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

 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 22, 2013, 6:00 PM 
 

 
Call to Order 
Welcome.  Items listed on this agenda will be given consideration by the City of 
Grand Junction Planning Commission.  Please turn off all cell phones during the 
meeting. 
 
If you wish to speak, please sign in prior to coming up to the podium.  Sign in 
sheets are located at the back of the auditorium.  In an effort to give everyone 
who would like to speak an opportunity to provide their testimony, we ask that 
you try to limit your comments to 3-5 minutes.  If someone else has already 
stated your comments, you may simply state that you agree with the previous 
statements made.  Please do not repeat testimony that has already been 
provided.  Inappropriate behavior, such as booing, cheering, personal attacks, 
applause, verbal outbursts or other inappropriate behavior, will not be permitted. 
 
Copies of the agenda and staff reports are located at the back of the auditorium. 
 
Announcements, Presentations and/or Prescheduled Visitors 
 
Consent Agenda 
Items on the consent agenda are items perceived to be non-controversial in 
nature and meet all requirements of the Codes and regulations and/or the 
applicant has acknowledged complete agreement with the recommended 
conditions. 
 
The consent agenda will be acted upon in one motion, unless the applicant, a 
member of the public, a Planning Commissioner or staff requests that the item be 
removed from the consent agenda.  Items removed from the consent agenda will 
be reviewed as a part of the regular agenda.  Consent agenda items must be 
removed from the consent agenda for a full hearing to be eligible for appeal or 
rehearing. 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings Attach 1 

Approve the minutes of the November 13 and December 11, 2012 regular meetings. 
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2. Feuerborn Annexation – Zone of Annexation Attach 2 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 2.68 +/- acres from 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family - Rural) to a City C-1 (Light Commercial) 
zone district. 
FILE #: ANX-2012-518 
APPLICANT: Don Lilyquist – Maverik Inc 
LOCATION: 2902 D Road 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 

 
3. Colorado Mesa University Rezone – Planned Development – Extension Request 
 *******Continued from January 8, 2013 regular meeting******* Attach 3 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council for an extension of five (5) 
additional years until December 2017 for the previously approved Outline 
Development Plan to allow a mixture of residential, commercial and light industrial 
uses on 154.08 +/- acres in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 
FILE #: ODP-2008-154 
APPLICANT: Colorado Mesa University Real Estate Foundation 
LOCATION: 2899 D 1/2 Road 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 
Public Hearing Items 
On the following item(s) the Grand Junction Planning Commission will make the 
final decision or a recommendation to City Council.  If you have an interest in one 
of these items or wish to appeal an action taken by the Planning Commission, 
please call the Planning Division (244-1430) after this hearing to inquire about City 
Council scheduling. 
 
4. Rock Shop Enclave Annexation – Zone of Annexation – PULLED 1/11/2013 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 49.82 acres from 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural) and County I-2 (General Industrial) 
to a City I-1 (Light Industrial) zone district. 
FILE #: ANX-2012-574 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: South of D Road, East of South 15th Street and South of the 
Riverside Parkway on both sides of 27 1/2 Road north of Las Colonias Park 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 

 
5. North Avenue Overlay Zone District – Zoning Code Amendment Attach 5 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council of a text amendment to the 
Zoning and Development Code (Title 21, Grand Junction Municipal Code) to add the 
North Avenue Overlay Zone District. 
FILE #: ZCA-2012-572 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: North Avenue between 1st Street to east I-70 Business Loop 
STAFF: Dave Thornton 
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General Discussion/Other Business 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
 
Adjournment 
 
 



 

 

Attach 1 
Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOVEMBER 13, 2012 MINUTES 

5:59 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. 
 
 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 5:59 p.m. 
by Chairman Wall.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Reginald Wall 
(Chairman), Ebe Eslami, Gregory Williams, Keith Leonard, Loren Couch, Christian 
Reece and William Wade (2nd Alternate).  Commissioner Jon Buschhorn was absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department – Lisa 
Cox (Planning Manager), Senta Costello (Senior Planner), Scott Peterson (Senior 
Planner), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner), Brian Rusche (Senior Planner) and Rick Dorris, 
Development Engineer. 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 14 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 
Chairman Wall recognized two former Planning Commissioners – Patrick Carlow and 
Lynn Pavelka – who have served their full eight year terms and he recognized their 
many experiences they both brought to the table, their wisdom and sense of humor and 
believed that as a community we were blessed to have them serve our community.  He 
presented them with a plaque in recognition of their service to the Planning 
Commission.  Chairman Wall next welcomed two new Commissioners – Christian 
Reece and Bill Wade.  In addition, as Lynn Pavelka was the Vice Chair, it would now 
be necessary to elect a new Vice Chair in her stead.   
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Williams)  “I would like to nominate Ebe Eslami because 
of his experience.  It would be a good choice.” 
 
Commissioner Wade seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

None available at this time. 
 
2. River Canyon School CUP – Conditional Use Permit 



 

 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to operate a general daycare facility 
exceeding 12 children on 3.876 acres in an R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) zone district. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2012-492 
APPLICANT: Gisela Ferguson – River Canyon School 
LOCATION: 730 25 Road 
STAFF: Brian Rusche 
 

3. Still Pour Tavern CUP – Conditional Use Permit 
Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow a tavern where the sale of 
alcoholic beverages will comprise more than 25% of the gross receipts in a C-1 
(Light Commercial) zone district. 
FILE #: CUP-2012-497 
APPLICANT: Mandy Kelly 
LOCATION: 1224 North 25th Street 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

4. Kirby Subdivision Vacation of Plat and ROW – Vacation 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to Vacate a Subdivision Plat 
(Kirby Subdivision), public right-of-way (Claire Drive) and portions of Utility, Drainage 
and Irrigation Easements, which are no longer needed. 
FILE #: VAC-2012-453 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: 2856 B-3/4 Road 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 

 
5. Weigh Station ROW Vacation - Vacation 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to vacate a portion of 
right-of-way granted by Road Petitions to Mesa County crossing the property located 
at 2195 Highway 6 and 50. 
FILE #: VAC-2012-484 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: 2195 Highway 6 and 50 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

Chairman Wall briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning 
commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for additional 
discussion.  Jamie Beard, Assistant City Attorney, stated that Commissioner Leonard 
indicated that he felt he had an appearance of conflict in regards to Item 2 – the River 
Canyon School CUP – and if there was a motion for the Consent Agenda, he would 
abstain from voting on that one particular item.  Chairman Wall clarified that if there 
was a motion for the entire Consent Agenda, Commissioner Leonard’s vote would only 
be as to Items 1, 3, 4 and 5.  After discussion, there were no objections or revisions 
received from the audience or Planning Commissioners on the Consent Agenda items. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Eslami)  “Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we 
approve the Consent Agenda as read.” 
 



 

 

Commissioner Wade seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 
 
Public Hearing Items 
 
6. Grand Junction Regional Airport Master Plan – Institutional & Civic Facilities 
Master Plan 

Request  a recommendation of approval to City Council of an Institutional and Civic 
Facility Master Plan for the Grand Junction Regional Airport. 
FILE #: FMP-2012-255 
APPLICANT: Rex Tippetts – Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority 
LOCATION: 2810 H Road 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 

 
Staff’s Presentation 
Lori Bowers, Senior Planner with the Public Works and Planning Department, 
addressed the Commission regarding the two-part request – request for approval to 
forward a recommendation to the City Council on an update of the Grand Junction 
Regional Airport Civic Facility Master Plan and the second being to amend Ordinance 
No. 3679. 
 
By way of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms. Bowers outlined the City limits as well as the 
current boundary of the airport on land the Grand Junction Regional Airport either 
owned or controlled (nearly 3,000 acres), all of which were included in the update 
Master Plan.  In 2004, there were just over 2,300 acres of land at the airport and in 
2011 an additional 614.3 acres were annexed into the City which brought the total to 
2,984 acres.  Ms. Bowers said that the Walker Field Airport Authority was created in 
1971 under the Public Airport Authority Act of 1965 and the airport was renamed from 
Walker Field Airport to Grand Junction Regional Airport in May 2007. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan included future development of the airport which placed land 
owned and managed by the airport authority in the airport category and which allowed 
future expansion.  Ms. Bowers said that the existing zoning was Planned Airport 
Development (PAD) and any land annexed into the City within the airport designation on 
the Future Land Use Map may be zoned PAD upon annexation.  The City first 
approved a Civic Facility Master Plan for the airport in 2004 and prior to that the airport 
property had been zoned Planned Development zoning but without a plan or applicable 
zoning standards.  The Airport Civic Master Plan was amended in 2007 when the 
authority reconfigured the site’s traffic circulation, terminal parking lot and storm 
drainage system.  She confirmed that this was the third requested update to the Airport 
Civic Facility Master Plan. 
 
She next identified the purpose of a Master Plan review process was to provide an 
opportunity for early review of major institutional and civic facilities that provided a 
needed service to the community but may impact the surrounding community.  The 
master plan review allowed the City, through a public process, to assess any impacts 
early in the review process and to direct the applicant on how best to address the 
impacts.  Since the creation of the airport authority in 1971, the first plan was approved 



 

 

in 2004, most of the major impacts of the surrounding community were already 
constructed or were addressed at that time. 
 
However, with the continued review of the proposed update she noted five criteria that 
needed to be evaluated and reviewed for approval.  Ms. Bowers identified the criterion, 
and provided details as to how each would be met, as follows:  1) conformance with the 
Comprehensive Plan and other area corridor or neighborhood plans which was done in 
part by its location at the north edge of the City and the runway system being oriented to 
minimize over flight of residential areas and other sensitive uses as much as possible.  
Also, according to the applicants, the Grand Junction Regional Airport provided a 
national airline passenger and air freight service to the City of Grand Junction, Mesa 
County and the surrounding region; 2) conformance with the Grand Valley Circulation 
Plan and general transportation planning requirements; 3) adequate parking, adequate 
storm water and drainage improvements, minimization of water, air and noise pollution, 
limited nighttime lighting and adequate screening and buffering potential; 4) the 
adequacy of public facilities and services; and 5) community benefits from the proposal. 
 
Ms. Bowers next addressed the proposed updated Civic Facility Master Plan which 
included, among other things, the relocation of Runway 1129 and associated taxiway 
system; potential expansion of general aviation hangar facilities and related apron 
space; potential new air traffic control tower; relocation of 27¼ Road around the west 
end of the new runway protection zone; and to provide the comprehensive drainage 
plan for more than 3,000 acres; 29 Road connection to be completed per an improved 
process as development warrants; and construction of a new administration building.  
In addition, she identified key improvements included in the updated Civic Facility 
Master Plan were expansion of the terminal building; replacement of the existing 
passenger terminal building; the addition of a new facility to the southeast of the existing 
terminal building; the potential construction of a three-story parking structure to the 
northwest of the existing passenger terminal building; improvement of the unpaved 
overflow parking area; and expansion of a de-icing pad to the southeast of the existing 
de-icing pad. 
 
Ms. Bowers spoke to the amendment of Ordinance 3679 which would provide the 
amended PD District Map to more clearly show the realignment of roads in the area and 
newly annexed land to the airport.  It further defined the development zones within the 
ordinance.  The proposed amendment to PD Ordinance would allow the improvements 
to be reviewed administratively by utilization of the City’s minor site plan review process.  
She pointed out that the proposed ordinance needed to be corrected to say that it would 
apply to zones 2 and 3.  She concluded that after reviewing the Grand Junction 
Regional Airport Authority’s request to update the Civic Facility Master Plan and amend 
Ordinance 3679, the findings of fact and conclusions had been determined so that the 
requested plan was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; the applicable review 
criteria of the Code had been met; and the Grand Junction Regional Airport’s Civic 
Facility Master Plan would be valid for 20 years, or until 2032, and may be amended as 
required during that term. 
 
Questions 
Commissioner Williams raised a question regarding the Ordinance 3679 amendment, 
and asked if staff agreed with the administrative review.  Ms. Bowers said they did 



 

 

because when the Code was rewritten in 2010, the Code was changed to allow for any 
Planned Developments that had an approved Outline Development Plan to be reviewed 
administratively and to be approved by the Director.  This would bring the ordinance 
into conformance and in stride with the new times. 
 
Commissioner Couch had a question regarding the change from the 5-year review 
period to the 20-year review period.  Ms. Bowers said that it was a suggestion by staff 
because they did not see this plan changing much in the next 20 years.  She pointed 
out that they would be required to come back and amend the plan if there were major 
changes from it.  However, at this time, they did not see any changes of any 
significance that would come forward and anything that would go through a review 
would have to be in compliance with the plan.  Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, added that 
the recommendation was that this plan would be valid for 20 years which meant that 
anything that was proposed for development that was consistent with the plan would not 
necessarily come back before the Planning Commission but rather it would be approved 
through the normal process because it was in the plan.  If it were to be a major change, 
then the change would come back so that the plan could be updated but if development 
was consistent with the Master Plan, it was very likely that it would be approved on an 
administrative level. 
 
Chairman Wall asked if he was correct in his understanding that according to the Grand 
Valley Circulation Plan, 29 Road would either cross or go under a future runway.  Rick 
Dorris, Development Engineer, said that that runway was existing and 29 Road was 
proposed to go underneath it.  An environmental assessment would be done whenever 
a new interchange upon an interstate was done and at that time, they would look at 
taking 29 Road under that runway. 
 
Chairman Wall asked if the airport was okay with the examination of that.  Mr. Dorris 
said that they would participate in the process and part of the process included looking 
at other alternatives, costs and mitigation, among other things.  He went on to state 
that when an interchange happened at 29 Road and I-70, they expected a substantial 
amount of commercial development that may be airport related. 
 
Chairman Wall asked if other alternatives were looked at if this was not appropriate.  
Mr. Dorris said that they had which alternatives would be a lot more circuitous around 
the south-end of the runway and another being going around the north-end of the new 
runway.  With the circuitous route, people would be less likely to use those connections 
than they would be in using a direct route that went under the runway.  All of the 
alternatives would need to be fully vetted out with the analysis when looking at the 
interchange. 
 
Applicant’s Presentation 
Tim Malloy appeared as a representative of the Grand Junction Regional Airport 
Authority along with Ryan Hayes who had worked on both the Master Plan and the 
Terminal Area Plan on behalf of the airport and Amy Jordan, the assistant aviation 
director for the airport.  He appreciated the presentation made by staff and expressed 
appreciation for staff’s work and the opportunity to work with them.  Mr. Malloy 
commented that with respect to the question regarding 29 Road, he pointed out that the 
only real reference to the 29 Road in the actual terminal area plan or the airport master 



 

 

plan was in a section that discussed existing conditions, existing planning conditions 
and reference to the Grand Valley Circulation Plan.  They had expressed concerns 
about how that would work as well as safety concerns, lights and vehicles passing 
under a runway but they have expressed a willingness to work with staff from both Mesa 
County and the City of Grand Junction to look at alternatives and although they had 
some reservations, there would be some difficult issues to resolve.  Also, with respect 
to the question regarding the amendment to the ordinance, they were in full agreement 
with the staff that it would be more consistent with the code if the change was made.  
They also fully supported the staff’s findings and conclusion and had no issues with 
either the ordinance or the resolution other than the change mentioned to include zones 
2 and 3.  Mr. Malloy requested that the Commission consider forwarding a 
recommendation of approval for the Airport Master Plan. 
 
Questions 
Commissioner Eslami asked if he was opposed to the 29 Road going under the runway.  
Mr. Malloy clarified that there were hurdles that needed to be looked at very carefully.  
He went on to say that there were much more stringent security standards in terms of 
vehicles other than approved vehicles passing onto the secure portion of the airport 
through the security fence and under the facility after 9/11. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment. 
 
Jamie Beard said that the motion that was presented was a single motion which 
normally would have been presented as two separate motions.  The main reason 
separate motions were normally presented was that if someone was agreeable to the 
Master Plan but not agreeable to the amendment, then it was more clear on who voted 
in which direction. 
 
Discussion 
Commissioner Eslami said that after review he did not see a problem with 
recommending this to City Council and he commended staff and the airport 
representatives for their cooperation and understanding for the need for the continuance 
to this date. 
 
Commissioner Williams agreed with Commissioner Eslami and believed staff had done 
a wonderful job and it made sense. 
 
Chairman Wall agreed and said that it made perfect sense.  He thought that making the 
adjustment to Ordinance 3679 also made sense. 
 
After discussion, it was agreed that one motion would be sufficient. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Williams)  “Mr. Chairman, I move that we forward a 
recommendation of approval to the City Council of the 2012 Grand Junction 
Regional Airport Civic Facility Master Plan Update and amendment to Ordinance 
Number 3679 to allow administrative review of site plans and final development 
plans within the Airport PD zone district for the Grand Junction Regional Airport, 
File FMP-2012-255, with the findings and conclusions 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. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, announced that there would be no second meeting in 
November. 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 
 



 

 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
DECEMBER 11, 2012 MINUTES 

6:00 p.m. to 6:03 p.m. 
 
 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Wall.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Reginald Wall 
(Chairman), Gregory Williams, Keith Leonard, Loren Couch, Jon Buschhorn, Christian 
Reece and Steve Tolle (1st Alternate).  Commissioner Ebe Eslami (Vice Chairman) was 
absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department – Lisa 
Cox (Planning Manager) and Senta Costello (Senior Planner). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 2 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 
Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, announced that there would not be a second meeting in 
December with the next workshop would be held on January 3rd and the next meeting 
would be on January 8, 2013. 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

Approve the minutes of the August 28, September 11 and 25, 2012 regular 
meetings. 

 
2. Clark Auto CUP – Conditional Use Permit 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow outside storage and display in 
the front yard in a C-1 zone to allow the construction of a 2240 square foot garage. 
 
FILE #: CUP-2012-473 
APPLICANT: Robert Maloney – Clark Auto 
LOCATION: 840 Pitkin Avenue 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

Chairman Wall briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning 
commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for additional 
discussion.  After discussion, there were no objections or revisions received from the 
audience or Planning Commissioners on either of the Consent Agenda items.   
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Williams)  “I move we approve the Consent Agenda as 
read.” 



 

 

 
Commissioner Reece seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 
 
Public Hearing Items 
None. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
None. 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 6:03 p.m. 
 



 

 

Attach 2 
Feuerborn Annexation 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2013 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Scott D. Peterson 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Feuerborn Zone of Annexation – ANX-2012-518 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council on a Zone of Annexation 
 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2902 and 2906 D Road 

Applicants:  Maverik, Inc., Owners 
Don Lilyquist, Maverik, Inc., Representative 

Existing Land Use: Single-family detached home and vacant land 
Proposed Land Use: Maverik convenience store 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Single-family detached home 
South Single-family detached home and large acreage 
East Single-family detached home 

West Colorado Mesa University owned property, large 
acreage 

Existing Zoning: RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
(County) 

Proposed Zoning: C-1 (Light Commercial) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
(County) 

South RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
(County) 

East RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) 
(County) 

West PD (Planned Development) (City) 

Future Land Use Designation: Village Center and Mixed Use Corridor along 29 
Road 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to zone the 3.40 acre Feuerborn Annexation, 
consisting of two parcels located at 2902 and 2906 D Road, to a C-1 (Light Commercial) 
zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to the City Council of the C-1 (Light 
Commercial) zone district. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background: 
 
The 3.40 acre Feuerborn Annexation consists of two parcels located at 2902 and 2906 
D Road.  The property owners have requested annexation into the City and a zoning of 
C-1.  Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement between the City and Mesa County, all 
proposed development within the Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility boundary 
requires annexation and processing in the City. 
 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement, the City shall zone newly annexed areas with a 
zone that is either identical to current County zoning or with a zone that implements the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  The proposed zoning of C-1 (Light 
Commercial) implements the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map which has 
designated the properties as Village Center. 
 
2. Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the C-1 (Light Commercial) 
zone district is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
designation of Village Center.  The existing County zoning is RSF-R (Residential Single 
Family - Rural).  Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development 
Code states that the zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted 
Comprehensive Plan and the criteria set forth.  Generally, future development should 
be at a density equal to or greater than the allowed density of the applicable County 
zoning district. 
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code must be made 
per Section 21.02.140 (a) as follows: 
 

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 
and/or 
 
Subsequent events have not invalidated the original premises and findings.  The 
requested annexation is triggered by the Persigo Agreement between Mesa 
County and the City of Grand Junction in anticipation of development.  The 
Persigo Agreement states that new development requires annexation of land 
from unincorporated Mesa County into the City prior to development.  Through 
the zone of annexation the City will apply a zone district that implements the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Map designation of Village Center.  The 
property owner wishes to develop the two properties in the near future for a 
commercial use which is appropriate development for the Village Center land use 
designation. 
 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 
 



 

 

The applicant is requesting a zone district that will implement the Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use Map designation of Village Center.  The Village Center 
anticipates a mix of uses to provide a broad range of commercial uses and 
higher density residential uses.  The character or conditions of the area near the 
intersection of 29 Road and Riverside Parkway/D Road will change in the future 
as more properties begin to annex and develop with a mix of commercial and 
high density residential uses that are anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan 
Village Center.  The existing land uses of large acreage, single-family detached 
homes are not supported by the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
(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, or could be 
provided at the time of development, to serve the range of allowed commercial 
and residential uses that are anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan.  Ute Water 
and City Sanitary Sewer facilities are presently located in D Road and 29 Road.  
The existing street and road network support high traffic commercial land uses as 
anticipated by the Comprehensive Plan and allowed in the proposed zone 
district. 
 
(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 
 
There is an inadequate supply of suitably designated land in this area to meet the 
commercial and high density residential development anticipated by the 
Comprehensive Plan (Village Center).  The request to zone the subject property 
C-1 is consistent with the Village Center land use designation. 
 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 
from the proposed amendment. 
 
The requested zoning supports the following goals of the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between 
the City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and 
spread future growth throughout the community. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County 
will sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 
The community will derive benefits from the proposed zoning by implementing 
land use decisions that are consistent with, and support, the Comprehensive 
Plan by the creation of “centers” throughout the community that provide services 
and commercial areas.  The proposed zoning will provide the opportunity for a 
range of commercial development that supports the Comprehensive Plan  



 

 

designation of Village Center.  The Village Center is intended to provide a broad 
mix of commercial and higher density residential land uses such as those 
allowed by the C-1 zone district. 
 

Alternative zone district options. In addition to the C-1 zone district, the following zone 
districts would also implement the Comprehensive Plan designation of Village Center: 
 

a. B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 
b. MXG – (Mixed Use General – 3, 5) 
c. M-U (Mixed Use) 
d. R-8 (Residential – 8 du/ac) 
e. R -12 (Residential – 12 du/ac) 
f. R-16 (Residential – 16 du/ac) 
g. R-24 (Residential – 24 du/ac) 
h. R-O (Residential Office) 
i. MXR – (Mixed Use Residential – 3, 5) 
j. MXS – (Mixed Use Shop – 3, 5) 

 
Options d through j are zone districts that implement the Village Center designation, 
however they do not permit the type of proposed commercial land use that is permitted 
in the C-1, B-1, MXG 3, 5 or M-U zone districts. 
 
If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend an alternative zone designation, 
specific alternative findings must be made as to why the Planning Commission is 
recommending an alternative zone designation to the City Council. 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Feuerborn Annexation, ANX-2012-518, for a Zone of Annexation, I 
recommend that the Planning Commission make the following findings of fact and 
conclusions: 
 

1. The requested zone district of C-1 (Light Commercial) is consistent with the 
goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and implements the Village 
Center land use designation. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and 

Development Code have all been met. 
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district for the Feuerborn Annexation, ANX-2012-518, 
to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
 
 



 

 

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on the Feuerborn Zone of Annexation, ANX-2012-518, I move that the 
Planning Commission forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of the 
C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district for the Feuerborn Annexation with the facts and 
conclusions listed in the staff report. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Annexation - Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map / City Zoning Map 
Zoning Ordinance 



 

 

 
Aerial Photo Map

Site

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE FEUERBORN ANNEXATION 
TO C-1 (LIGHT COMMERCIAL) 

 
LOCATED AT 2902 AND 2906 D ROAD 

 
Recitals 
 

The 3.40 acre Feuerborn Annexation consists of two parcels located at 2902 and 
2906 D Road.  The property owners have requested annexation into the City and a 
zoning of C-1 (Light Commercial).  Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement between the 
City and Mesa County, all proposed development within the Persigo Wastewater 
Treatment Facility boundary requires annexation and processing in the City. 

 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement, the City shall zone newly annexed areas 

with a zone that is either identical to the current County zoning or with a zone that 
implements the City’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.  The proposed zone 
district of C-1 (Light Commercial) implements the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Map, which has designated the properties as Village Center. 

 
After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction 

Municipal Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of 
zoning the Feuerborn Annexation 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.  
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). 
 

FEUERBORN ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southwest corner of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of 
the Ute Principal Meridian and assuming the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said 



 

 

Section 17 bears S 00°13’10” E with all other bearings contained herein being relative 
thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N 00°13’10” W along the West line of the 
SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 17, also being the East line of the Mesa State College 
Property Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 4081, as same is recorded 
in Book 4454, Page 809, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of 
330.00 feet; thence N 89°58’45” E, a distance of 449.14 feet; thence S 00°01’15” E, a 
distance of 330.00 feet to a point on the South line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said 
Section 17; thence S 89°58’45” W, along the South line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said 
Section 17, also being the North line of Ephemeral Resources Annexation No. 2, City of 
Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3298, as same is recorded in Book 2765, Page 672, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of 448.00 feet, more or less, to 
the Point of Beginning. 
 
CONTAINING 148,029 Square Feet or 3.40 Acres, more or less, as described. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the ___ day of ___, 2013 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ADOPTED on second reading the  day of , 2013 and ordered published in pamphlet 
form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 



 

 

Attach 3 
Colorado Mesa University Rezone 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2013 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTATION:  Scott D. Peterson 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Colorado Mesa University Outline Development Plan – 
ODP-2008-154. 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendation to City Council to approve a five year 
extension of the approved Colorado Mesa University Outline Development Plan from 
December 15, 2012 to December 15, 2017. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2899 D ½ Road 

Applicant:  
Owner: Colorado Mesa University Real Estate 
Foundation 
Representative: Derek Wagner, Colorado Mesa 
University  

Existing Land Use: Agriculture/Vacant/CSU Facility/Electrical Lineman 
School 

Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use: Residential/Commercial/Industrial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Vacant land – Railroad Right-of-Way 
South Single Family Residential and vacant land 
East Single Family Residential 
West State of Colorado Offices/Veterans Cemetery 

Existing Zoning: PD (Planned Development) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North I-1 (Light Industrial) 

South 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural), 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development), City R-4 
(Residential - 4 du/ac) City PD (Planned 
Development) and City C-1 (Light Commercial) 

East County RSF-R (Residential Single Family – Rural) and 
County PUD (Planned Unit Development) 

West CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

Growth Plan Designation: 
Village Center, Residential Medium High (8 – 16 
du/ac), Urban Residential Mixed Use (24+ du/ac) and 
Commercial/Industrial 

Zoning within density 
range? X Yes  No 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Request a five year extension, from December 15, 2012 to 
December 15, 2017, of the approved Colorado Mesa University Outline Development 
Plan. 



 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to City Council of a five year extension 
of the approved Colorado Mesa University Outline Development Plan from December 
15, 2012 to December 15, 2017. 
 
Background: 
 
The property was annexed into the City in 2007 but was not zoned pending a decision 
on a requested Growth Plan Amendment.  On March 5, 2008 the City Council 
amended the Growth Plan – Future Land Use Map from Public to a Mixed Use 
designation.  On December 15, 2008, the City Council approved the Outline 
Development Plan (ODP) effectively rezoning the property to Planned Development 
(PD).  In 2010, a new Comprehensive Future Land Use Map was adopted by the City 
and changed the designation for this property from Mixed Use to Village Center, 
Residential Medium High (8 – 16 du/ac), Urban Residential Mixed Use (24+ du/ac) and 
Commercial/Industrial to correspond to the general areas of the different Pods identified 
on the approved ODP. 
 
The ODP allows multifamily residential, commercial and industrial uses within four pods.  
The uses for each Pod are defined by Ordinance 4314 (see attached).  Pod A allows 
only commercial and industrial uses and does not allow residential uses.  Pods B and 
C will contain a maximum of 450,000 square feet and 115,000 square feet of 
commercial respectively.  The overall proposed residential density of the development 
is 1,124 dwelling units.  These multifamily units can be located within Pods B, C, and 
D.  Pod B allows a maximum 370 dwelling units and Pod D allows a maximum 754 
dwelling units.  A maximum density for Pod C has not been established therefore any 
units located in Pod C would be subject to the maximum overall density and would have 
to be subtracted from the total 1,124 units.  The maximum density of Pods B, C and D 
is 10.9 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The ODP was approved prior to adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designations allow additional residential 
density on the property.  To take advantage of the additional density, the applicant 
would have to amend the Outline Development Plan.  No amendment is proposed at 
this time.  The current Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map was changed to 
match the approved ODP for this property and the different Pod configuration, therefore 
the ODP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This is the applicant’s second request for an extension.  In 2010, the City Council 
approved a two-year extension until December 15, 2012.  Since no development 
proposal has been submitted to date, the applicant is requesting to keep their 
entitlements active and requesting a second extension until December 15, 2017 in the 
hopes the market will improve and that development of the property becomes more 
feasible.  The owner is committed to completing the project and the existing ODP will 
continue to provide public benefits for additional residential and commercial mixed use 
opportunities within the next five years (See attached letter). 
 
The applicant is also requesting that the ODP extension request be brought under the 
current 2010 Zoning and Development Code.  The only major change between the 



 

 

different zoning codes is that an applicant does not have to submit a Preliminary Plan 
under the current 2010 Zoning Code, as the ODP serves as the preliminary application 
and therefore can go right to final design.  Therefore the existing ODP has sufficient 
detail to comply with the current ODP requirements and approval criteria as identified in 
the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Phasing Schedule: 
 
A Preliminary Development Plan was to be submitted within 4 years after approval of 
the ODP or by December 15, 2012.  The Applicant is requesting that the approved 
schedule be extended from December 15, 2012 to December 15, 2017. 
 
The Developer is only requesting that the submittal schedule be amended.  All other 
conditions, criteria and standards contained within Ordinance 4314 will remain in effect. 
 
Section 21.02.150 (e) (2) states: 
 

Outline Development Plan. The approved outline development plan may be 
amended only by the same process by which it was approved, except for minor 
amendments…….. 

 
Because the above schedule is part of the approved ODP, the ODP must be amended 
by the same process by which it was approved.  Therefore the Developer requests that 
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to City Council. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Colorado Mesa University Outline Development Plan application, file 
number ODP-2008-154, a request for a five-year extension to the approved 
development schedule, I make the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested Planned Development, Outline Development Plan is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as the Comprehensive Plan Future 
Land Use Map was changed to match the Pod configuration of the ODP. 

 
2. The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 21.02.150 (b) (2) of 

the Zoning and Development Code have all been met as the criteria has not 
changed from the previous Zoning and Development Code. 

 
3. The Rezoning review criteria in Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Zoning and 

Development Code have all been met as the criteria has not changed from 
the previous Zoning and Development Code. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the requested five-year extension to the Colorado Mesa University Outline Development 
Plan, File Number ODP-2008-154, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions 
listed above. 



 

 

 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on item number ODP-2008-154, I move that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation of approval of the requested five-year extension until 
December 15, 2017 for the Colorado Mesa University Outline Development Plan, with 
the findings of facts and conclusions listed within the Staff Report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Letter of Extension Request from Applicant 
Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / City and County Zoning Map 
Letter from Colorado Mesa University Real Estate Foundation 
Proposed Ordinance 
Ordinance No. 4314 
Staff Report from November 10, 2008 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 

Site Location Map

Site
150.48 +/- acres

D ½ Road

City Limits

Riverside Parkway  
 

Aerial Photo Map

Site

Site

 
 



 

 

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map

Site

Residential Medium 
High (8 – 16 du/ac)

(24+ du/ac)

Site

Business Park 
Mixed Use

 
 

Existing Zoning Map

Site

Site
County 
RSF-R

 
 
 
 



 

 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ___ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 4314 ZONING THE COLORADO 
MESA UNIVERSITY DEVELOPMENT TO PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) 

 
LOCATED AT 2899 D 1/2 ROAD 

 
Recitals: 
 

On December 15, 2008 the City Council approved Ordinance No. 4314 zoning 
154.05 +/- acres to PD (Planned Development) with an Outline Development Plan 
(ODP) (Plan) and a default M-U (Mixed Use) zone district.  On April 19, 2010 the City 
Council approved Ordinance 4421 to extend the development schedule for an additional 
two years through December 15, 2012. 

 
Ordinance No. 4314 is referred to and incorporated by reference the “Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions listed in the Planning Commission Staff Report dated November 
10, 2008 and City Council Staff Report dated November 17, 2008 including attachments 
and Exhibits.”  One of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions in the Staff Reports was a 
development schedule for the project. 

 
Due to the change in the economy and the Applicant’s desire to delay the project, 

the development schedule for the project is being amended.  The applicant also 
desires to bring the adopted ODP under the 2010 Zoning and Development Code. 

 
Planning Staff has reviewed the Applicant’s request to extend the development 

schedule for an additional five years, to wit, to and through December 15, 2017, and 
supports the request. 

 
All other aspects of  Ordinance No. 4314 shall remain in effect. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT: 
 
The development schedule approved by reference in Ordinance No. 4314 is amended 
to provide for and allow an additional five (5) years (to December 15, 2017) for the 
development of the project/land described in said Ordinance.  The existing ODP shall 
also be subject to the 2010 Zoning and Development Code. 
 
All other approvals made by and in accordance with Ordinance No. 4314 shall remain 
the same. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading on the _ day of , 2013 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ADOPTED on second reading the _______ day of ______, 2013 and ordered published 
in pamphlet form. 



 

 

 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 4314 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO ZONE THE MESA STATE DEVELOPMENT TO PD (PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT) ZONE, BY APPROVING AN OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

WITH A DEFAULT M-U (MIXED USE) ZONE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MIXED 
USE DEVELOPMENT 

 
LOCATED AT 2899 D 1/2 ROAD 

 
Recitals: 
 

A request to zone 154.05 acres to PD (Planned Development) by approval of an 
Outline Development Plan (Plan) with a default M-U (Mixed Use) zone has been 
submitted in accordance with the Zoning and Development Code (Code). 

 
This Planned Development zoning ordinance will establish the standards, default 

zoning (M-U) and adopt the Outline Development Plan for the Mesa State Development.  
If this approval expires or becomes invalid for any reason, the property shall be fully 
subject to the default standards of the M-U zone district. 

 
In public hearings, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the 

request for the proposed Outline Development Plan approval and determined that the 
Plan satisfied the criteria of the Code and is consistent with the purpose and intent of 
the Growth Plan.  Furthermore, it was determined that the proposed Plan has achieved 
“long-term community benefits” by proposing more effective infrastructure, needed 
housing types and innovative design. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS ZONED TO PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING DEFAULT ZONE AND STANDARDS: 
 

A. A certain parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter of (SE 1/4) of Section 
18, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of said Section 18 and assuming the South 
line of the Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4 SE 1/4) of said 
Section 18 bears N89°40’51”W with all other bearings contained herein being 
relative thereto; thence N89°40’51”W along said South line a distance of 1319.50 
feet to the Southwest corner of said SE 1/4 SE 1/4; thence N00°21’19”W along 
the West line of said SE 1/4 SE 1/4 a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on the 
North line of Riverside Parkway (also known as D Road); thence N89°37’59”W 
along said North line a distance of 1328.65 feet to a point on the West line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW 1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 18, 
said North line also being the North line of the Darren Davidson Annexation, City 
of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3205; thence N00°06’35”W along said West 
line a distance of 1288.69 feet to the Northwest corner of said SW 1/4 SE 1/4; 



 

 

thence N00°25’09”W along the West line of the Northwest Quarter of the 
Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 18 a distance of 903.48 feet 
to a point on the South line of the Southern Pacific Railroad Annexation, City of 
Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3158; thence N73°01’14”E along said South line 
a distance of 1415.51 feet to a point on the North line of the Northeast Quarter of 
the Southeast Quarter (NE 1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 18; thence N00°15’05”E a 
distance of 30.00 feet; thence N89°35’13”E along a line being 30.00 feet North of 
and parallel with the North line of said NE 1/4 SE 1/4 a distance of 1292.57 feet; 
thence S00°13’55”E along the East line of said NE 1/4 SE 1/4 a distance of 
1350.87 feet to the Northeast corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Southeast 
Quarter (SE 1/4 SE 1/4) of said Section 18; thence S00°13’09”E along the East 
line of said SE 1/4 SE 1/4, a distance of 1321.23 feet, more or less to the POINT 
OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 154.05 acres (6,710,387 square feet), more or less, as 
described. 
 

B. Mesa State Development Outline Development Plan is approved with the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions listed in the Staff Reports dated November 10, 
2008 and November 17, 2008 including attachments and Exhibits. 
 

C. The default zone is M-U (Mixed Use) with deviations contained within this 
Ordinance. 
 

D. Unified Development 
 
The project should be developed in a unified manner with similar architectural 
styles and themes throughout.  Detached trails along the arterial frontages are 
intended to provide for safe multi-modal transportation haven and provide access 
to uses within the development.  These detached trails will also provide 
connectivity from the development to other points of interest adjacent to the 
subject property including the Colorado River Front trail. 
 

E. Purpose 
 
The proposed development will provide for a mix of light manufacturing, office 
park employment centers, retail, service and multifamily residential uses with 
appropriate screening, buffering and open space, enhancement of natural 
features and other amenities such as trails, shared drainage facilities, and 
common landscape and streetscape character. 
 

F. Intensity 
 
1. Nonresidential intensity shall not exceed a floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.0. 

 
2. Nonresidential minimum lot size shall be one (1) acre, except commercial lots 

within a retail center. 
 



 

 

3. Maximum building size of a retail commercial use shall be 250,000 square 
feet. 
 

4. Maximum overall gross residential density shall not exceed twenty-four (24) 
units per acre. 
 

5. Minimum overall net residential density shall be eight (8) units per acres. 
 

6. The minimum and maximum density shall be calculated utilizing Pods B, C 
and D. Individual lots or sites do not have to be density compliant. 
 

G. Performance Standards 
 
1. Any applicable overlay zone district and/or corridor design standards and 

guidelines shall apply, unless otherwise approved by the City, to encourage 
design flexibility and coordination of uses. 
 

2. Loading docks and trash areas or other service areas when located in the 
side or rear yards must be screened from adjacent right-of-ways with either a 
wall or landscaping.   Front façade loading docks shall be recessed a 
minimum of 20 feet behind the front façade of the building. 
 

3. Vibration, Smoke, Odor Noise, Glare, Wastes, Fire Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials.  No person shall occupy, maintain or allow any use in an M-U 
zone without continuously meeting the following minimum standards 
regarding vibration, smoke, odor, noise, glare, wastes, fire hazards and 
hazardous materials. 
 
a. Vibration: Except during construction or as authorized by the City, activity 

or operation which causes any perceptible vibration of the earth to an 
ordinary person on any other lot or parcel shall not be permitted. 

 
b. Noise: The owner and / or occupant shall regulate uses and activities on a 

lot so that the Day-Night Average Sound Level does not exceed sixty-five 
decibels (65 dB) at any point along the property line.  This sound level is 
not intended apply to limited periods of landscape maintenance activity for 
the subject property. 

 
c. Glare: Lights, spotlights, high temperatures processes or otherwise, 

whether direct or reflected, shall not be visible from any other lot, parcel or 
any right-of-way. 

 
d. Solid and Liquid Waste: All solid waste, debris and garbage shall be 

contained within a closed and screened dumpster, refuse bin and/or trash 
compactor(s).  Incineration of trash or garbage is prohibited.  No sewage 
or liquid wastes shall be discharged or spilled on the property. 

 
e. Hazardous Materials:  Information and materials to be used or located on 

the site whether on a full-time or part-time basis, that are required by the 



 

 

SARA Title III Community Right to Know shall be provided at the time of 
any City review, including the site plan.  Such information regarding the 
activity shall be provided to the Director at the time of any proposed 
change, use or expansion, even for existing uses. 

 
f. Outdoor Storage and Display:  Outdoor storage and permanent display 

areas shall only be located in the rear half of the lot beside or behind the 
principal structure.  Portable display or retail merchandise may be 
permitted as provided in Chapter four of the Zoning and Development 
Code. 

 
H. Pod Character 

 
The property will be developed into three distinct areas within the development 
that have a character similar to the following uses: 
 
1. Pod A – Light Industrial (Commercial is allowed) 

 
2. Pods B and C – Commercial (Multifamily residential is allowed) 

 
3. Pod D – Multifamily Residential (Ground floor commercial is allowed) 
 

I. Authorized Uses 
 
1. The list of authorized uses allowed within the M-U zone is hereby amended to 

include and exclude the following.  The following uses are allowed without 
the need for approval of a conditional use permit. 
 
a) POD A – LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 

 
1) All other community service  
2) Golf Driving Ranges 
3) Utility Basic (indoor or outdoor) 
4) General Offices 
5) Office with Drive-through 
6) Commercial Parking 
7) Skating Rink 
8) Shooting Range, Indoor 
9) All other indoor recreation 
10) Animal Care / Boarding / Sales, Indoor 
11) Delivery and Dispatch Services 
12) Fuel Sales, automotive/appliance 
13) General Retail Sales, outdoor operations, display and   storage 
14) Landscaping Materials Sales/Greenhouse/Nursery 
15) All other sales and services 
16) Auto and Light Truck Mechanical Repair 
17) Body shop 
18) Car wash 
19) Gasoline Service Station 



 

 

20) Quick Lube 
21) All other vehicle service, limited 
22) Indoor Operations and Storage 

i. Assembly 
ii. Food Products 
iii. Manufacturing/Processing 

23) Indoor Operations with Outdoor Storage 
i. Assembly 
ii. Food Products 
iii. Manufacturing/Processing 

24) Outdoor Operations and Storage 
i. Assembly 
ii. Food Products 
iii. Manufacturing/Processing 

25) Contractors and Trade Shops 
26) Indoor operations and outdoor storage (heavy vehicles) 
27) Warehouse and Freight Movement 
28) Indoor Storage with Outdoor Loading Docks  

i. Outdoor Storage or Loading 
29) Sand or Gravel Storage 
30) Wholesale Sales – allowed 

i. Wholesale Business 
ii. Agricultural Products 
iii. All other Wholesale Uses 

31) Telecommunications Facilities 
 

b) PODS B & C – COMMERCIAL 
 
1) Community Service 
2) Cultural Uses 
3) Multi-family residential 
4) General Day Care 
5) Entertainment Event, 

i. Indoor Facilities 
ii. Outdoor Facilities 

6) Hotels / Motels 
7) General Offices 
8) Office with drive-through 
9) Commercial Parking 
10) Health Club 
11) Movie Theater 
12) Skating Rink 
13) Arcade 
14) Bar / Nightclub 
15) Alcohol Sales 
16) Drive-through Uses (restaurants) 
17) Drive-through Uses (retail) 
18) Food Service, Catering 
19) Food Service, Restaurant (including alcohol sales) 



 

 

20) Farmers Market 
21) General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations, display and storage 
22) Gasoline Service Station  
23) Repair, small appliance 
24) Repair, large appliance 
25) Personal Service 
26) All other retails sales and service 
27) Utility Service Facilities (underground) 
28) All other Utility, Basic 
29) Transmission Lines, (above ground) 
30) Transmission Lines, (underground) 
 

c) POD D – RESIDENTIAL 
 
1) Multifamily residential 
2) Non-residential uses are limited to a combined total of 10,000 

square feet in POD D. 
i. Large Group Living Facilities 
ii. Unlimited Group Living Facilities 
iii. General Day Care 
iv. Bar / Nightclub 
v. Food Service, Restaurant (including alcohol sales) 
vi. Farmers Market 
vii. General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations, display and storage 

 
d) Restricted Uses 

 
The uses below are not allowed within any of the Pods. 
 
1) Cemetery 
2) Golf Course 
3) Religious Assembly 
4) Funeral Homes/Mortuaries/Crematories 
5) Schools – Boarding, Elementary, Secondary 
6) Transmission Lines (above ground) 
7) Bed and Breakfast (1 – 3 guest rooms) 
8) Bed and Breakfast (4 or more guest rooms) 
9) Amusement Park 
10) Miniature Golf 
11) All other outdoor recreation 
12) Adult Entertainment 
13) Farm Implement / Equipment Sales / Service 
14) Fuel Sales, heavy vehicle 
15) Mini warehouse 
16) Agriculture 
17) Winery 
18) Aviation 
19) Helipads 
 



 

 

J. Dimensional Standards 
 

Minimum Lot Area  
Pod A 1 acre minimum 
Pods B and C No minimum when part of a retail center 

1 acre when stand alone 
Pod D No minimum  

 
Minimum Lot Width  
Pod A 100’ Minimum 
Pods B and C No minimum when part of a retail center 

100’ when stand alone use 
Pod D No minimum 

 
Minimum Street Frontage  
Pod A 100’ Minimum 
Pods B and C No minimum when part of a retail center 

100’ when stand alone use 
Pod D No minimum 

 
Pod A Minimum Setbacks Principle Structure / Accessory Structure 
Front 15’ / 25’ 
Side   5’ /   5’ 
Rear  25’ /   5’a 

 
Pods B and C Minimum 
Setbacks 

Principle Structure / Accessory Structure 

Front 15’ / 25’ 
Side   0’ /   0’ 
Rear 10’ / 10’ 

 
Pod D Minimum Setbacks Principle Structure / Accessory Structure 
Front 15’ / 20’ 
Side   5’ /   3’ 
Rear 10’ /   5’ 

 
Maximum Lot Coverage  
Pod A N/A 
Pods B and C N/A 
Pod D N/A 

 
Maximum FAR  
Pod A 2.0 FAR 
Pods B and C 2.0 FAR 
Pod D N/A 

 
Maximum Height  
Pod A 40’  



 

 

Pods B and C / Mixed Use Buildings 40’/65’ 
Pod D 65’ 

 
 

1. Footnotes:  The applicable footnotes in Table 3.2 of the Zoning and 
Development Code shall be referenced including the following: 
 
a. A 50 foot wide building setback is required along the western property line 

of the development adjacent to the Department of Military and Veterans 
Affairs Cemetery. 
 

K. Other Regulations 
 
1. Fencing:  A fence is required along the western most boundary of the 

property (adjacent to the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
Cemetery). 
 

2. Construction Cessation:  During military funerals, services or veterans 
ceremonies, construction on any and all projects will cease until these 
funerals, service or ceremonies have ended.  Each general contractor will 
contact the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs to work out details for 
construction cessation during the requested periods of time. 
 

3. Landscape Buffer: 
 
a. A 25 foot wide landscape buffer, including a six (6) foot fence, is required 

along the western property line of the development.  The landscape 
buffer will count towards the overall landscape requirements of each site. 
 

b. A 50 foot wide building setback is required along the western property line 
of the development adjacent to the Department of Military and Veterans 
Affairs Cemetery. 
 

4. Parking per Section 6.6 of the Zoning and Development Code with the 
following modifications: 
 
a. Commercial – Per Shopping Center Calculations (1 parking space per 

every 250 square feet of gross floor area). 
 

b. Mixed-use structures – parking calculated per use per floor of structure 
(Shopping center parking calculation can be used for ground floor 
commercial uses at 1 parking space per every 250 square feet of gross 
floor area). 
 

5. Landscaping shall meet Section 6.5 of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 

6. Buildings shall meet Section 4.3 M. of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 

7. Sign Regulations shall meet Section 4.2 with the following exceptions: 



 

 

 
a. Freestanding signs shall be limited to monument type signage. 

 
b. Freestanding signs shall not exceed 8’ in height – sign face calculated per 

Section 4.2. 
 

c. Only one freestanding monument sign shall be allowed at each 
intersection along Riverside Parkway and 29 Road. 
 

d. A sign package will be required as part of each Preliminary Development 
Plan. 
 

8. Hours of Operation: 
 

a. Pod A – unrestricted 
 

b. Pods B and C – unrestricted 
 

c. Pod D – non-residential uses shall be restricted from 5 am to 11 pm. 
 

9. Mixed-Use Development 
 
a. The maximum residential densities within Pod C shall not exceed 

twenty-four (24) dwelling units per acre, minus (1) dwelling unit per 2,000 
square feet of nonresidential development or portion thereof. In Pod C, 
residential uses shall not constitute more than seventy-five percent (75%) 
of the total floor area.  In no case shall the total number of dwelling units 
in Pod C exceed 370 dwelling units. 
 

b. The total number of residential dwelling units on the project shall not 
exceed 24 dwelling units per acre. 
 

c. Mixed-use development in Pod D shall not exceed the plan density minus 
one (1) dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of nonresidential development 
or portion thereof.  No more than ten percent (10%) of the land area may 
be dedicated to commercial uses. 
 

d. Multifamily residential development in Pod D is eligible for density 
bonuses pursuant to Chapter 3.6.B.10. 
 

10. Definitions 
 
a. Mixed-use structure:  Any mix of residential and nonresidential uses in 

the same building. 
 
 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading on the 1st day of December, 2008 and ordered 
published. 



 

 

 
 
ADOPTED on second reading this 15th day of December, 2008. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 /s/:  Gregg Palmer 
 President of the Council 
 
/s/:  Stephanie Tuin 
City Clerk 
 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  November 10, 2008 
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION:  Greg Moberg 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Mesa State Outline Development Plan – ODP-2008-154. 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  A recommendation of approval to City Council to zone 154.05 
acres to PD (Planned Development) with a default zone of M-U (Mixed Use) and 
recommendation to City Council of approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for 
the Mesa State Development. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2899 D ½ Road 

Applicants:  

Owner:  Mesa State College Real Estate 
Foundation 
Applicant:  University of Colorado Real Estate 
Center 
Representative:  Ciavonne, Roberts and 
Associates  

Existing Land Use: Agriculture/Vacant/CSU Facility/Lineman School 
Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use: Residential/Commercial/Industrial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Industrial 
South Single Family Residential 
East Single Family Residential 
West State Offices/Cemetery 

Existing Zoning: County PUD 
Proposed Zoning: PD (Planned Development) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North I-1 (Light Industrial) 

South County RSF-R, County RSF-2, County PUD, R-4 
(Residential 4 du/ac), PD (Planned Development) 

East County RSF-R 
West County PUD 

Growth Plan Designation: Mixed Use 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request for approval to zone property located at 2899 D 
½ Road to PD (Planned Development) with a default zone of M-U (Mixed Use) by 
approval of the Outline Development Plan as a Planned Development. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to City Council to zone 154.05 acres PD 
(Planned Development) with a default zone of M-U (Mixed Use) and recommend to City 
Council approval of an Outline Development Plan for the Mesa State Development. 



 

 

ANALYSIS  
 
1. Background 
 
The property was annexed into the City on June 6, 2007 but was not zoned pending a 
decision on the requested Growth Plan Amendment.  On March 5, 2008 the City 
Council amended the Growth Plan – Future Land Use Map from Public to a Mixed Use 
designation.  The requested approval by City Council is for zoning the parcel as a part 
of the annexation. 
 
Current use of the property includes an electrical lineman training facility, Colorado 
State University Animal Diagnostic Laboratory and agriculturally cultivated lands.  Also 
existing on the property are miscellaneous vacant buildings.  The site is bounded by 
Riverside Parkway (also known as D Road) to the south, the Union Pacific Railroad and 
the I-70 Business Loop to the north, 29 Road to the east and land owned by the State 
and the Department of Military and Veteran’s Affair to the west. 
 
The Applicant is proposing that the property be developed as a PD (Planned 
Development) with a default zone of M-U (Mixed Use).  Section 3.4 J. of the Zoning 
and Development Code (“Code”) states that the purpose of the M-U zone is: 
 

“To provide for a mix of light manufacturing and office park employment centers, 
retail, service and multifamily residential uses with appropriate screening, 
buffering and open space and enhancement of natural features and other 
amenities such as trails, shared drainage facilities, and common landscape and 
streetscape character.  This District implements the commercial, commercial/ 
industrial, industrial and mixed use future land use classifications of the Growth 
Plan, as well as serving as a transition between residential and nonresidential 
use areas.” 

 
Uses and Development Character 
 
The proposal is to allow multifamily residential, commercial and industrial uses within 
four pods.  Pod A would be developed as industrial.  Pods B and C would be 
developed principally as commercial with the ability to include multifamily residential.  
Pod D would be developed principally as residential allowing limited commercial 
development.  Pods B, C, and D would allow a mix of uses both residential and 
commercial with commercial uses being the principle uses of Pods B and C and 
residential use being the principle use of Pod D. 
 
The uses for each Pod are defined in the draft ordinance hereto attached.  Pod A only 
allows commercial and industrial uses and does not allow residential uses.  Also Pod A 
has no limitation in the amount of square footage at buildout.  The limitation will be 
subject to parking and bulk standards.  Pods B and C will contain a maximum of 
450,000 square feet and 115,000 square feet of commercial respectively.  The 
maximum building size for any commercial structure will be 250,000 square feet.  It 
should be noted that a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has not been completed for the 
proposed development.  A TIS will determine if additional commercial development 
(square footage) can occur on the site relative to the capacity of the road system. 



 

 

 
Unified development of the site is proposed with similar architectural styles and themes 
across the four pods including common landscape features and streetscape character.  
The Applicant is also proposing that detached trails will be located along 29 Road and 
the Riverside Parkway. 
 
Density 
 
The overall proposed residential density of the development is 1,124 dwelling units.  
These multifamily units can be located within Pods B, C, and D.  Pod B allows a 
maximum 371 dwelling units and Pod D allows a maximum 754 dwelling units.  A 
maximum density for Pod C has not been established therefore any units located in Pod 
C would be subject to the maximum overall density and would have to be subtracted 
from the total 1,124 units.  The maximum density of Pods B, C and D is 10.90 dwelling 
units per acre which is consistent with the density allowed in the M-U zone. 
 
Access 
 
Four access points are being proposed for the development.  Two access points are 
located along 29 Road, one at the new D 1/2 Road intersection and one located further 
south.  In addition to the two access points on 29 Road, two access points are 
proposed along Riverside Parkway (also known as D Road).  One access is proposed 
at the intersection of Burdock Way and one at the intersection of Skyler Street. 
 
Open Space / Park 
 
No open space or parkland has been proposed as part of the proposed ODP.  However 
the Applicant has proposed a 25 foot landscaped buffer along the west property line to 
buffer the potential uses of the development with the cemetery.  Open space and park 
dedication requirements will be reviewed as part of the Preliminary Development Plan 
(“PDP”). 
 
Signage 
 
Freestanding signage along 29 Road and Riverside Parkway will be limited to 
monument signs no higher than eight feet and one per intersection on arterial streets.  
Sign packages will be submitted as part of the PDP for all internal signage. 
 
Community Benefit 
 
The objective of a mixed use development is to create a mixture of land uses which may 
include residential, retail, offices, recreational, entertainment, and light industrial within a 
compatible design.  The interaction between the mixed uses and design of the 
development should create the following benefits: 
 

1. Active urban areas during more hours of the day; 
2. Increased housing options and diverse household types; 
3. Reduction of auto dependence; 
4. A local sense of place; 



 

 

5. Reduction of traffic congestion and auto pollution; 
6. Vibrant and dynamic developments. 

 
The proposed development combines multifamily residential dwelling units, commercial 
uses and light industrial uses within a 154 acre site.  Internal traffic and pedestrian 
circulation and concentrated development create more efficient use of infrastructure.  In 
addition, the City of Grand Junction is experiencing a rental vacancy rate of less than 
2%.  The development of up to 1,124 multifamily residential dwelling units will help fill 
this void.  Finally, mixed use sites and buildings encourage innovative building, site and 
infrastructure design. 
 
Therefore the proposed development meets the following community benefits as 
outlined in Chapter 5: 
 

1. More effective infrastructure; 
2. Needed housing types and/or mix; 
3. Innovative designs. 

 
Phasing Schedule 
 
Pursuant to the Code, the PDP will be submitted within 2 years after approval of the 
ODP, unless a phasing schedule is otherwise approved with the preliminary plan. 
 
Default Zoning 
 
The Applicant is proposing a default zone of M-U, which is consistent with the Growth 
Plan designation of Mixed Use.  The bulk standards for the M-U zone, as indicated in 
Table 3.2 in the Zoning and Development Code, are as follows: 
 

Density:  8 to 24 dwelling units per acre 
Nonresidential FAR:  0.50 
Maximum building size:  150,000 square feet (30,000 square feet for retail) 
Minimum lot area:  one acre 
Minimum lot width:  100 feet 
Front yard setback:  15 feet for principal structures/25 feet for accessory structures 
Side yard setback:  15 feet for principal structures/15 feet for accessory structures 
Rear yard setback:  25 feet for principal structures/25 feet for accessory structures 
Maximum building height:  40 feet (65 feet is allowed if all building setbacks are 1.5 
times the overall height of the building). 

 
The Planning Commission may recommend and the City Council may deviate from 
the default district standards if the Applicant has provided community amenity from 
the list under Section 5.4.G of the Code.  The Applicant has proposed off-street 
trails within the Development that are not required by the Urban Trails Master Plan.  
Furthermore, the Applicant is proposing a 50 foot setback along the western 
property which is greater than that required by the M-U zone (The M-U zone does 
not require a landscaped buffer along the west property line and the minimum rear 
setback is 25 feet). 
 



 

 

The Applicant is proposing the following deviations from the M-U bulk standards: 
 

Nonresidential FAR:  2.0 
Maximum building size:  250,000 square feet 
Minimum lot area:  Pod B, C, and D – no minimum requirement 
 
Setbacks (principal structures/accessory structures) 
 

Pod A (Industrial) 
 
Front yard setback:15’/25’ 
Side yard setback:  5’/5’ 
Rear yard setback:25’/5’ 
 
Pod B and C (Commercial and Residential) 
 
Front yard setback:15’/25’ 
Side yard setback:  0’/0’ 
Rear yard setback:10’/10’ 
 
Pod D (Residential and Commercial) 
 
Front yard setback:15’/20’ 
Side yard setback:  5’/3’ 
Rear yard setback:10’/5’ 
 
The Applicant is also proposing a setback of 50 feet for structures along the 
western property line adjacent to the Cemetery. 

 
Building Heights 
 

The Applicant is proposing the following deviations from the M-U bulk 
standards: 
 
Pod A shall have a maximum height of 40 feet.  Pods B and C, commercial 
use buildings shall have a maximum height of 40 feet and mixed use building 
shall have a maximum height of 65 feet.  The maximum height for multifamily 
residential buildings in Pods B, C, and D, shall be 65 feet. 

 
2. Consistency with the Growth Plan: 
 
The Future Land Use Map designates the subject property as Mixed Use.  The 
proposed ODP proposes a default zone of M-U, a density, and a variety of uses that are 
consistent with the Mixed Use designation. 
 
3. Section 2.12.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Requests for an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for property zoned Planned 
Development (PD) must demonstrate conformance with all of the following: 



 

 

 
a. The Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans 

and policies. 
 
The proposed ODP is consistent with the Growth Plan and the Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan. 
 
b. The rezoning criteria provided in Section 2.6 A. of the Zoning and 

Development Code. 
 

1) The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption; 
 
The property was last zoned in the County to a PUD.  A plan was not 
included as part of the resolution.  A Planned Unit Development without a 
plan is in error.  Without more information the zone is not developable. 
 
2) There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to 
installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends, 
deterioration, redevelopment, etc.; 
 
The character of this neighborhood has been and continues to be 
developing with urban land uses; specifically medium to medium-low 
density residential.  These types of uses require supporting uses such as 
high density residential, commercial and industrial.  Furthermore there is 
a need to transition from the residential designated lands to the south and 
east to the industrial designated lands to the north and west. 
 
3) The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood, 
conforms to and furthers the goals and policies of the Growth Plan and 
other adopted plans and policies, the requirements of this Code, and other 
City regulations; 
 
The proposed rezone to PD with a default zone of M-U is compatible with 
the surrounding area and furthers the goals and policies of the Growth 
Plan. 
 
4) Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made 
available concurrent with the projected impacts of development allowed by 
the proposed zoning; 
 
Adequate public facilities (roads and utilities) are currently available or will 
be made available that can address the impacts of the proposed 
development.  Central Grand Valley sewer lines and a Ute water line are 
located adjacent to the property.  Furthermore, improvements to the 
Riverside Parkway and 29 Road have been made that allow for more 
intense use of the property.  In addition, the Central Grand Valley 
Sanitation District recently replaced the Riverside Parkway (also known as 
D Road) interceptor with a new 24-inch PVC pipe that will add additional 
capacity to the system and be able to serve potential uses of the Mesa 



 

 

State property.  It should be noted that a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has 
not been completed for the proposed development.  A TIS will determine 
if additional commercial development (square footage) can occur on the 
site relative to the capacity of the road system. 
 
5) The supply of comparably zoned land in the surrounding area is 
inadequate to accommodate the community’s needs; and 
 
There is an inadequate supply of high density residential and 
commercially zoned land within the Pear Park area.  Furthermore, there 
is a need to transition the residential land uses from the south and east to 
the industrial lands to the north and west.  The proposed development 
would accommodate both of these concerns. 
 
6) The community will benefit from the proposed zone. 
 
The proposed PD with a default zone of M-U would create a transition 
between the existing residential and industrial uses.  The proposal would 
also allow for the development of needed commercial and high density 
residential uses.  This would benefit both the Pear Park area and the City 
as a whole. 
 

c. The planned development requirements of Chapter Five of the Zoning and 
Development Code. 
 
The proposed plan is in conformance with the requirements of Chapter Five. 
 
d. The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in Chapter 
Seven. 
 
There are no corridor or overlay district guidelines for this property. 
 
e. Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with 
the projected impacts of the development. 
 
Adequate public facilities are currently available or can be made available and 
can address the impacts of any development consistent with a Mixed Use 
designation. 
 
f. Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all 
development pods/areas to be developed. 
 
The ODP provides graphic representation of four access points and how the 
internal circulation system will be designed.  Detailed access and circulation that 
serves all of the pods will be indentified and designed as part of the PDP. 
 
g. Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall 
be provided. 
 



 

 

The Applicant has proposed a 25 foot landscaped buffer along the western most 
property line adjacent to the existing cemetery.  Railroad tracks and I-70 
Business Loop are located along the north property line and D and 29 Roads are 
located south and east.  The Applicant has proposed detached trails along the 
arterial frontages which are intended to provide for safe multi-modal 
transportation and provide access to uses within the development.  These 
detached trails will also provide connectivity from the development to other points 
of interest adjacent to the subject property including the Colorado River Front 
trail. 
 
h. An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each 
development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The proposed residential overall density of 1,124 dwelling units and the range of 
dwelling units per pod is appropriate and consistent with the Growth Plan 
designation of Mixed Use. 
 
i. An appropriate set of “default” or minimum standards for the entire 
property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The Applicant has proposed a default zone of M-U with the requested deviations 
that are outlined in the attached Ordinance. 
 
j. An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire property or 
for each development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The development shall be in accordance with the Code, unless a different 
phasing/development schedule is approved with the PDP.  The PDP will be 
submitted within 2 years after approval of the ODP. 
 
k. The property is at least twenty (20) acres in size. 
 
The subject property is approximately 154.05 acres in size, therefore meeting 
this criterion. 

 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Mesa State Outline Development Plan application, file number 
ODP-2007-154 for a Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, I make the 
following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested Planned Development, Outline Development Plan is 
consistent with the Growth Plan. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 2.12.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 

have all been met. 
 



 

 

3. The review criteria in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development Code have 
all been met. 

 
PLANNING DIVISION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the requested Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, for Mesa State, file 
number ODP-2007-154 to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed 
above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on item number ODP-2007-154, I move that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation of approval for the Mesa State Planned Development, 
Outline Development Plan, with the facts and findings listed in the project report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City & County Zoning Map 
Site Plan 
Landscape Buffer Plan 
October 24, 2008 Letter from the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
Proposed Ordinance 



 

 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 

Figure 4 
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Attach 5 
North Avenue Overlay 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  January 22, 2013 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: David Thornton, AICP, Principal Planner 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  ZCA-2012-572, Amendment to the Zoning and Development Code 
(Title 21, Grand Junction Municipal Code) to add a Section 21.07.070, North Avenue 
Overlay Zone District. 
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Request a recommendation of approval to City Council of an 
amendment to the Zoning and Development Code (Title 21, GJMC) to add a Section 
21.07.070, North Avenue Overlay Zone District. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Forward a recommendation of approval of the proposed 
amendment. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
On April 5, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the updated 2010 Zoning and 
Development Code, codified as Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code.  City 
Council has requested that staff propose amendments to Title 21 as needed to maintain 
a dynamic, responsive Zoning Code.  This proposed amendment will add to the Code 
an overlay zoning that will apply to all property within the City abutting North Avenue 
from 1st Street on the west to I-70 Business loop on the east.  The overlay is primarily 
incentive-based and encourages redevelopment and revitalization of North Avenue that 
furthers the vision and goals of the North Avenue corridor plans. 
 
The vision for the North Avenue corridor was established in the 2007 and 2011 North 
Avenue Corridor Plans (“the Plans”).  The North Avenue Overlay Zone encourages 
development features considered critical to implementing the Plans by establishing 
guidelines, standards, development incentives and alternative approaches for 
development and redevelopment.  The Plans envision buildings located near the street, 
front doors that are inviting and readily accessible, signage on the building rather than 
pole signs, more and safer pedestrian facilities, and an inviting streetscape, which will 
create an environment of vitality and livability. 
 
The “streetscape” is the area between the street curb and the building façade.  The 
combination of the adjacent land use and the public space of the streetscape can create 
a dynamic and inviting space.  Streetscape features that create a visually interesting 
corridor and a safer pedestrian and transit experience create a dynamic sense of place 
inviting activity.  The overlay also includes development incentives to encourage design 
and development of an attractive streetscape. 
 
Advisory Committee Formed 
In February of 2012 City Council appointed an Advisory Committee made up of 
business owners along the corridor.  The committee also included a representative 



 

 

from Planning Commission (Ebe Eslami) and City Council (Sam Susuras).  The 
purpose of the committee was to seek ways to implement the 2007 North Avenue 
Corridor Plan and the 2011 North Avenue West Corridor Plan and help to revitalize this 
corridor that has been in decline for many years.  The committee has been meeting 
monthly discussing ways to revitalize the corridor and giving planning staff input on 
overlay options.  The Corridor Plans recommend establishing a Zoning Overlay district 
that will support the goals and vision of the North Avenue Corridor and provide 
incentives for business owners to take advantage of the overlay thereby improving their 
properties and bring additional life and vitality to the corridor. 
 
The North Avenue Corridor Plan identifies the need for a multi-modal approach to 
transportation for North Avenue.  With a large pedestrian population already using the 
corridor especially at key areas around Colorado Mesa University, near Grand Junction 
High School and Lincoln Park and Stadium facilities, existing pedestrian facilities are 
lacking.  In some areas of North Avenue sidewalk does not currently exist.  An 
overwhelming desire from the advisory committee is to improve the pedestrian facilities 
up and down the North Avenue corridor and create a streetscape that supports 
pedestrian activity.  This and other provisions of the Overlay will help to revitalize the 
corridor, further the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and implement the North Avenue 
Corridor Plans. 
 
Public Process 
In addition to the advisory committee, a public open house was held September 18, 
2012 at 2817 North Avenue.  Notice of the open house was sent to all property 
owners/business owners that had frontage along North Avenue.  In addition the local 
newspaper and television media picked up the story and broadcasted news regarding 
the open house and planning the City was conducting regarding the overlay and 
revitalization of the corridor.  Approximately 90 people came to the open house and 
reviewed the draft overlay concepts. 
 
Shortly after the North Avenue Advisory Committee was formed and met for the first 
time, area businesses on their own met to determine what they could do in the effort of 
revitalizing and promoting North Avenue as a business corridor.  From these initial and 
subsequent meetings, the North Avenue Owners Association (NAOA) was formed.  
This owners association established itself as a nonprofit that continues to add to its 
membership today.  One of their goals is to become a voice for North Avenue, one 
voice that will represent the property and business owners on North Avenue, working 
with the City of Grand Junction and each other to promote and revitalize the North 
Avenue corridor.  This group supports what the North Avenue Advisory Committee and 
City staff are doing regarding this proposed overlay zone district. 
 
The overlay zone district work of the advisory committee and city staff is complete and 
the North Avenue Overlay Zone District is ready for review and approval through a 
public hearing before Planning Commission.  Following Planning Commission 
consideration, City Council will hold a public hearing and be asked to incorporate the 
North Avenue Overlay Zone District into the Grand Junction Municipal Code as part of 
Title 21. 
 



 

 

This proposed amendment would add Section 21.07 (a subsection of Special 
Regulations of the Development Regulations) entitled “North Avenue Overlay Zone 
District” and thereby incorporate standards and guidelines for development within the 
North Avenue Overlay Zone District boundaries.  The proposed amendment provides 
specific standards intended to implement the 2007 North Avenue Corridor Plan and the 
2011 North Avenue West Corridor Plan, elements of the Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
The proposed amendment is consistent with the following goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Goal 6: Land use decisions will encourage preservation of existing buildings and their 
appropriate reuse. 
Policy A. In making land use and development decisions, the City and County will 
balance the needs of the community. 
 
Goal 8: Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the community 
through quality development. 
Policy A. Design streets and walkways as attractive public spaces; 
Policy B. Construct streets in the City Center, Village Centers, and Neighborhood 
Centers to include enhanced pedestrian amenities; 
Policy C. Enhance and accentuate the City ‘gateways’ including interstate interchanges, 
and other major arterial streets leading into the City; 
Policy E. Encourage the use of xeriscape landscaping; 
Policy F. Encourage the revitalization of existing commercial and industrial areas. 
 
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. 
Policy E. When improving existing streets or constructing new streets in residential 
neighborhoods, the City and County will balance access and circulation in 
neighborhoods with the community’s need to maintain a street system which safely and 
efficiently moves traffic throughout the community. 
 
Goal 11: Public facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in planning for 
growth. 
Policy A. The City and County will plan for the locations and construct new public 
facilities to serve the public health, safety and welfare, and to meet the needs of existing 
and future growth. 
 
Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
Policy A. Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will improve 
as a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism. 
Policy B. The City and County will provide appropriate commercial and industrial 
development opportunities. 
 



 

 

The proposed Code amendment supports the vision and goals of the Comprehensive 
Plan by creating an implementation tool which establishes specific requirements 
including mandatory standards for all new development; opt-in standards incentivizing 
new development to occur in a way that implements the vision of the North Avenue 
Corridor Plans; and creating a site upgrade point system that all property/business 
owners can participate in when they improve their site. 
 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE: 
21.02.140 Code amendment and rezoning. 
(a) Approval Criteria. In order to maintain internal consistency between this code and 
the zoning maps, map amendments must only occur if:  

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

Response:  Recent growth trends in Grand Junction have brought new 
commercial growth to the west side of the City and downtown, whereas North 
Avenue has seen a decline in commercial businesses over the same time period.  
The City’s 2010 Comprehensive Plan and 2007/2011 North Avenue Corridor Plans 
have identified a new vision and direction for the North Avenue Corridor.  The 
North Avenue Overlay Zone will be an implementation tool for these long range 
plans in meeting the vision and goals of the community for North Avenue. 

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

Response:  The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the 
two North Avenue Corridor Plans.  It encourages development features 
considered critical to implementing the Plans by establishing guidelines, standards, 
development incentives and alternative approaches for development and 
redevelopment.  The Overlay District amendment allows buildings located near 
the street, front doors that are inviting and readily accessible, signage on the 
building rather than pole signs, more and safer pedestrian facilities, and an inviting 
streetscape, which will create an environment of vitality and livability. 

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

Response:  The North Avenue Corridor is a major roadway that traverses the City 
Center area of Grand Junction, an area that the Comprehensive Plan has targeted 
for major growth and development in the community.  It is a corridor that has 
existing utilities and infrastructure and is ready for developing a new streetscape 
and accommodates new business and residential development as part of that 
vision. 



 

 

(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 

Response:  This criterion does not apply to this amendment. 

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

Response:  The North Avenue Corridor including businesses and residents will 
benefit the most from this proposed amendment.  The Overlay District includes an 
“Opt In” standard where a property/business owner can decide for themselves if 
they want to develop under the overlay standards or develop under the base 
zoning of their property.  Opting in provides some incentives that the base zone 
development does not provide. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing ZCA-2012-572, amendment to the Zoning and Development Code (Title 
21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code) to add an Overlay Zone District for North 
Avenue, the following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

1. The proposed amendment will help implement the vision, goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan which includes the 2007 North Avenue Corridor Plan 
and the 2011 North Avenue West Corridor Plan. 

 
2. The proposed amendment is consistent with the approval criteria found in 

Section21.02.040 of the Zoning and Development Code (Municipal Code). 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the proposed amendment to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed 
above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTIONS: 
Mr. Chairman, on file ZCA-2012-572, An amendment to the Zoning and Development 
Code (Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code) to add an Overlay Zone District 
for North Avenue, I move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of 
approval of the proposed amendment with the findings, facts and conclusions listed in 
the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Proposed Ordinance for City Council 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.07 
OF THE GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE 

TO ADD AN OVERLAY ZONE DISTRICT 
FOR PROPERTY ABUTTING NORTH AVENUE 

BETWEEN FIRST STREET ON THE WEST AND I-70 B ON THE EAST 
 
Recitals: 
 
On April 5, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the updated 2010 Zoning and 
Development Code, codified as Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of 
Ordinances. 
 
The Grand Junction City Council encourages updating of the Zoning and Development 
Code in order to maintain its effectiveness and responsiveness to the citizens’ best 
interests. 
 
Section 21.07 provides special regulations in the Code to address zoning requirements 
that are specific to a defined boundary within the City limits. 
 
The City Council finds that this amendment promotes the health, safety and welfare of 
the community, implements the North Avenue corridor plans, and contributes to the 
revitalization of the North Avenue corridor. 
 
The City Council also finds that the amendment is consistent with reasonable business 
owner, property owner, the community and neighborhood expectations. 
 
After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of 
the City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the 
proposed amendment for the following reasons: 
 

1. The request is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
2. The proposed amendment will help implement the vision, goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that an amendment to add use-specific standards 
for Racing Pigeons will implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan and should be adopted. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT: 
 



 

 

A new Section 21.07.070 is added follows: 
 

North Avenue Overlay Zone District 
 

 
010 Background and Intent 
 
Overlay Zoning 
 
Overlay zoning creates a special zoning district over a 
base zone.  An overlay adds to or changes the 
regulations, standards or requirements of the base 
zone in order to protect or guide development within a 
specific area or corridor to meet specific needs or 
objectives.  While the base zone determines the 
permitted land uses, the overlay zone establishes 
design or other standards that meet the overlay’s 
purposes. 
 
The overlay zone for North Avenue provides direction, 
vision and incentives for development in the corridor.  
The purpose of the overlay is to stimulate new 
development, redevelopment and business and other 
human activity along the corridor.  The overlay 
supports and implements the Comprehensive Plan 
goal of making the City a more livable place.  The 
overlay’s standards and guidelines are intended to 
stimulate commercial, pedestrian and other activity in 
the corridor. 
 
(a) The Vision 
 
The vision for the North Avenue corridor was established in the 2007 and 2011 North 
Avenue Corridor Plans (“the Plans”).  The North Avenue Overlay Zone encourages 
development features considered critical to implementing the Plans by establishing 
guidelines, standards, development incentives and alternative approaches for 
development and redevelopment.  The Plans envision buildings located near the street, 
front doors that are inviting and readily accessible, signage on the building rather than 
pole signs, more and safer pedestrian facilities, and an inviting streetscape, which will 
create an environment of vitality and livability. 

 
The “streetscape” is the area between the street curb and 
the building façade. The combination of the adjacent land 
use and the public space of the streetscape can create a 
dynamic and inviting space.  Streetscape features that 
create a visually interesting corridor and a safer 



 

 

pedestrian and transit experience create a dynamic sense of place inviting activity.  
The overlay also includes development incentives to encourage design and 
development of an attractive streetscape. 
 

(b) Revitalize North Avenue by establishing it as a “Complete Street” 
 
Development is encouraged to be designed and built according to the Plans, which 
establish a “Complete Street” vision for North Avenue. 
 
The North Avenue “Complete Street” concept includes: 

• A multi-modal corridor designed for not only the vehicle, but also for the 
pedestrian, bicyclist and the transit user. 

• Wide sidewalks detached from the roadway. 
• Buildings located close to the street with pedestrian access to the building at the 

streetscape. 
• Safe access to businesses from the street and sidewalks and parcel 

interconnectivity to minimize multiple access points to North Avenue. 
• Safe and efficient transit stops. 
• Adequate lighting creating a safer vehicle and pedestrian experience. 
• Landscaping, street furniture and other hardscape features and amenities that 

enhance the pedestrian and motoring public’s experience, but still allow buildings 
to be near the street. 

The diagram below establishes the right-of-way standards for the overlay district. 



 

 

(c) Definitions 
The following definitions apply to this Overlay: 
 
Abutting means directly touching.  For example, parcels across a public right-of-way 
from one another would not be abutting, but would be adjacent to one another. 
 
Adjacent to something means lying within a 100-foot radius of it.  For purposes of 
adjacency, public right-of-way, easements, canals, waste ditches and waterways are 
not included in the 100-foot calculation. 
 
020 Options for Development within the District 
 
The North Avenue Zoning Overlay establishes mandatory standards, “opt-in” standards, 
and a point-system for specific site upgrades.  Any and all property development within 
the District must adhere to the mandatory standards, and in addition must choose 
among the following three options: 

(1) follow all of the “opt-in” standards, 
(2) develop according to the “base” zone standards, or 
(3) upgrade a site using the point system. 

 
The mandatory standards of the Overlay Zone establish the right-of-way width and 
streetscape features for the corridor.  The opt-in standards include incentives which 
relax some of the base-zone standards (landscaping requirements, for example) in 
exchange for meeting specified standards which will shape the desired character of the 
built environment.  The point system 
allows a landowner to improve the site 
in specific ways which will help create 
the desired character of the built 
environment and provides framework 
for distribution of financial incentives 
that may become available.  (The 
Overlay Zone does not establish those 
financial incentives, but merely 
establishes a point system for 
accessing such funds if and when they become available.) 
 
030 Boundaries of the Overlay District 
 
The North Avenue Overlay District applies to all properties abutting the North Avenue 
right-of-way from First Street on the west to I-70 Business Loop on the east. 
 



 

 

 
040 Overlay Zone District Standards and Guidelines 
 

(a) Applicability/conflicts.  Where the standards or requirements of this Overlay 
Zone conflict with another overlay zone, area plan or the balance of the Zoning 
and Development Code, this Overlay shall control.  Where another overlay 
zone or area plan gives the Director authority to waive, vary or diverge from a 
development standard, a requirement of a zone district or another land use 
regulation, that authority shall not apply to property within the boundaries of this 
Overlay District.  The variance procedure and criteria set forth in Section 
21.02.200 shall apply. 

 
(b) Mandatory Standards 

 
(1) Right-of-way Standards 

All development in the Overlay District shall include dedication of sufficient right-of-way 
so that there are 50 feet of half right-of-way for North Avenue. 
 

(2) Pedestrian / Sidewalk Standards 
The North Avenue standard for public sidewalks is an 8 ft. detached sidewalk with an 8 
ft. park strip separating the sidewalk from the street.  In connection with any 
development in the Overlay District, the landowner shall dedicate the appropriate 
amount of land to meet those standards, and the landowner/developer shall construct 
the sidewalk and park strip areas to City specifications.  Exception:  The sidewalk 
and/or park strip widths may be adjusted if a building existing on the property that is not 
being demolished or substantially remodeled encumbers all or part of the area 16’ from 
the back of curb of North Avenue, provided that the adjustment is the minimum 
necessary to accommodate the building.  Neither the sidewalk nor the park strip, 
however, can be eliminated altogether, and the sidewalk shall be the higher priority 
between the two. 
 
The park strip is part of the streetscape and shall include pedestrian and transit 
amenities including landscaping and hardscape features.  It shall include different 
features which distinguish it from the sidewalk; in other words, the park strip cannot be 
solid concrete pavement like the sidewalk. 
 
Hardscape features and materials include, but are not limited to the following: 

Benches Bike Racks Pedestrian lighting 
Transit pullouts Transit shelters Trash cans 
Planters Water features Art / sculptures 
News Stands Mail boxes Banners, hanging baskets 

 
Landowner/developer may select among these and other appropriate (as approved by 
the Director) hardscape features to install in the park strip.  A minimum of two such 
features shall be installed in the park strip in front of the parcel being developed, 
improved or re-developed. 
 



 

 

(3) Multipurpose easement 
No multi-purpose easement is required along the North Avenue frontage.  Utilities shall 
be located in the street right-of-way, to the rear of the property, in an alley, or in another 
appropriate location.  If public utilities are located on private property, an easement 
shall be granted or dedicated for those utilities. 
 
All other development standards of the Zoning and Development Code relating to 
right-of-way, sidewalk and park strip shall apply.  Development of property within the 
District shall in all other respects not addressed in this Overlay meet the requirements of 
the balance of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 

(c) Opt-In Standards 
 
The Opt-In Section includes guidelines and standards.  Guidelines are permissive 
recommendations for development; standards are mandatory requirements once the 
developer/landowner has opted in. 
 

(1) Benefits/incentives.  There are significant benefits to opting in to the standards 
of this section.  Opting into all these standards entitle a landowner/developer 
to the following reductions to the base-zone and other Zoning and 
Development Code standards: 

 
(i)  Landscaping and Buffering: 
Landscaping is required only in parking areas. 

• No landscaping / screening buffer is required between adjacent properties. 
• No street-frontage landscaping is required. 
• Where all parking is located behind a building, no landscaping along access 

from North Avenue is required. 
• No street trees are required in front of buildings that abut or are within 10 ft. 

of North Avenue right-of-way.  If a parking area abuts 
the North Avenue right-of-way, street trees are required 
along the North Avenue street frontage of the parking 
area. 

• A 30 inch tall decorative screen wall may be substituted 
for the required parking lot screening between the 
parking lot located at the right-of-way / property line and 
North Avenue.  Shrub planting in front of the wall is not 
required for this option. 

All other landscaping regulations of the Grand Junction Municipal Code shall apply. 
 
Purpose:  North Avenue is a major commercial district located within the City Center.  
Historically its development pattern has been both urban and suburban in scale.  The 
Comprehensive Plan identifies high growth in the City Center area through 2035 as the 
community nearly doubles in population.  The Plans likewise emphasize urban growth 
along the North Avenue corridor, including more building mass, hardscape areas, less 
landscaping, and more pedestrian activity. 
 
(ii)  Setbacks 



 

 

The building setback is reduced to zero. 
• Minimum building setbacks: 

Front = 0 ft. 
Side = 0 ft. 
Rear = 0 ft. 

 
Purpose:  Reducing the setbacks to zero creates more buildable area and creates a 
more urban built environment. This standard also encourages better site design and 
compliments the streetscape by emphasizing a pedestrian experience. 
 
(iii)  Parking space credits  (See below). 
 

(2) Standards: 
 
(i)  Maximum Building Setback = 10 ft. 
The maximum building setback of 10 feet applies to all building construction including 
additions with exceptions for public plazas, outdoor seating areas and other pedestrian 
spaces. 
 
Purpose:  A maximum building setback of 10 feet supports the streetscape vision for 
North Avenue. Buildings close to the street enhance the pedestrian experience and 
create visual interest along the corridor. 
 
(ii)  Drive thru lanes 
Drive thru lanes shall not be installed between the North Avenue right-of-way and the 
building.  
 
Purpose:  This standard will reduce conflict between vehicles and pedestrians entering 
the building from the front and therefore enhance pedestrian activity and safety.  In the 
first two examples pictured below, there are potential conflicts between motorists and 
pedestrians because a drive lane interferes with pedestrian access from North Avenue.  
The third picture (Taco Bell) shows a drive thru lane that does not interfere with the front 
door access into the restaurant reducing pedestrian/vehicle conflicts and making 
pedestrian access to the building safer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(iii)  Parking 
(A)  Parking shall not be permitted between the building and the North Avenue 
right-of-way. 
 
Purpose:  The purpose of this standard is to reduce the amount of parking along the 
North Avenue frontage and to emphasize the buildings and pedestrian friendly 
streetscape. 
 



 

 

(B)  All development shall meet the parking requirements established for the use and 
the base zone with the following exception.  Parking space credit shall be allowed 
under the following conditions: 

a. Providing shared parking between two abutting properties through a recorded, 
permanent shared parking easement. 

b. When on-street parking is available (for corner lot development only), two 
on-street spaces may count as one onsite parking space. 

 
(iv)  Awning Standards 
Awnings and other façade enhancements are encouraged.  One or 
more awnings extending from the building may be erected.  Awnings 
shall be at least 8 feet above the sidewalk and shall be at least 4 feet 
wide, along the building frontage on North Avenue, and shall not 
overhang into the right-of-way more than 6 ft.  Awnings shall otherwise 
meet with the requirements of the Grand Junction Municipal Code and 
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) regulations.   
 
Purpose:  Awnings provide visual interest to the corridor and enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 
 
(v)  Building Entry Standards 
The main entrance to the building shall be on the 
North Avenue face of the building.  Additional 
entrance(s) may be provided on the side and/or 
rear of the building to parking areas or other 
pedestrian facilities.  A front door may be 
constructed anywhere along the front façade of 
the building including at the corner of the front 
façade as shown in the two examples pictured to the right.  
 
Purpose:  When an entrance is visible from the North Avenue corridor, it invites in the 
pedestrian and motorist alike. A front door also provides direct pedestrian access from 
the public sidewalk within the streetscape, supporting the revitalization of North Avenue 
as envisioned by the Plans. 
 
(vi)  Development of property within the District shall in all other respects not addressed 
in this Overlay meet the requirements of the balance of the Zoning and Development 
Code. 
 

(3) Guidelines  
 

Whenever possible North Avenue development/redevelopment should: 
(i) Minimize the number of traffic conflict points into and out of a business. 
(ii) Create pedestrian, bike and transit friendly amenities. 
(iii) Better define and consolidate driveways into businesses and access 

between/among businesses to minimize vehicle access points onto North 
Avenue. 

(iv) Provide turn lanes where appropriate. 



 

 

(v) Maximize the use of existing local streets and alleys for access to eliminate 
vehicle access points onto North Avenue. 

(vi) Include awnings or other visually interesting building features on the front of the 
building to provide visual interest and enhance the pedestrian experience. 

(vii) Include living landscaping within the parkstrip.  The use of xeric landscape is 
encouraged. 

 
Purpose:  These guidelines promote pedestrian safety and efficient vehicle movement 
and provide visual interest along the corridor. 
 

(d) Site Upgrade Point System 
 

(1) This section is known and may be cited as the “Site Upgrade Point System for 
the North Avenue Overlay Zone District.”  It establishes a rating system 
whereby points are awarded in the development review process when a 
developer/owner upgrades a site or structure to meet the standards established 
by the North Avenue Overlay Zone and/or to achieve the vision of the Plans.  
An owner may choose to develop under this section in lieu of the “opt-in” 
section of the Overlay District.  Also, an owner who “opts in” can receive points 
for those aspects of the development that are listed in the “Improvement 
Table”. 

 
(2) Purpose.  The purpose of this Site Upgrade Point System is to encourage 

property owners along North Avenue to take steps that will bring their existing 
structures and sites more into alignment with the vision for the corridor as 
established by the Plans and by this Overlay. 

 
(3) Use with nonconformities.  When installing only one or more specific site 

upgrade(s) selected from table below, without making other site improvements, 
a landowner with a nonconforming use, site or structure is not required to bring 
the site or structure into conformance with the Code as prescribed in the 
“non-conformities” section of the Zoning and Development Code.  However, if 
such landowner undertakes a site or structure remodel that includes 
improvements not listed in the table below, the non-conforming section of the 
Zoning and Development Code applies, or, if the developer/owner has opted in, 
the opt-in standards apply. 

 
(4) Validity of points.  Points may be awarded by the Director according to the 

table below.  The points are assignable (subject to any expiration date or time 
established in the program), but may only be assigned one time.  Points can 
also be shared by two or more landowners (for example, where adjacent 
owners agree to consolidate and eliminate access points and establish 
cross-access between or among parcels).  If points are shared, the owners 
must agree in writing to the allocation of points between/among themselves. 

 
(5) Improvement Table and Point Values.  The Improvement Table below 

establishes the improvements to the right-of-way, streetscape and private 
property that are encouraged by the Plans and by this Overlay and the points 
that will accrue upon completion of said improvements.  The Improvement 



 

 

Table may be amended by the City Council by resolution.  Regardless of the 
point values in the Improvement Table, no points shall be awarded for 
improvements to private property or to right-of-way that are part of a capital 
improvement program or project of any governmental entity, including but not 
limited to the City, the County or the Colorado Department of Transportation. 

 
Improvement Table 

First Priorities Points 
Construction of detached sidewalk/parkstrip running the entire length of the 
property along North Avenue and meeting the overlay standards.  Total points are 
determined by dividing proposed streetscape area sq ft by 1600 sq. ft. and 
multiplying by 30 pts. 
Benefit:  Aesthetics and Pedestrian Safety 

 
 
30 

Right-of-way dedicated along North Avenue for entire frontage sufficient to allow 8 
ft. detached sidewalk and 8 ft. park strip.  Total points are determined by dividing 
the dedicated ROW area sq ft by 1000 sq. ft. and multiplying by 30 pts. 
Benefit:  Pedestrian Safety 

 
30 

Elimination of a North Avenue street access point1, including construction of curb 
and gutter and removing the driveway apron and must include dedication of all 
required North Avenue right-of-way. 
Benefit:  Pedestrian and Vehicle Safety 

 
 
20 

Second Priorities Points 
Pole or free-standing sign removed and sign placed on building façade 
Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 

 
7 

Addition of plaza, fountain or outdoor dining in front of building along North Avenue 
Benefit:  Pedestrian Access and Aesthetic Values 

 
7 

Construction of an addition to building that meets maximum setback (10 or fewer 
feet from property line); shall include the addition of a front door facing North 
Avenue; and 50 ft. half right-of-way must be dedicated. 
Benefit:  Pedestrian and Aesthetic Values 

 
6 

Elimination of parking along North Avenue frontage and placing all parking behind 
building(s) 
Benefit:  Pedestrian Safety and Aesthetic Values 

 
5 

Pole sign removed and replaced with a monument sign 
Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 

 
5 

Elimination of parking along North Avenue in front of the building(s) and all parking 
placed along the side and/or behind the building(s) 
Benefit:  Pedestrian Safety and Aesthetic Values 

 
3 

Parking shared with adjacent properties2 

Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 
 
3 

Permanent elimination of front yard display or storage3 

Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 
 
2 

Two hardscape features installed in park strip (maximum for point system) 
Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 

 
2 



 

 

One hardscape feature installed in park strip 
Benefit:  Aesthetic Value 

 
1 

1Can be accomplished by sharing access point with neighbor by a cross access easement (which must be reviewed 
and approved by the City Attorney), or by one property taking access from a lower order street. 
2Must be established by recorded permanent easement appurtenant, not by shared parking agreement. 
3Must be established by amended site plan, CUP or other land use approval. 
 

(6) Incentive program.  It is anticipated that incentive funds may be made 
available from various potential funding sources, such as a Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) district (only available if an urban renewal plan is properly 
established for part or all of the corridor), a Business Improvement District 
(BID), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), City general fund dollars, 
or a sales tax rebate.  At any given time there may be no incentive program or 
funds available.  The Director shall establish an incentive program annually, 
describing how the incentive funds (if any) for that year will be distributed 
according to the point system established in this Section.  The program shall 
include the following elements, at a minimum: 
• Site Upgrade Point System application form 
• Total funds available 
• Formula(s) relating points awarded to funds available 
• Award form 

 
(7) Appeals.  Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Director regarding an 

award of points or incentive funds under this section may appeal that decision 
to the City Council within 30 days of the decision. 

 
 
All other provisions of Section 21.07 shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading the 6th day of February, 2013 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading the ____ day of _____, 2013 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 ____________________________ 
 President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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