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

 
TUESDAY, MARCH 26, 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. 
 
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 January 8 and February 12, 2013 regular meetings. 
 
2. Floodplain Ordinance amendment - Zoning Code Amendment Attach 2 

Forward a recommendation to City Council of an amendment to Section 21.07.010 
Flood Damage Prevention and Section 21.10.020 Terms Defined of the Zoning and 
Development Code (Title 21, GJMC). 
FILE #: ZCA-2013-107 
APPLICANT: Bret Guillory - City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: Citywide 
STAFF: Bret Guillory 
 

http://www.gjcity.org/


PLANNING COMMISSION MARCH 26, 2013 

3. 1941 Palisade Street Rezone – Rezone Attach 3 
Forward a recommendation to City Council on a request to rezone .243 acres from 
R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to R-12 (Residential 12 du/ac) zone district to allow an 
additional dwelling unit. 
FILE #: RZN-2013-77 
APPLICANT: Rhonda Christensen 
LOCATION: 1941 Palisade Street 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 

 
* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

 
* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 

 
Public Hearing Items 
On the following items 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. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
 
Adjournment



 

 

Attach 1 
Minutes 
 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 8, 2013 MINUTES 

6:00 p.m. to 6:18 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), Ebe Eslami (Vice Chairman), Gregory Williams, Keith Leonard, Jon 
Buschhorn, Christian Reece and Loren Couch. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works, Utilities and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Scott Peterson (Senior Planner), 
Jody Kliska (Transportation Engineer) and Rick Dorris (Development Engineer). 
 
Also present was Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
 
There were 8 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 
Announcements, Presentations And/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Consent Agenda 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

None available at this time. 
 
2. Colorado Mesa University Rezone – Planned Development – Extension 

Request 
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 
 

3. Stepaside Rezone – Rezone – CONTINUED TO A DATE UNDETERMINED 
Request a recommendation of approval to City Council to rezone 0.986 acres from 
an R-1 (Residential 1 du/ac) to an R-2 (Residential 2 du/ac) zone district. 
FILE #: RZN-2012-533 
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APPLICANT: Sandra Pittenger 
LOCATION: 679 Stepaside Drive 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 

 
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.  Chairman Wall stated that he had been notified that this item had been 
requested to be continued to January 22, 2013.  Lisa Cox, Planning Manager, 
confirmed that staff had a received a request for the item be continued to the January 
22nd Planning Commission meeting.  After discussion, there were no objections or 
revisions received from the audience or Planning Commissioners on the Consent 
Agenda. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Eslami)  “Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that 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 
4. Grand Valley Circulation Plan Amendment – Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Request a recommendation of approval to City Council of a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment to amend the Grand Valley Circulation Plan on and near the property 
(36 +/- acres) north of I-70 Business Loop between 28 and 28 1/4 Roads to add two 
future collector streets and an unclassified street in the area to improve future 
capacity, connectivity and circulation in an existing C-1 (Light Commercial) zoning 
district. 
FILE #: CPA-2012-584 
APPLICANT: Jody Kliska – City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: North of I-70 Business Loop between 28 and 28 1/4 Roads 
STAFF: Jody Kliska 
 

STAFF PRESENTATION 
Jody Kliska, City Transportation Engineer, made a PowerPoint presentation on the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the Grand Valley Circulation Plan 
in the vicinity east of 28 Road and north of the I-70 Business Loop.  Representatives of 
the property owners approached the City about amending the Circulation Plan.  She 
stated the subject property was currently zoned for high density residential.  Ms. Kliska 
indicated the property owners asked for more clarity regarding rights-of-way through and 
around this property. 
 
According to the existing Circulation Plan, 28 Road was shown as a minor arterial with 
Grand Avenue as an extension.  The amendment would have an extension of 
Gunnison Avenue on the north side of the property from 28 Road to 28 1/2 Road and 
the extension of Grand Avenue to approximately Chipeta Avenue and an unclassified 
street through the property.  This would provide better circulation for the property. 
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Ms. Kliska said that there were six criteria for evaluation provided for in the Zoning and 
Development Code before the Circulation Plan could be amended.  Those criteria and 
staff’s analysis included the following:  1) There was an error such that then existing 
facts, projects or trends that were reasonably foreseeable were not accounted for. 
Response:  Staff’s analysis concluded that there was no error as the proposed Grand 
Valley Circulation Plan was being amended to anticipate and accommodate future 
growth patterns for the subject area as well as the community at-large; 2) Subsequent 
events had invalidated the original premises and findings.  Response:  It was 
determined that the area and the community would benefit from  safer, and more 
efficient traffic circulation and interconnectivity around and through the property with 
anticipated development.  New development would require good access and 
connectivity to surrounding streets to provide an efficient circulation plan for the 
community, as well as future residents and commercial development of the property; 3) 
The character and condition of the area had changed enough that the amendment was 
acceptable. Response:  The current Grand Valley Circulation Plan  was being updated 
to reflect how the Comprehensive Plan anticipated  future development would take 
place.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map  anticipated higher residential 
development and possible commercial development; 4) The community or area as 
defined by the presiding body would derive benefits from the proposed amendment.  
Response:  The benefits to the area would include  safer and more efficient traffic 
circulation and street interconnectivity around and through the property; 5) The change 
would facilitate safe and efficient access for all modes of transportation.  Response:  
Staff believed that the proposed changes would provide good access and circulation for 
users of the transportation system with multiple ways to travel through the area and 
connect to larger transportation networks, and would also facilitate safe and efficient 
vehicular access; 6) The changes furthered the goals of circulation and connectivity.  
Good access to and through this large property would guide this property to provide an 
appropriate street network. 
 
Ms. Kliska concluded that after  review, staff made findings of facts and conclusions 
that the Grand Valley Circulation Plan Amendment was consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan by anticipating future development of the area as 
identified by the residential and commercial land use designations of the 
Comprehensive Future Land Use Plan, and that the applicable review criteria of the 
Zoning and Development had been met.  Staff recommended that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the requested Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment to amend the Grand Valley Circulation Plan to  City Council. 
 
Questions 
With regard to the proposed map for the Circulation Plan, Commissioner Leonard asked 
if the proposed major collector and the unclassified designations were set in stone and, 
if so, how was that determined.  Ms. Kliska said that the Circulation Plan  showing the 
future roadways was mainly to guide what was envisioned and that the exact alignment 
did not need to follow that the Plan exactly; however, it would have to meet the criteria of 
the Transportation Engineering and Design Standards. 
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Public Comment 
None. 
 
Discussion 
Commissioner Eslami stated that it seemed reasonable to him. 
 
Commissioner Leonard asked if the lines were just generalized.  Lisa Cox, Planning 
Manager, confirmed that the lines on the map gave the general indication of where a 
facility would be appropriate and the type of classification. 
 
Chairman Wall agreed and thought it was consistent and made sense. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Eslami)  “Mr. Chairman, on item CPA-2012-584, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
request to the Comprehensive Plan to amend the Grand Valley Circulation Plan 
with the facts and findings listed in the staff report.” 
 
Commissioner Leonard seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion 
passed unanimously by a vote of 7 - 0. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
Ms. Cox stated that there were a few citizens in the audience who came in after the  
meeting had started. She had explained at the beginning of the meeting that the 
Stepaside rezone had been pulled from this agenda.  She then said that if anyone had 
any questions on the agenda that she would be available to help them or they could ask 
them now.  Someone asked about the Stepaside Rezone request.  Ms. Cox said that 
the item had been pulled from the agenda so staff could consider other information 
related to the rezone request that might be relevant to the entire community and all 
parcels zoned R-1 in the City.  Rather than address the site specific request to rezone 
for one property, staff wanted to consider possible solutions that might be a greater 
benefit to all properties zoned R-1 in the community.  Staff would consider other 
solutions which would be brought back to the Planning Commission.  Ms. Cox 
confirmed that it was the City’s intent to notify property owners that would be impacted  
which would also include parcels 500 feet from property zoned R-1.  It would also have 
a different file number as it would be a separate development application processed. 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
With no objection and no further business, the Planning Commission meeting was 
adjourned at 6:18 p.m. 
 



 
 
 

 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
FEBRUARY 12, 2013 MINUTES 

6:01 p.m. to 6:05 p.m. 
 

Planning Manager Lisa Cox announced that neither Chairman Wall or Vice-Chair 
Eslami was able to attend the meeting and that the Commissioners would need to 
select someone to be the Acting Chairman for the meeting.  Commissioner Couch 
volunteered to act as Chairman for the hearing.  The other Planning Commissions 
agreed to have Commissioner Couch be the Acting Chair.  The regularly scheduled 
Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 6:01 p.m.  The public hearing was 
held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Loren Couch, Acting 
Chairman, Gregory Williams, Jon Buschhorn, Christian Reece, William Wade 
(Alternate) and Steve Tolle (Alternate).  Commissioners Reginald Wall (Chairman), Ebe 
Eslami (Vice Chairman) and Keith Leonard were absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works, Utilities and Planning Department – 
Planning Division, were 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 was 1 interested citizen present during the course of the hearing. 
 
Announcements, Presentations And/or Visitors 
There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 
 
Consent Agenda 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 

None available at this time. 
 
2. Library Alley Vacation – Vacation of Right-of-Way 

Request a recommendation of conditional approval to City Council to vacate all 
remaining alleys between Grand Avenue and Ouray Avenue and North 5th Street 
and North 6th Street. 
FILE #: VAC-2012-419 
APPLICANT: Eve Tallman – Mesa County Public Library 
LOCATION: 530 Grand Avenue 
STAFF: Senta Costello 

 
Acting Chairman Couch read and briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the 
public, planning commissioners, and staff to speak if they wanted any item pulled for 
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additional discussion.  After discussion, there were no objections or revisions received 
from the audience, staff or Planning Commissioners on the Consent Agenda. 
 
MOTION:(Commissioner Williams)  “Mr. Chairman, 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 6 - 0. 
 
General Discussion/Other Business 
None. 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
6:05 p.m. 
 



 
 
 

 

Attach 2 
Floodplain Ordinance 
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Attach 3 
1941 Palisade Street Rezone 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  March 26, 2013 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Lori V. Bowers 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  1941 Palisade Street Rezone – RZN-2013-77 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Forward a recommendation to City Council on a request to 
rezone property located at 1941 Palisade Street, from R-8 (Residential – 8 units per 
acre) to R-12 (Residential – 12 units per acre). 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 1941 Palisade Street 

Applicants: Rhonda Christensen, owner 

Existing Land Use: Residential 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Residential 
South Vacant commercial land 
East Vacant land and credit union 
West Residential and warehouse 

Existing Zoning: R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) 
Proposed Zoning: R-12 (Residential – 12 units per acre) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) 
South C-1(Light Commercial) 

East R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) and C-1(Light 
Commercial) 

West R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) and C-1(Light 
Commercial) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 units) 
Blended Residential Land Use 
Categories Map Residential Medium (4-16 units)  

Zoning within density range?  Yes X No  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to rezone 0.24 acres, located at 1941 Palisade 
Street, from R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) zone district to R-12 (Residential – 12 
units per acre) zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to City Council. 
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ANALYSIS: 
 
1. Background: 
 
The subject parcel is located in the Orchard Mesa Heights Subdivision which was 
platted in 1890.  This area was annexed into the City in 1973 as part of the Central 
Orchard Mesa Annexation.  There are two residences located on the property.  The 
original house was constructed in 1926.  An additional dwelling unit was constructed in 
1938. The Assessor’s office classifies the uses on this property as a single-family 
residence and a townhouse. 
 
The applicant purchased the property in November 2012.  The older front house is 
currently a rental house.  The larger house, which is located behind the older home, is 
currently vacant and is in desperate need of repair and renovation.  It has two very 
large bedrooms and two midsized bedrooms with only one bathroom and one kitchen 
which are not sufficient for such a large dwelling.  The applicant would like to convert 
the larger house into a duplex with two bedrooms in each unit.  This will create a third 
dwelling unit on the property. 
 
The property currently exceeds the maximum number of allowed dwelling units in the 
R-8 zone district because it is only 0.243 acres.  The applicant would like to rezone 
their property to R-12, which would allow a greater density on their property and thereby 
allow conversion of the larger house into a duplex. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates this area as Residential 
Medium which allows zoning up to R-8.  This is the maximum zoning permitted under 
the current land use designation. 
 
Blended Residential Land Use Categories Map and Rezone Request 
 
The purpose of the Blended Residential Land Use Categories Map (“Blended Map”) is 
to allow an appropriate mix of density for a specific area without being limited to a 
specific land use designation. It does not create higher densities than what would be 
compatible with adjacent development.  It blends compatible densities into three land 
use categories of Residential Low, Residential Medium and Residential High.  In the 
Residential Low category the expected housing type is a single family detached house.  
In the Residential Medium category the type of housing would range from single family 
small lot with a detached residence to a multi-family development including small 
apartment buildings.  In the Residential High category large condominium and 
apartment complexes would be allowed.  Establishing residential housing using these 
three categories allows for flexibility in the residential market, helps streamline the 
development process and supports the Comprehensive Plan’s vision and commitment 
to the establishment of Neighborhood Centers, Village Centers and concentrating 
compact growth in the City Center. 
 



 

45 
 

The Blended Map allows a property owner to request a rezone of their property to a 
zone district that implements the broader land use category.  For example, the 
Residential Medium category allows a compatible range of densities from four dwelling 
units per acre up to sixteen dwelling units per acre.  A property owner with R8 zoning 
could use the Blended Map to request a rezone to R16.  Market conditions help 
establish demand for higher residential densities and a wider mix of housing types.  
The broader range of densities and mix of housing types will occur within the same land 
use category such as Residential Medium (4 du/ac to 16 du/ac). 
 
Utilizing the Comprehensive Plan’s Blended Map, the applicant is requesting a rezone 
to R-12, which will allow a higher density.  The adoption of the proposed zoning 
ordinance to R-12 would allow the applicant to proceed with an interior remodel to 
provide a third dwelling unit.  Since no exterior expansion or additions are proposed, 
the neighborhood appearance remains the same even though one additional dwelling 
unit will be added. 
 
Floodplain 
 
The subject property is located in the non-FEMA flood plain that was identified by the 
Ayers Engineering Study in 2009.  The 5-2-1 Drainage Authority commissioned the 
study for the Orchard Mesa area realizing there were potential flooding problems in this 
area. The potential for flooding has been created over time as the agricultural drain 
system was sized and built  for irrigation tail water.  As the area has become more 
urbanized, these agricultural drains have also been used for storm drains. The Ayers 
Study has been submitted to FEMA.  If approved, the City anticipates that the 
floodplain areas of the Ayers Study will be identified on future FIRM map(s).  A 
Floodplain Elevation Certificate will not be required if  there is no new external building 
construction and the proposed remodel will be less than 50% of the value of the 
structure. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting 
 
A Neighborhood Meeting was held on February 13, 2013 at First Congregational 
Church, located at 1425 N 5th Street.  No one attended the meeting.  To date, there 
have been no inquires about the proposed rezone. 
 
2. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
 
This project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan: 
 
Goal 5:  To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs 
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages. 
 
By renovating the property and separating the larger house into a duplex, a mix of 
housing types will be obtained on this property.  The single-family residence remains 
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and two, two bedroom duplex type units will be added.  In today’s emerging market, 
two bedroom units seem to be more desirable than a traditional large four bedroom unit 
with only one bath. 
 
Goal 6:  Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 
 
The creation of the additional dwelling unit by an interior remodel will not increase the 
size or the footprint of the house.  This is an appropriate reuse and preservation of the 
original house that also creates an additional needed housing type which is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan states that market conditions will help establish appropriate 
residential densities creating a wider mix of housing types and densities all within the 
same land use designation.  The Blended Map Residential Medium category allows a 
range of compatible densities between four dwelling units per acre and sixteen dwelling 
units per acre that support a broad range of housing types. 
 
3. Section 21.02.140(a) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
Zone requests must meet at least one of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or 

 
Response:  The original premises and findings are still valid. 
 
This criterion has not been met. 

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

 
Response:  The character of the area has changed due to the aging of older, 
inefficient homes built in the 1900’s, 1930’s, 1940’s, and 1950’s through 1996.  
This is an eclectic neighborhood, with some properties well cared for and others 
not as much.  The condition of the subject parcel has become rundown and in 
need of renovation.  The Comprehensive Plan predicts that market conditions 
will help establish appropriate residential densities creating a wider mix of 
housing types and densities all within the same land use designation as reflected 
on the Blended Map.  Dividing the larger house into two separate units (each 
unit with their own bathroom and kitchen) makes the housing more desirable, 
affordable and creates a needed housing type.  Rezoning to R-12 will allow the 
interior remodel to create two separate dwelling units. 
 
This criterion is met. 

 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or  
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Response:  The two existing houses currently are served by City water and 
sewer.  There is a six inch water line in Palisade Street and an eight inch 
sanitary sewer line located in the alley on the west side of the property.  Existing 
water and sewer lines have adequate capacity for the new water tap and a new 
sanitary sewer tap required for the conversion of the house to a duplex.  The 
Fire Flow form shows there is adequate capacity to support an additional 
dwelling unit.  The alley is un-improved.  Palisade Street is a local street with no 
curb, gutter or sidewalk.  A signed Power of Attorney committing the property to 
participation in any future Street and/or Alley Improvement District is required.  
Although community facilities are impacted by a new dwelling unit, these impacts 
are mitigated by the collection of a Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) fee, 
School Impact fee and a Parks and Open Space fee. 
 
This criterion has been met. 
 

(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as 
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or 

 
Response:  There is an inadequate supply of land in the community designated 
for higher density that supports a range of housing types.  Use of the Blended 
Map allows a range of compatible densities that support a mix of housing types 
and supports the applicant’s request to rezone to a higher zone district to create 
a needed housing type. 
 
This criterion has been met. 

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

 
Response:  The Blended Map allows the applicant to request a rezone to the 
R12 which supports Goals 5 and 6 of the Comprehensive Plan (as stated above 
under Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan).  The benefit to the 
neighborhood will be a renovated and improved structure that will provide a clean 
and desirable place to live, and creation of a broader mix of needed housing 
types. 
 
This criterion has been met. 
 

Alternative Zone Districts 
 
Although the Residential Medium category of the Blended Map would allow densities 
that range from four dwelling units per acre to sixteen dwelling units per acre, the only 
zone district that would increase density for the subject property is R12.  The property 
is too small to meet the density requirements of the R16 zone district and the density 
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requirement is too much for this area without a better transition between existing density 
and new development. 
 
The RO zone district is a transitional zone that is suitable for residential areas that are 
transitioning from residential to commercial land uses.  This area is not experiencing 
that type of transition.  In my opinion the most appropriate zone district that supports 
the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies is the R12 zone district. 
 
The R4 and R5 zone districts implement the Residential Medium category but do not 
support the mix of housing types that the Comprehensive Plan encourages. 
 
In addition to the zoning that the applicant has requested, the following zone districts 
would also implement the Blended Map Residential Medium category for the subject 
property: 
 

a. R16 (Residential – 16 units per acre) 
b. R-O (Residential – Office) 
c. R4 (Residential 4 dwelling units per acre) 
d. R5 (Residential 5 dwelling units per acre) 
 

If the Planning Commission chooses an alternative zone designation, specific 
alternative findings must be made. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the 1941 Palisade Street Rezone, RZN-2013-77, a request to rezone 
the property from R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) to R-12 (Residential – 12 units per 
acre), the following findings of fact, conclusions and conditions have been determined: 
 

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

 
2. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140(a), specifically criteria 2, 3, 4 and 5 of 

the Grand Junction Municipal Code have been met. 
 
3. New water and new sanitary sewer taps are required for the conversion of the 

house to a duplex and shall be obtained prior to issuance of a Planning 
Clearance.  

 
4. A signed Power of Attorney committing the property to participation in any 

future Street and/or Alley Improvement District is required prior to the 
issuance of a Planning Clearance.   

 
5. All required development fees are due and shall be paid upon issuance of a 

Planning Clearance. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of 
the requested zone, RZN-2013-77, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions 
listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, on Rezone, RZN-2013-77, I move that the Planning Commission forward 
a recommendation of the approval for the 1941 Palisade Street Rezone from R-8 to 
R-12, with the findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Ayres 100 Year Floodplain Map 
Ordinance 



 

50 
 

Site Location Map 
1941 Palisade 

 
 

Aerial Photo Map 
1941 Palisade Street 
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Comprehensive Plan Map 
1941 Palisade Street 

 

Existing City Zoning Map 
1941 Palisade 
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Blended Residential Map 
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AYRES 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN MAP 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 

 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING 1941 PALISADE STREET 
FROM R-8 (RESIDENTIAL – 8 UNITS PER ACRE) TO 

R-12 (RESIDENTIAL – 12 UNITS PER ACRE) 
 

LOCATED AT 1941 PALISADE STREET 
 

Recitals: 
 

The applicant purchased the property in November 2012.  The older front house is 
currently a rental house.  The larger house, which is located behind the older home, is 
currently vacant and is in desperate need of repair and renovation.  It has two very large 
bedrooms and two midsized bedrooms with only one bathroom and one kitchen which are 
not sufficient for such a large dwelling.  The applicant would like to convert the larger 
house into a duplex with two bedrooms in each unit.  This will create a third dwelling unit 
on the property. 

 
The property currently exceeds the maximum number of allowed dwelling units in 

the R-8 zone district because it is only 0.243 acres.  The applicant would like to rezone 
their property to R-12, which would allow a greater density on their property and thereby 
allow conversion of the larger house into a duplex. 

 
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates this area as 

Residential Medium which allows zoning up to R-8.  This is the maximum zoning 
permitted under the current land use designation. 

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

Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of 
rezoning the 1941 Palisade Street property from R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) to the 
R-12 (Residential – 12 units per acre) zone district for the following reasons: 

 
1) The R12 zone district is supported by the Residential Medium category of the 

Blended Map.  The purpose of the Blended Map is to allow an appropriate mix of density 
for a specific area without being limited to a specific land use designation. 

2) 1941 Palisade Street Rezone meets the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and 
policies and is generally compatible with appropriate land uses located in the surrounding 
area. 

 
After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 

City Council finds that the R-12 zone district to be established. 
 

Comment [LC1]: Please carry forward any 
relevant  changes from the body of the staff report 
to this section of the ordinance. 
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The Planning Commission and City Council find that the R-12 zoning 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 shall be rezoned R-12 (Residential – 12 units per acre). 
 

2945-261-16-005 
 

1941 PALISADE STREET 
 

Lots 11, 12 and 13 in Block 21 of Orchard Mesa Heights, as same is recorded in Plat Book 
1 Page 16, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, and, 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of said Lot 13 of said Block 21; thence East 15 feet; 
thence North to a point 15 feet East of the Northeast corner of said Lot 11; thence West 15 
feet to the Northeast corner of said Lot 11, thence South to the Point of Beginning, 
As vacated by Order recorded April 21, 1949 in Book 503 at Page 70, County of Mesa, 
State of Colorado. 
 
Introduced on first reading this   day of  , 2013 and ordered published. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2013. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 
 


