formal recommendation for reversion to the 
prior zone, to be deliberated at a public meeting for which 
the property was signed and abutting property owners notified. 
This public meeting shall not be an advertised public 
hearing. The Commission's recommendation shall then be 
forwarded to the Governing Body. After holding an advertised 
public hearing, the Governing Body may extend the limits of 
the development schedule or withdraw the Planned Zone designa
tion; in which case the land will revert to its previous zoning. 

The Grand Junction Plc.nnin, C:rn·ri~sion is requiring the following infor
mation to be provided to t:-:is --~~~cr-tment a minimum of ten (10) days prior 
to the Special Public Hearing on March zn 1984.* 

I 

Eight (8) copies of: 

* 

a) location, current property owner, and representative if appli
cable. 

b) Brief discussion of current status of the approved project. 
This should include the feasibility, likelihood of buildout, or 
anticipated changes to the approved plan. 

c) Development schedule anticipated for completion of next phase or 
buildout: · 

d) Any work completed to date on ·the project to fulfill the next 
development process requirements. (i.e.· if final approval, 
when is plat to be recorded, or if preliminary approval, when is 
final plan to be submitted?) 

e) Extension requested (one year maximum). 

Any packets not received or received after this date may result in 
automatic reversion. 
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