To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org

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

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2019 @ 6:00 PM

Call to Order - 6:00 PM

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting(s) from September 24, 2019.

2. Appeal of the Director’s Conditional Approval Decision of a Site Plan Review
(“Application”) for Karis Apartments, located at 3205 N. 12th Street, Grand Junction,
Colorado.

3. Consider a request by Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction, Colorado
(DDA) to adopt the 2019 DDA Plan of Development entitled “Vibrant Together.”

4. Consider a request by the City of Grand Junction to amend various sections of the Zoning
and Development Code (Title 21), Greater Downtown Overlay (Title 24), 24 Road Corridor
Design Standards (Title 25), and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (Title 29)
to clarify administrative procedures, remove inconsistencies and modify standards.

Other Business

Adjournment
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION
September 24, 2019 MINUTES
6:00 p.m.

The meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 6:00pm by Chairman
Christian Reece.

Those present were Planning Commissioners; Chairman Christian Reece, Vice Chairman
Bill Wade, George Gatseos, Kathy Deppe, Keith Ehlers, Sam Susuras and Andrew
Teske.

Also present were Greg Caton (City Manager), Trent Prall (Public Works Director), Jamie
Beard (Assistant City Attorney), Tamra Allen (Community Development Director), Dave
Thornton (Principal Planner), Kristen Ashbeck (Principal Planner), Scott Peterson (Senior
Planner), Senta Costello (Associate Planner), and Jace Hochwalt, (Associate Planner).

There were approximately 55 citizens in the audience.

. Meeting of Previous Meeting(s)
The Planning Commission reviewed the meeting minutes from the August 27, 2019

meeting.

Commissioner Susuras moved to approve the minutes as written. Commissioner Wade
seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.

. Impact Fees Text Amendment File # ZCA-2019-516

Consider a request by the City of Grand Junction to Amend Multiple Sections of the
Zoning and Development Code Regarding Traffic Capacity Payments, Parks and
Recreation Impact Fees and Adoption of New Impact Fees for Police, Fire and Municipal
Facilities.

Staff Presentation
Tamra Allen, Community Development Director, introduced exhibits into the record and
gave a presentation regarding the request.



Questions for Staff

There was discussion regarding the TischlerBise Impact Fee Study, the proposed
implementation schedule, rate of economic development, fee structures, fiscal
responsibility, and level of service.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 6:49pm

The following spoke against the request:

Kevin Bray, Diane Schwenke (GJ Chamber of Commerce), Rebekah Scarrow (Grand
Junction Area Realtors Association), Shawna Griegor (Western Colorado Contractor’'s
Association), Kelly Maves (Coldwell Banker Distinctive Properties), Nina Anderson
(Express Employment), Jorge Pentoja (Western Colorado Latino Chamber of
Commerce), Virginia Brown (Berkshire Hathaway Homeservice Western Colorado
Properties), Sonia Gutierrez (Western Colorado Latino Chamber of Commerce),
Constance Tremblay (Berkshire Hathaway Homeservice Western Colorado Properties),
Don Pettygrove (DGP Engineering), Merritt Sixbey, Aaron Young, Steve Voytilla, Ron
Abeloe, Jennifer Hudson, and Bob Puckett.

The following spoke in support of the request:
Abram Herman, Scott Beilfuss, and Eric Braa.

There was discussion regarding the Stakeholder sponsored comparison study, the
Western Colorado Contractor’s Association, rising construction costs, the housing market,
buyers of new construction in the area, and the City redevelopment area.

Planning Commission took a break at 8:05pm.

The meeting resumed at 8:14pm.

There was discussion regarding the proposal.

The public hearing was closed at 8:33pm.

Questions for Staff

There was discussion regarding the implementation schedule of the proposed impact
fees, the estimated revenue from the proposed impact fees, and timeline.
Discussion

Commissioners Susuras, Deppe, Gatseos, Reece, Ehlers, Wade, and Teske made
comments regarding the proposal.



Motion and Vote
Commissioner Wade made the following motion:

“Madam Chairman, on the request to consider a Group of Actions Including

1. Amend Ordinance 3641 the Growth and Development Related Street Policy. The
policy included in this ordinance is largely redundant or contradictory to the Zoning and
Development Code regarding same; and

2. Adopt Ordinance , amending multiple sections of the zoning and
development code to update transportation and parks and recreation impact fees and
to adopt new impact fees for Fire, Police, and Municipal Facilities and requiring
development to construct street safety improvements related to the direct impacts of a

development.

I move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval, with the
findings of fact as listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Teske seconded the motion.

Commissioners Ehlers, Gatseos, Reece and Teske made direct verbal recommendations
to City Council regarding the proposed ordinance.

The motion failed 6-1 with Commissioners Gatseos, Wade, Reece, Teske, Susuras and
Deppe voting NO.

Planning Commission took a break at 9:28pm.

The meeting resumed at 9:34pm.

. Ciara’s Café & Cantina CUP File # CUP-2019-489

Consider a request by P&L Entertainment, LLC for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for
the property located 701 Main Street to allow for a bar/nightclub use.

Staff Presentation

Jace Hochwalt, Associate Planner, introduced all exhibits into the record and gave a
presentation regarding the request and stated that because the Applicant anticipates to
utilize the outdoor seating area that sits partially in the right-of-way, a “permitted lease”
from the Downtown Development Authority will be required and is listed as a condition of
approval.



Applicant’s Presentation
The applicant, Paul Romero representing P&L Entertainment LLC, was present and made
a comment in support of the request.

Questions for Staff
Commissioner Gatseos asked a question regarding the use of the public right-of-way.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 9:47pm

Aaron Young and Eric Braa made statements in opposition of the request.
The Applicant, Paul Romero, responded to public comment.

The Applicant was asked about planned hours of operation and the proposed layout of
the establishment.

The public hearing was closed at 9:55pm.

Questions for Staff
Chairman Reece asked Staff a question about hours of operation provided in the Staff
report.

Motion and Vote

Commissioner Deppe made the following motion, “Madam Chairman, on the application
for a Conditional Use Permit for Ciara’s Café and Cantina located at 701 Main Street,
CUP-2019-489, | move that the Planning Commission recommend conditional approval
with the findings of fact and conditions as listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by a vote
of 7-0.

. Adams Il Annexation File # ANX-2019-384

Consider a request by Paul Adams to zone 1.99 acres from County RSF-4 (Residential
Single Family — 4 du/ac) to a City R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) for the Adams |l Annexation
located at 216 27 V2 Road.

Staff Presentation
Scott Peterson, Senior Planner, introduced exhibits into the record and gave a
presentation regarding the request.



Applicant’s Presentation
The Applicant, Paul Adams, was present and did not wish to make additional comments.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 10:39pm.

There were no public comments.
The public hearing was closed at 10:39pm.

Motion and Vote

Commissioner Wade made the following motion, “Madam Chairman, on the Zone of
Annexation for the Adams Il Annexation to R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) zone district, file
number ANX-2019-384, | move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation
of approval to City Council with the findings of fact listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Teske seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by a vote of
7-0.

. Zona’s Annexation File # ANX-2019-408

Consider a request by Roy and Marilyn Anderson to zone 1.82 acres from County RSF-R
(Residential Single Family 5ac/du) to a City C-1 (Light Commercial) for Zona’s Annexation
located at 408 29 Road.

Staff Presentation
Senta Costello, Associate Planner, introduced exhibits into the record and gave a

presentation regarding the annexation request.

Applicant’s Presentation
The Applicant was not present.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 10:02pm

There were no public comments.
The public hearing was closed at 10:02pm

Discussion
None.



Motion and Vote

Commissioner Gatseos made the following motion, “Madam Chairman, on the Zone of
Annexation for Zona’s Annexation to C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district, file number
ANX-2019-408, | move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of
approval to City Council with the findings of fact listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by a vote
of 7-0.

. CMU Alley Vacation File # VAC-2019-444

Consider a request by Colorado Mesa University (CMU) on behalf of the property owner,
Johnny Jr. and Colleen Martin, to vacate a portion of the East-West Alley right-of-way
(2,348 square feet) on the south side of the property located at 845 Orchard Avenue.

Staff Presentation

Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner, introduced exhibits into the record and gave a
presentation regarding the request and noted that Staff recommends approval with the
three conditions pertaining to finalizing the sale of the property and recording the vacation
ordinance.

Applicant’s Presentation
Derek Wagner, representing Colorado Mesa University, was present and made a

comment regarding the request.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 10:25pm

Eric Braa, property owner at 839 Orchard Avenue, had questions regarding the request
and the proposed sanitation and parking abilities of surrounding properties.

There was discussion about Mr. Braa’s concerns.
The public hearing closed at 10:32pm.
Questions for Staff

There was discussion about adequate sanitation availability and the estimated timeline for
the development of Colorado Mesa University’s track.



Motion and Vote

Commissioner Gatseos made the following motion, “Madam Chairman, on the Colorado
Mesa University Vacation of Alley Right-of-Way located at the east-west alley along the
south side of the property at 845 Orchard Avenue, City File VAC-2019-444, | move that
the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of conditional approval to City
Council with the findings of fact and conditions as listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by a vote
of 7-0.

. Fire Station No. 4 Cell Tower File # CUP-2019-224

Consider a request by SSC representing Verizon Wireless, for a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) for a Concealed Telecommunication Facility (Cell Tower) in a Residential — 4 du/ac
(R-4) zone district on 2.69862 acres at 2884 B 2 Road.

Staff Presentation
Dave Thornton, Principal Planner, introduced exhibits into the record and gave a
presentation regarding the request.

Applicant’s Presentation
The Applicant, Charmaine Dregalla representing SSC on behalf of Verizon Wireless, was
present and made a comment in support of the request.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 10:17pm.

There were no public comments.
The public hearing was closed at 10:17pm.

Motion and Vote

Commissioner Wade made the following motion, “Madam Chairman, on the request to
approve a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for an 82 ft. tall concealed telecommunication
tower facility on 2.7 acres as presented in file CUP-2019-224, | move that the Planning
Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the findings of fact, conclusions and
conditions listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously by a vote
of 7-0.



8. Other Business

There was discussion regarding upcoming Planning Commission meeting dates.

Commissioner Wade asked to discuss the implementation of a consent agenda at the
October 3 workshop agenda.

9. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 10:41pm.
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Presented By: Tamra Allen, Community Development Director

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Tamra Allen, Community Development Director

Information
SUBJECT:

Appeal of the Director’s Conditional Approval Decision of a Site Plan Review
(“Application”) for Karis Apartments, located at 3205 N. 12th Street, Grand Junction,
Colorado.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Appellant has failed to show that the Director’s approval of the Application was
contrary to applicable law, that she made inappropriate findings of fact and/or failed to
consider facts that are relevant to the determination, acted arbitrarily or capriciously,
and/or she failed to consider mitigating measures. Therefore, the Director recommends
the Planning Commission affirm the conditional approval of the Application for the Karis
Apartments.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

With the attached letter Community Development Department Director Tamra Allen
(“Director”) conditionally approved an Application for Karis Apartments consisting of a
34, 1-bedroom unit, multi-family residential development in an existing R-16
(Residential -16 du/ac) zone district. The Director’s approval was timely appealed.
The Appellants allege (1) that the Director abused her discretion in determining the off-
street parking requirements (allowing a total of 25 off-street parking spaces) and (2)
made erroneous findings of fact concerning the projects property line (adjacent to
Lakeside Drive.)

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Pursuant to § 21.02.210 (c) of the Grand Junction Zoning & Development Code



(“Code”), the Planning Commission is to consider the evidence in the record to
determine whether the Director’s conditional approval of the Karis Apartments project
(1) was inconsistent with the Code or other applicable law, or (2) was based on
erroneous findings of fact, or (3) failed to consider mitigating measures, or (4) acted
arbitrarily, capriciously or abused her discretion. The Appellants bear the burden of
proof.

Consistent with the findings in Colorado State Board of Medical Examiners v. Johnson,
68 P.3d 500 (Colo. App. 2002), if the Planning Commission finds the Director acted
contrary to the Code or other applicable law, then the Planning Commission may 1)
overrule the Director, or 2) remand the application for further findings. Should the
Appellant fail to demonstrate the Director’s decision was made in contravention of the
Code, the decision must be upheld. Under Colorado law administrative decisions are
accorded a presumption of validity and regularity. All reasonable doubts as to the
correctness of administrative rulings must be resolved in favor of the agency. The
Director’s decision, including findings of fact and legal conclusions, must be affirmed if
supported by a reasonable basis.

The standard of review for an administrative decision is whether, on the basis of the
whole record, the governmental body or officer exceeded its jurisdiction or abused its
discretion, and if the findings of the agency are supported by any competent evidence.
No competent evidence” means the record is devoid of evidentiary support for the
decision. Puckett v. City of County of Denver, 12 P.3d 313 (Colo. App. 2000).

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Applicant, Karis Inc., proposed a multi-family residential development located at 3205
N. 12th Street known as Karis Apartments, consisting of 34, 1-bedroom units. A
General Meeting was held on May 14, 2018 and a Pre-Application Meeting was held on
January 23, 2019. Applicant submitted for a Site Plan Review application on April 4,
2019. The application went through three (3) rounds of comments and was
conditionally approved by the Director on August 1, 2019. Appellants, the Lakeside
Community Association represented by Ms. Karen Rowe, Community Association
Manager, filed an appeal of the administrative approval on August 9, 2019. All
documents referenced herein are in the project file #SPN-2019-174, (“File”) which File
is incorporated herein in its entirety by this reference.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND APPLICABLE LAW

The Director in accordance with §21.04.010 (e) of the Code had authority to determine
the appropriate land use category for the proposed development; the Director
determined the project to be Multi-Family Residential. The parking standard for that
land use is 1.25 parking spaces per 1-bedroom unit pursuant to § 21.06.050 (c) of the



Zoning & Development Code. In accordance with this section, the required parking for
a Multi-Family Residential use would equate to a total of 43 parking spaces as required
for 34, 1-bedroom units (1.25 x 34 units = 42.5 parking spaces). The Director approved
an Alternative Parking Plan allowing for 25 on-site parking spaces, based on
information and argument provided by the Applicant. The Director found the
Applicant’s position to be persuasive and adequately supportive of and consistent with
the type of use and occupancy.

Each of the 34, one-bedroom individual living units will contain a kitchen, bathroom and
will collectively function as a multi-family apartment building. The Applicant’s project
narrative included that the apartments are to provide housing opportunities for very
low-income families and individuals who have disabilities, between the ages of 18 and
24 and/or who are homeless or at risk of experiencing homelessness, also referred
herein as permanent supportive housing. Based on the Applicant’s representations,
the Director classified the project as a Residential, Multi-Family land use in accordance
with the Code.

APPELLANTS’ CLAIMS:

Claim #1: The Director acted in a manner inconsistent with the provisions of the
Code to allow approval of less than the required number parking spaces as being
inconsistent with the requirements for any other low income development in the
City.

In accordance with §21.06.050 (c) of the Code, Off-Street Required Parking, Multi-
family, 1-bedroom unit, requires 1.25 parking spaces per unit. Therefore, for this
Application, a total of 43 parking spaces (1.25 x 34 units = 42.5) would be required;
however, pursuant to §21.06.050 (e) of the Code, the applicant proposed 25 parking
spaces under an Alternative Parking Plan.

§21.06.050 (e) of the Code allows the Director to consider an Alternative Parking Plan
and allows for the parking ratios to be modified whereby the applicant’s data illustrates
that required ratios do not accurately apply to specific development. The data
submitted for an alternative parking plan shall include, at a minimum, the size and type
of the proposed development, the mix of uses, the anticipated rate of parking turnover
and the anticipated peak parking and traffic loads of all uses. The Applicant submitted
this information in a memo dated April 3, 2019.

This memo provided Karis Parking Statistics which indicated, based on existing and
similar projects developed by Karis, Inc, that total maximum demand for parking of 28
spaces but that daily demand was 8 cars which includes ten percent vehicle ownership
by residents (3 to 4 vehicles).



As part of the applicant’s submittal, the applicant cited as part of their application,
several sources in justifying their request for an Alternative Parking Plan, including the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Parking Generation 4th Edition whereby the
ITE manual concludes that a 34-unit multi-family project creates a 35 space demand
with a ratio of .92 spaces per unit. The Code requires 1.25 spaces per unit. The ITE
Parking Generation calculations are completed through assessment of built projects.
As noted, however, this study only included four (4) of forty (40) low income/affordable
multi-family projects in the calculation but is relevant in that it demonstrates that the
ratio for multi-family projects based on study by ITE are lower than the required parking
spaces for the type (multi-family) of proposed development.

Further, the Applicant cited two studies, the San Diego Affordable Housing Parking
Study commissioned by the City of San Diego and a study commissioned by the City of
Los Angeles. These studies provided that parking demand was based on walkability
and proximity to transit but given the variation in access to these alternative modes of
transportation resulted in a range of .29 to .5 parking spaces per unit for affordable
housing projects.

A summary of the San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study provided by Fox Tuttle
Hernandez Transportation Group, LLC a Colorado consultancy specializing in
transportation (in a report produced for a project in Aurora, Colorado but is generally
applicable) found that parking demand for affordable housing projects was “about half
of that for typical rental units and almost 50% of the units surveyed had no vehicle.”
The study also showed that household vehicle availability varies significantly with
income and parking demand is less in areas with walkable destinations and more
transit services.”

A summary of the study commissioned by the City of Los Angeles titled “LADOT
Measuring the Miles Study, provided similar findings and as summarized by Fox Tuttle
Hernandez Transportation Group, LLC in the same report provided “permanent support
affordable housing has a parking demand of .29 to .43 per unit depending on proximity
to the transit area.”

Lastly, Fox Tuttle Hernandez Transportation Group, LLC, in the same report noted “it is
generally agreed that affordable housing communities generate less automobile trips
and subsequent parking demand than other residential uses and that lower-income
residents are also less likely to own a vehicle.” The Director took this into consideration
as the project proposed a use serving very low income residents.

Though not submitted by the applicant, in considering the request to reduce the
number of on-site parking spaces, the Director looked to previously approved City
projects with similar characteristics including multi-family apartments and serving as
permanent supportive house for those with low and very low incomes. The Director



reviewed St. Benedict’'s Place located at 217 White Avenue (behind the previous
downtown City Market) as well as St. Martin’s Place project located at 415 S 3rd Street.
St. Benedicts, a 24-unit apartment project, approved in 2007 pursuant to
§21.060.050(e) of the Code required 30 parking spaces. The project was approved for
an alternative parking plan and allowed for nine (9) on-site parking spaces resulting in
a parking ratio of .357 parking spaces per unit. St. Martin’s Place, a 40-unit apartment
project for low income residents was approved by the City in 2011 and 2014. In total
(Phase 1 and 2), St. Martin’s place was approved for and provided eleven (11) on-site
spaces. An alternative parking plan was approved for this project which otherwise
would have been required to provide 50 parking spaces pursuant to the Code. This
plan resulted in a parking ratio of .275 parking spaces per unit.

These projects were not reviewed in light of establishing precedent but to test the
findings of the studies to assist in validating that the local conditions did not otherwise
result in a finding that was inconsistent with the conclusions of the cited studies and/or
parking demands as provided by the applicant in the Karis Parking Statistics. In review
of these projects, the Director found that the on-site parking ratio for these projects was
adequately serving the parking demand for these projects.

The Director factored into her decision proximity to public transit (Grand Valley Transit
serves Route 1 on 12th street with stops within 150 feet of the proposed project.
Additionally, facilities for walking (sidewalks) are provided in the area and commercial
services and employment opportunities are within proximate distance of the site.

As required by Code, an Alternative Parking Plan document was drafted for the project
in accordance with §21.06.050 (e) (6) for property owner’s signature. The Alternative
Parking Plan document is required to be recorded in the Mesa County land title records
and provides notices that the project does not meet City standards for a multi-family
residential development and that, should a change of use occur in the future or change
of purpose from low income housing owned and operated by Karis, Inc., that additional
on-site parking may be required to be developed.

Because the national parking studies and data represent “best practices” the Director’s
determination of a lesser parking requirement reducing 43 parking spaces to 25
parking spaces and resulting in a ratio of 0.73 parking spaces per unit is reasonable
and should be sustained on appeal.

Claim #2: The Director failed to take into consideration the true property lines of
the Lakeside Subdivision in relation to the proposed pedestrian path connection
to Lakeside Drive.

The Appellant’s second claim is, in essence, that the Applicant’s project will result in a
trespass on Lakeside Subdivision property by connecting a proposed pedestrian path



to the existing public sidewalk located within the Lakeside Drive right-of-way. The
Appellant submitted a photo of the property pin in question which shows the pin located
approximately 2 feet from the public sidewalk located within the right-of-way (see
attached.) The City Surveyor has determined that, based on the witness corner, the
corner pin may be 2 feet closer to the public sidewalk. The reason for the witness
corner is that there is an existing railroad tie retaining wall located at the back of the
sidewalk, which would prohibit the placement of the property corner pin at what is/may
be determined to be the property line. The Application, which includes an Improvement
Survey, Subdivision Plat and Site Plan supports a conclusion that the Applicant’s
property line does extend to the back of the public sidewalk and the right-of-way of
Lakeside Drive.

The Appellant claims landscaping improvements and maintenance of the same as well
as a separate agreement with the current land owner of the property, Unity Church,
have rendered the area the property of Lakeside. The Director has no legal basis to
recognize that claim.

The Director’s conclusion, based on evidence in the record and the opinion of the City
Surveyor is that a Witness Corner may show that the property line does extend to the
right-of-way of Lakeside Drive, is proper and that the Appellant’s claim is unfounded.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

Section 21.02.210 (c) (2) of the Code states: “The appellate body shall affirm, reverse
or remand the decision. In reversing or remanding a decision, the appellate body shall
state the rationale for its decision. An affirmative vote of four (4) members of the
appellate body shall be required to reverse the Director’s action.”

Madam Chair, | move the Planning Commission (affirm/reverse/remand) the conditional
approval of the Karis Apartments development, Located at 3205 N. 12th Street. (If
reverse or remand, state reasons).

Attachments

Exhibit List - Karis Aparrtments Appeal

Exhibit 2 - Lakeside Neighborhood - Appeal Letter

Exhibit 3A - Karis Response Letter to Appeal

Exhibit 3B - Karis Response Letter to Appeal - Corrected Version
Exhibit 4 - Approval Letter

Exhibit 5 - Alternative Parking Plan Memo

Exhibit 6 - Construction Plan Set Drawings(3)

Exhibit 7 - Site Location & Zoning Maps, etc.

Exhibit 8 - Recording Memo - Alternative Parking Plan

0. Exhibit9 - GVT System Map
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11. Exhibit 10 - LA Affordable Housing Parking Rates
12. Exhibit 11 - Providence at the Heights Traffic Impact Study
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EXHIBIT LIST

KARIS APARTMENTS APPEAL
FILE NO. APL-2019-460

Exhibit ltem # Description

1 Staff Report dated October 8, 2019

2 Lakeside Neighborhood — Appeal Letter
3A Karis Response Letter to Appeal — Original Version
3B Karis Response Letter to Appeal — Corrected Version
4 Approval Letter

5 Alternative Parking Plan Memo

6 Construction Plan Set Drawings — Version 3
7

8

9

10

11

12

Site Location & Zoning Maps, etc.

Recording Memo — Alternative Parking Plan
GVT System Map

LA Affordable Housing Parking Rates
Providence at the Heights Traffic Impact Study
Powerpoint Presentation dated October 8, 2019




Exhibit 2

~(Dlaesoe

3150 Lakeside Drive, #101
Grand Junction, Colorado 81506
(970) 243-8910

August 9, 2019

Scott Peterson & the Grand Junction City Planning Commission
250 N 5™ st.
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: Karis Apartments
File No: SPN —2019 - 174 & SSU - 2019 — 182

Dear Mr. Peterson,

The Lakeside Community is filing an appeal of the conditional approval of the above referenced project. It is
our understanding that in hearing an appeal of an administrative development permit, the appellate body
shall consider, based on the information in the record before the Director, four (4) different measures of
criteria. We are basing our appeal on two of those measures.

In part (i) it asks whether the Director acted in a manner inconsistent with the provisions of this code or other
applicable local, State or Federal law. We protest that the approval of less than the required number of
parking spaces is inconsistent with the requirements set forth by the Commission for any other low income
development in our city.

e Up until the Karis Apartment Project, the city has adamantly enforced the parking ordinance
(21.06.050) which requires 1.25 parking spaces per unit. It is understandable that the older apartment
complexes in the city have the required number of spaces; after all, they weren’t built to accommodate
low income individuals and or families. However, the Highlands complex, which is still under
construction, was approved to be built as low income apartments for the elderly. This developer was
required by the Commission to have 1.25 parking spaces. The Village Park was built in 2013 to house
low income individuals and or families. They too were required by the Commission to have 1.25
parking spaces.

e The Karis Apartment project asked for reduced parking ratios for the project based on (a) national
data, (b) location of the site, (c) project specific demand and (d) overall impact on the quality of the
project.

o (a) The Commission had, or should have had knowledge regarding the national data and yet,
they still required the 1.25 parking spaces for all other low income developments in recent
years.

o (b) The other low income complexes are in the same general area, have access to the same
public transportation and are in the same proximity to necessary central services as the Karis
Apartment project will be.

o (c) The Karis Project specific demand is for low income people, same as any other low income
complexes that have been approved by the Commission.
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o (d} The overall guality of the Highlands and Village Park developments haven’t been impacted
by having to follow the time-tested ordinance. (21.06.050) They are beautiful developments.
There is an allowance to the parking plan ordinance if the applicants submitted alternative parking
data illustrates that the required parking ratios do not accurately apply to a specific development. Karis
Apartments has not proved in their application that the individuals and or families that will be living in
their low income complex will be any different than other individuals living in other low income
developments throughout our city.

Finally, what a development starts out as and what it ends up as can be two different things. All one
has to do is drive around the city and see how the original intended use of a building has changed as
time goes on and the needs of our city changes. One day our city may again be that of a prosperous
community with little need for low income housing. What happens when the future use of the Karis
Apartment development doesn’t have even the minimum required parking?

In part {ii) it asks if there were erroneous findings of fact based on the evidence and testimony on the record.
We protest the approval of the decision made by the Commission in regards to the pedestrian walk path as it
does not take into consideration the true property lines of the Lakeside Subdivision.

L4

The Lakeside Subdivision filing number 2 was filed by T.L. Benson on the 31% of July 1972 and was
granted approval by the City of Grand junction on the 28" of December 1972. It describes the legal
boundaries of the lakeside subdivision.

The Articles of Incorporation of the Lake View Estates Venture Homeowners’ Association that was filed
on August 3, 1973, Reception 1051923, again notes the legal boundaries of the subdivision and are in
agreement with the above property filing.

The Karis Apartment project had a legal survey done to identify the property boundaries. They placed
the property stakes and pins using legal boundary coordinates. A photo was submitted to Tom Dixon
showing that the property pin was not at the sidewalk as the City states but North of the sidewalk
approximately three feet.

I have attached two photos showing the property stake and pin. As anyone can see the Lakeside
Subdivision property lies well north of the sidewalk and is consistent with the fence line that divides
the two parcels along the backside of the El Dorado Building.

This area of land joins the two parcels that have been maintained for over twenty (20) years by an
agreement made between Lakeside and the owner of the church property. The residents of the
Lakeside Subdivision protest the City’s laisez-faire acquisition of our land.

In addition, Tim Patty, the City Engineer in charge of sidewalks stated that there was NO
documentation of any City repairs or maintenance of the Lakeside Drive sidewalks; and within the past
ten {10) years during his tenure in the department, he personally knew of no work having been done.
In the past five (5) years there have been at least six (6) separate projects which have been undertaken
to complete repairs to lLakeside Drive Sidewalks, proving that the City has not assumed any
responsibility for our privately maintained sidewalks, to which they are now laying claim.

The residents of Lakeside have been told;

That the Karis project was going to be used to house homeless youth between the ages of 18 and 24.
Subsequently, the City Planner and the City Attorney designated it as a group home.

Now the Karis Apartment project states that they will house low income individuals and families who
have disabilities, who are homeless or at risk of experiencing homelessness and that a preference will
be given to those people in need of behavioral health services.
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Also, is there a legal difference between a low income housing apartment as opposed to a homeless facility,
as opposed to a home for people with mental health issues, and are the guidelines, zoning requirements and
legal criteria consistant with each designation? Is there a possibility that the residents of Lakeside might
know what is going to be built there or do we just have to wait and see?
The residents of Lakeside have been led to believe;

e That there was going to be on-site staff to supervise the youths.

¢ Now the Planning Commission affirms that there will only a “manager” will be on site and no

services will be rendered.

Again, is there a clear picture of what is being planned for this complex and how it is going to look in the
future, and if so, could we be informed?

In closing, it seems odd that each time a required filing date draws near, the City Planner in charge of this
project was on vacation. The amount of time given to us to contact our Attorney was very limited so we
reserve the right to have our claims represented by an attorney in the future regarding this appeal. There are
291 taxpaying units and twice as many voters who would like to know exactly what is going to be built in their
back yard. Lakeside has several attractive amenities, including two bodies of water where a person could
drown. if the city insists on leading the relatively unstable population of the Karis Apartment project onto our
fand, are they willing to accept the liability of their possible death by drowning, or other misadventure when
they walk onto what is our private posted property?

Sincerel&

e

Karen Rowe
Community Association Manager

Attachements:

Letter from Mike Gazdak

Two (2)) pictures of property pins showing property pin
Article of Incorporation with legal description of boundary
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CERTIFICATE OF INCORPUWATION  Book 1000 " Page 836
. GF
LAKZ VIEW 35TATES VENTURE HOMEOWNER'S ASSGCIATION,
A Corporation Not For Profit
In compliance with thé:réquiremen;s of C.R.5. 1963,
31-19-1 and the followiﬁq statutgs,'the undersiyned, all of
whonr are resideﬁﬁs of the Statg of Cdlorado, and axl ﬁf whon
are of £ull age, have this daxgﬁoluntarily assoclated themsalves
togother for- the purposes of foxming a corporation not for

profit and do hereby certify:

" ARTICLE 1 - NAME

- The name of this éorporation is LAKE VIEW ESTATES
VENTURE HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION.

ARTICLE 2 ~ PURPOSES AND POWLRS

"he corporation does not contemglate pacuniary
gain or profit, direct o indireet, to its mewmbers. The pur-
poses for which it is formed are:

To promote :he health, safety and weliare

of the residents within the foliowing Guescribec
tract of lead, to-wit:

All of the NEk S£k of Section 2, Township 1 South, ‘
Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, IZNCEPY the followiny:

1. Cormmeacing at the Nowiheast cornes of said Nk
5Kk of said Section 2, thence Xorith 89°59' West 528
feet, thence South 330 feet, theince South 89°59' East
528 feet, taence North to the point of begianing-

2. Right of way for the Grand valley Izrigation
Company, recorded in book 71 at Page 430 ol the
racords of Mesa County.

3. Conveyance to Mesa County recorded in Book 877
at Page 361 of the records of Xesa County.

4. Conveyance to Mesa County recorded in Boox 877
at Page 363 of the records ol Mesa County.

5, Right of way granted to the Grand Valley Rural
Power Lines in Book 398 at Page 326 of the records
of Mesa County. -

and sucih additions thereto ‘as moy heveafter

be hrought within the jurisdiction of this
corporation by annexation as provided in

8
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August 8, 2019

City of Grand Junction Planning Division
250 N. 5™ Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear City Planner,

As a City Resident and owner of two properties in the Lakeside Subdivision I obje
reduction in the required number of parking spaces (=> 1.5 spaces per unit) for the
Karis Apartments located on or about 3205 N. 12" Street Grand Junetion, CO 815

The project owner, Jon Mok-Lamumne, stated during a public meeting at Lakeside tt
residents would not typically drive vehicles but would wall, ride bicycles or use p
transportation. I'in guessing this is the justification for requesting fewer than the !
required parking spaces. This rationale does not account for future changes in the
property back to a “regular” apartinent complex where residents primarily rely on -
automobiles for transportation.

To permit a reduction in the required number of parking spaces may place a future
Lakeside residents and City streets when “overflow™ vehicles are parked in Lakesi
parking lots or on nearby streets. Thank vou.

Respectfully submitted,
.22
Mike Gazdak

2370 E. Piazza Place
Grand Junction, CQO 81506

httna//hox &R 7 hlnehost com:2096/cnsess3266901 678/ 3vdnartv/roundcube/? task=mail& fr... 8/8/2019
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OTTENJOHNSON

ROBINSON NEFF +RAGONETTI

August 28, 2019 BRIAN J. CONNOLLY
’ 303 575 7589

BCONNOLLY@OTTENJOHNSON.COM

VIA E-MAIL AND FEDEX

Planning Commission

City of Grand Junction

250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501
Attn: Scott Peterson

Re: Appeal of Administrative Decision with respect to applications for Major Site Plan Review (SPN-
2019-174) and Simple Subdivision Plan (SSU-2019-182)

Dear Commissioners:

This firm represents Karis Apartments, LLLP, a Colorado limited liability limited partnership (“Applicant™), with
respect to its contemplated development of real property located at 3205 N. 12" Street (the “Property™) in the
City of Grand Junction, Colorado (the “City”). On behalf of Applicant, Kyle Mead of Shopworks Architecture
submitted applications to the City for approval of a 34-unit multi-family housing development (the “Project”),
which the Director of Community Development for the City (the “Director”) conditionally approved by its letter
dated August 1, 2019 (the “Conditional Approval”).

Although not relevant to the analysis of the Project’s permissibility pursuant to the City’s Zoning and
Development Code (the “Code™), the Project will provide affordable housing, supported by 34 project-based
vouchers awarded by the Colorado Division of Housing, for very low income families and individuals with
disabilities, who are between the ages of 18 and 24 and/or who are experiencing or at risk of experiencing
homelessness (collectively, the “Affordable Component”).

We have prepared this letter in response to that certain letter dated August 9, 2019, from Karen Rowe on behalf
of the Lakeside Community Association (the “HOA™), appealing the Conditional Approval of the Project (the
“Appeal”). The Appeal cites concerns regarding parking, an alleged property boundary dispute and, more
generally, the “relatively unstable” people who will ultimately occupy the Project.

As discussed herein, it is our position that the Conditional Approval should be upheld because it is consistent with
the applicable provisions of the Code. In addition, the Applicant and prospective residents of the Project are
protected under the provisions of the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. § 3601 ef seq.) (the
“FHA”) and/or the Americans With Disabilities Act (42 U.S.C. § 12101 ef seq.) (the “ADA™). Therefore, on
behalf’ of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction Planning Commission (the
“Commission”) affirm and uphold the Conditional Approval.

950 SEVENTEENTH STREET SUITE 1600 DENVER COLORADO 80202 P 303.825.8400 F 303.825.6525

1814366 5 OTTENJOHNSON.COM


scottp_1
Text Box
Exhibit 3A


Planning Commission
City of Grand Junction
August 28, 2019

Page 2

Applicable Standard of Review

On an appeal from a decision by the Director, the Commission must consider, based on the information in the
record before the Director, whether the Director (a) acted in a manner inconsistent with applicable law, (b} made
erroneous findings of fact, (¢) failed to fully consider mitigating measures or revisions offered by the applicant
that would have brought the proposed project into compliance, and (d) acted arbitrarily or capriciously (Code
§ 21.02.210{c)(1)). With respect to {c), it is important to note that the mitigating measures the Director is required
to consider are those that would bring a non-compliant project into compliance, not just any measure that would
mitigate impacts or concerns of neighbors. In making its decision, the Commission must determine whether the
Director acted as set forth in the foregoing criteria, as opposed to substituting its judgment for that of the Director
(Code § 21.02.210(c)(3){(v)).

Consistency with Applicable Terms and Provisions of the Code

As set forth in Sections 21.02.070(g) and 21.02.070(p) of the Code, both the Major Site Plan and Simple
Subdivision Plan are administrative development permits; since the Project contemplates creating only one
additional lot, it qualifies for the latter pursuant to Section 21.02.070(p)(2)(ii) of the Code. As such, the approval
criteria set forth in Section 21.02.070(a)(6) of the Code govern City staff’s decision. As referenced in the
Conditional Approval, the Project meets the applicable approval criteria as follows:

1. Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable adopted plan.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2009 (the “Plan™), on the first page, discusses the City’s problematic
“sprawling growth pattern” and frames the rest of the Plan in the context of various considerations related to
managing growth, specifically asking the question “how can we make sure we have affordable housing?”
Repeatedly, the Plan stresses the impoitance of “infill and redevelopment of underutilized land” and “more
compact development” (Plan, pp. 11-12), while providing a “broader mix of housing types in the community to
meet the needs of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages” and “identification of locations for increased
density” (Plan, p. 8).

More specifically, the Plan’s Future Land Use Map designates the Property as Residential High Mixed Use, which
is characterized by a “mix of residential development types with gross densities of 8 to 16 dwelling units per acre,”
but expressly allows for even larger and denser multifamily developments (Plan, pp. 30-33). Similarly, the Plan’s
Blended Residential Land Use Categories Map designates the Property as “Residential High Density,” which
includes residential development with densities of 16 to 24 or more dwelling units per acre (Plan, pp. 36-37}—
meaning that the Property is specifically appropriate for the most intense residential development in the City. The
Property is also designated as a “Village Center” due to its proximity to the 12" Street and Horizon Drive
intersection, which further supports the relatively dense residential development (Plan, p. 47).

With 34 dwelling units proposed for the 1.487-acre Property, the Project’s residential density of approximately
22.8! lands squarely within the range set forth in the Plan. Similarly, the Project’s infill nature and redevelopment

! Note that this calculation does not inchide one-half of the adjoining rights-of-way per Section 21.03.040()(2)(i) of the
Code, which would result in a slightly lower density that would be even more squarely within the range for Residential High
Density as set forth in the Plan.
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of an underutilized site within the City’s Service Area Boundary, together with its provision of the Affordable
Component, is wholly consistent with the Plan.

2, Compliance with this zoning and development code.

The Property is zoned Residential-16 (“R-16"), the purpose of which is “to provide for high density residential
use” and may “serve as a transitional district between single-family and trade zones” {Code § 21.03.040(i)(1)).
Like the Plan, the R-16 district encourages the provision of “a balance of housing opportunities in the community”
and is specifically appropriate for areas designated as “Village Centers” by the Plan (Code § 21.03.040(i)(1)). As
set forth in more detail in the application materials submitted with respect the Project, the Project fully meets and
satisfies the development standards applicable to the R-16 district, and squares firmly with the purpose of the R-16
district.

With respect to the use, “multifamily” household living is an allowed use within the R-16 district (Code
§ 21.04.010). We note that there appears to be some confusion regarding the designation of the Project as a
muftifamily household living use as opposed to “group living”?; however, the analysis of the applicable Code
provisions is quite simple. Pursuant to the definition of “group living” uses set forth in Section 21.04.020(b)(1)
of the Code, “group living” is very simply any residential occupancy *“by a group of people who do not meet the
definition of household living.” Given the foregoing, the only analysis that matters in determining whether a use
would fall into the group living category or the household living category is whether the particular use falls within
the scope of the “household living” category of uses. Those uses, as described in Section 21.04.020(¢c) of the
Code, contemplate residential occupancy of a dwelling “by a household” where “tenancy is arranged on a month-
to-month or longer basis.”

Based on those definitions, so long as a residential use provides for tenancy of one month or longer terms, a
residential use is only considered group living if the people living there cannot be considered a “household.” The
Code defines a household as “a family, or a group of not more than four unrelated persons, living together in a
single dwelling unit, with common access to and common use of all living and eating arcas and all areas and
facilities for the preparation and serving of food within the dwelling unit.” In laymen’s terms, the Code requires
that each unit provide its own kitchen and common areas to be considered household living. As evidenced in
every application narrative submitted to the City in connection with the Project, the individual dwelling units
within the Project will each include a refrigerator, an oven and range, a dish disposal and microwave—i.e., the
basic components needed to “prepare and serve food within the dwelling unit.” Accordingly, there is no question
that the Project is a “multifamily household living” use under the Code.

As noted in the Conditional Approval, the Applicant applied for, and the Director approved, an alternative parking
plan in accordance with Section 21.06.050(c) of the Code. The Appeal, however, questions the number of parking
spaces provided for the Project, suggesting that the Project should be required to either provide the same parking
ratio as two other projects within the City or indicate in its application what makes the Project different from those
other projects. The Code requires no such analysis, nor is it relevant fo the requirements of Section 21.06.050(c).
Instead, that section provides that parking ratios “may be modified where applicant-submitted parking data

! Note that both multifamily household living and group living uses are allowed uses within the R-16 district (Code
§ 21.04.010).
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the Appeal’s claims to the Landscaped Strip are in error. In any event, the conditional approval of the TEDS
Exception will require the Sidewalk to be located within much of the Landscaped Strip.

Pubfic Engagement

As an additional matter, we note that in December of 2018, prior to submitting any applications in connection
with the Project, the Applicant held a neighborhood meeting regarding the Project, providing written notice to
property owners in the vicinity of the Property, including the HOA. Copies of these written notices are submitted
herewith. The purpose of the neighborhood meeting was to provide a forum for interested neighbors to ask
questions and obtain a better understanding of the Project and its possible impacts on the surrounding area. Not
one person attended this neighborhood meeting, nor did the Applicant receive any responses to the meeting
notifications. The Applicant’s design team then held an additional meeting with the HOA in February of 2019, at
which members of the HOA received information on the Project, including the proposed Sidewalk Despite the
allegations in the Appeal that the members of the HOA have not had an opportunity to obtain “a clear picture of
what is being planned for this complex,” the HOA has had ample opportunities to discuss the Project with the
Applicant, along with its alleged impacts on the neighboring properties and any possible ways in which the
Sidewalk could accommodate the HOA’s preferences with respect to the Landscaped Strip.

Additional Concerns Regarding Residents with Disabilities (FHA and ADA Implications)

The crux of the Appeal appears to relate to the possibility that residents of the Project will have one or more
disabilities and/or have lesser income than their neighbors. However, the Code does not make any distinction
(nor could it lawfully do so) for multi-family housing based on the characteristics of the future residents. Such a
distinction would be prohibited by the FHA and the ADA. Likewise, the Director and this Commission cannot
base its decision on such factors. As discussed below, the Applicant and prospective residents of the Project are
protected classes under the FHA and ADA, Insofar as the Appeal was apparently brought in part due to what the
HOA characterized as “the relatively unstable population of the [Project],” these laws demand that the
Commission reject the Appeal.

Prospective residents of the Project are members of a protected class under the FHA and the ADA. The FHA
prohibits discrimination on the basis of seven protected classes, including race, color, national origin, familial
status, and disability. 42 US.C. § 3604(a), (f). While the first four of these classes are self-explanatory,
“handicap” is defined is the FHA as “(1) a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more
of such person’s major life activities, (2) a record of having such an impairment, or (3) being regarded as having
such an impairment.” 42 U.S.C. § 3602(h). Past addiction has been conclusively determined to constitute a
handicap or disability-—both in federal regulations, 24 C.F.R. § 100.201, and by courts, including the U.S. District
Court for the District of Colorado, see St. Paul Sober Living, LLC v. Bd. of Cnty. Comm’rs of Garfield Cnty., 896
E. Supp. 2d 982 (D. Colo. 2012)—under the FHA and the ADA.

The FHA prohibits discrimination on the basis of any of the foregoing protected classes where an action or policy
causes a dwelling to be made unavailable or denied—which may include erecting procedural or substantive
barriers to occupancy that contribute to making housing unavailable, see, e.g., Ave. 6E Invs., LLC v, City of Yuma,
818 F.3d 493, 509 (9th Cir. 2016)—on the basis of the protected class. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a)(1), (D(1). Federal
courts have universally found that zoning or other land use controls that make unavailable or deny housing to
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6. Any changes to existing easements or right-of-way have been completed in accordance with this
code or otherwise allowed by law (additional easements or right-of-way may be dedicated).

The Project does not purport to change any existing easements or rights-of-way. Additional easements, including
an easement for the Sidewalk, are intended to be dedicated as shown on the plat for the Karis Subdivision that is
included within the Conditional Approval.

7. The right-of-way shown on the Grand Junction Circulation Plan is not changed,
The Project does not purport to change any right-of-way as shown on the Grand Junction Circulation Plan.

8. If a new lot is being created, no portion of the property may have been the subject of a previous
simple subdivision creating a new lot within the preceding 10 years or a minor exemption
subdivision.

No portion of the Property has been the subject of a previous simple subdivision creating a new lot within the
preceding 10 years or a minor exemption subdivision,

Other Matters

The Appeal also suggests that the Conditional Approval “does not take into consideration the true property lines
of the Lakeside Subdivision,” asserting that the landscaped area between the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive and
the Property (the “Landscaped Strip™) has been “maintained for over twenty (20) years by an agreement made
between Lakeside and the owner of the church property.” The Appeal refers to the HOA’s governing instruments
and original subdivision plat,® as well as an assertion that the survey that formed the basis of the subdivision plat,
and the pins placed in connection therewith, inaccurately described the boundary of the Property. This assertion
is incorrect for several reasons:

¢ The Property was professionally surveyed as part of the application process for the Project. Such survey,
which formed the basis for the subdivision plat for the Project, confirms that there is no gap between the
northern boundary of the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive and the southern boundary of the Property. It
is our understanding that the City’s surveyor has verified, on behalf of the City, that such boundaries are
coirect, meaning that the Property does indeed extend to the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive. A copy of
the relevant portions of the survey and subdivision plat were submitted with the application materials for
the Project.

e Second, the Appeal misunderstands the nature and purpose of the “witness corners” shown in the
photographs submitted with the Appeal. In common surveying practice, when a surveying stake cannot
be placed in the true location, a witness corner is used “a reference point for the location of an inaccessible
corner.”” As written on the witness corners depicted in the Appeal, these particular witness corners

¥ This plat was recorded in 1972 and, based on the Mesa County clerk and recorder’s records, is recorded at Reception
No. 1027471, with replats recorded in the same year at Reception Nos. 1039892 and 1045212, However, due to the age of
the documents, they are not available for viewing on the website, and the Appeal did not include & copy of the same.

* See Merriam Webster definition of “witness corner” available at hitps:/www.merriam-webster,com/dictionary/witness
Yo20corner.

1814366.3



Planning Commission
City of Grand Junction
August 28, 2019

Page 6

indicate that the actual corner of the Property is two feet south of the witness corner—that is, on the
northern edge of the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive.

» Third, the actual property boundary has not been, and could not have been, modified by any “agreement.”
Although the Appeal letter references an “agreement” by which the HOA historically maintained the
Landscaped Strip, the HOA has not produced a written copy of such agreement or any other evidence of
its existence. In the absence of a written agreement: (a) there could be no effective conveyance of the
Landscaped Strip to the HOA, as such agreements must be in writing per C.R.S. § 38-10-108, (b} any
verbal agreement would be deemed, at most, a revocable license, which the graator (in this case, the owner
of the Property) may revoke at any time through an express revocation or though actions inconsistent with
the grant of license, see Radke v. Union Pacific Railroad Company, 138 Colo. 189, 334 P.2d 1077 (1959},
and {c)such agreement, whether written or verbal, would negate any potential claim of adverse
possession, see Welsch v. Smith, 113 P.3d 1284, 1289 (Colo. App. 2005).

It is not clear what the relevance of the City’s maintenance schedule has on the Appeal’s claims regarding the
Landscaped Strip; however, the property records and factual circumstances, as addressed above, make clear that
the Appeal’s claims to the Landscaped Strip are in error, In any event, the conditional approval of the TEDS
Exception will require the Sidewalk to be tocated within much of the Landscaped Strip.

As an additional matter, we note that in December of 2018, prior to submitting any applications in connection
with the Project, the Applicant held a neighborhood meeting regarding the Project, providing written notice to
property owners in the vicinity of the Property, including the HOA. Copies of these written notices are submitted
herewith, The purpose of the neighborhood meeting was to provide a forum for interested neighbors to ask
questions and obtain a better understanding of the Project and its possible impacts on the surrounding areca. Not
one person attended this neighborhood meeting, nor did the Applicant receive any responses to the meeting
notifications. The Applicant’s design team then held an additional meeting with the HOA in February of 2019, at
which members of the HOA received information on the Project, including the proposed Sidewalk Despite the
allegations in the Appeal that the members of the HOA have not had an opportunity to obtain “a clear picture of
what is being planned for this complex,” the HOA has had ample opportunities to discuss the Project with the
Applicant, along with its alleged impacts on the neighboring properties and any possible ways in which the
Sidewalk could accommodate the HOA’s preferences with respect to the Landscaped Strip.

The crux of the Appeal appears to relate to the possibility that residents of the Project will have one or more
disabilities and/or have lesser income than their neighbors. However, the Code does not make any distinction
(nor could it lawfully do so) for multi-family housing based on the characteristics of the future residents. Such a
distinction would be prohibited by the FHA and the ADA. Likewise, the Director and this Commission cannot
base its decision on such factors. As discussed below, the Applicant and prospective residents of the Project are
protected classes under the FHA and ADA. Insofar as the Appeal was apparently brought in part due to what the
HOA characterized as “the relatively unstable population of the [Project],” these laws demand that the
Commission reject the Appeal.

Prospective residents of the Project are members of a protected class under the FHA and the ADA. The FHA
prohibits discrimination on the basis of seven protected classes, including race, color, national origin, familial
status, and disability. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a), (f). While the first four of these classes are self-explanatory,
“handicap” is defined is the FHA as “(1) a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more
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of such person’s major life activities, (2) a record of having such an impairment, or (3) being regarded as having
such an impairment.” 42 U.8.C. § 3602(h). Past addiction has been conclusively determined to constitute a
handicap or disability—-both in federal regulations, 24 C.F.R. § 100.201, and by courts, including the U.S. District
Court for the District of Colorado, see St. Paul Sober Living, LLC v. Bd. of Cnty. Comm 'rs of Garfield Cnty., 896
F. Supp. 2d 982 (D. Colo. 2012)—under the FHA and the ADA.

The FHA prohibits discrimination on the basis of any of the foregoing protected classes where an action or policy
causes a dwelling to be made unavailable or denied—which may include erecting procedural or substantive
barriers to occupancy that contribute to making housing unavailable, see, e.g., Ave. 6E Invs., LLC v. City of Yuma,
818 F.3d 493, 509 (9th Cir. 2016}—on the basis of the protected class. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a)(1), (f)(1). Federal
courts have universally found that zoning or other land use controls that make unavailable or deny housing to
persons on the basis of these protected classes constitute violations of the FHA. See, e.g., Tex. Dept. of Housing
& Cmiy. Affairs v. Inclusive Commumities Project, Inc., 135 S. Ct. 2507, 2521-22 (2015); City of Edmonds v.
Oxford House, Inc., 514 1).8. 725 (1995).

Similarly, the ADA requires that “no qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be
excluded from participation in or be denied the benefits of services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or
be subjected to discrimination by any such entity.” 42 U.S.C. § 12132, In turn, the ADA defines “qualified
individual with a disability” as “an individual with a disability who, with or without reasonable modifications to
rules, policies, or practices, the removal of architectural, communication, or transportation barriers, or the
provision of auxiliary aids and services, meets the essential eligibility requirements for the receipt of services or
the participation in programs or activities provided by a public entity.” 42 U.S.C, § 12131(2). As with the FHA,
services, programs, or activities of a public entity have been universally interpreted by courts to include zoning
and other land use controls. Innovative Health Sys. v. City of White Plains, 117 F.3d 37, 44-45 (2d Cir. 1997).

‘The proposed Project will house individuals who are unquestionably protected by the FHA. The Applicant has
represented to the HOA and the City that the Project will house individuals with various disabilities. As a
developer and prospective operator of a residential facility for persons with disabilities, the Applicant is protected
under the FHA and ADA, as are the future residents of the Project. Moreover, given the strong correlation between
poverty and particular racial and ethnic groups both locally and in the United States more broadly, the Applicant
and future residents of the Project may be otherwise proiected under the FHA.

The Project is a “dwelling” within the meaning of the FHA. It is beyond question that the Project and its
individual housing units constitute a “dwelling” under the FHA. 42 U.S.C. § 3602(b); see also Lakeside Resort
Enters. v. Bd, of Supervisors of Palmyra Twp., 455 F.3d 154 (3d Cir, 2006). The prospective residents of the
Project will reside in the apartment units.

The reversal of the Conditional Approval would constitute disparate treatment under the FHA and would be a
discriminatory action under the ADA. A governmental body violates the ADA and the FHA when it engages in
disparate treatment, including facial discrimination or intentional discrimination, against a protected group, See
Inctusive Communities, 135 S. Ct. 2507, 2533 (2015); Raytheon Co. v. Hernandez, 540 U.S. 44, 53 (2003). Proof
of disparate treatment can be demonstrated by showing that the governmental body acted because of the protected
characteristic, see Cinnamon Hills Youth Crisis Ctr. v. St. George City, 685 F.3d 917, 920 (10th Cir, 2012), or by
“simply produc[ing] direct or circumstantial evidence demonstrating that a discriminatory reason more likely than
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not motivated the defendant,” see Pacific Shores Props. v. City of Newport Beach, 730 F.3d 1142, 1158 (9th Cir.
2013). The discriminatory purpose need only be one motivating factor behind the challenged action for the local
government to be held liable under the FHA or ADA. Arce v. Douglas, 793 F.3d 968, 977 (9th Cir. 2015). The
use of discriminatory “code words” by members of the community precipitating an action of a local government
adverse to people with disabilities is supportive of the conclusions that the local government is engaging in
disparate treatment. Ave. 6E, 818 F.3d 493, 505-06 (9th Cir. 2016) (“[T]he relevant cases clearly hold that a city's
denial of a zoning change following discriminatory statements by members of the public supports a claim of
discriminatory intent.”).

In this case, the Appeal itself contains express and/or implied discriminatory statements regarding the proposed
residents of the Project. The Appeal letter references the disabilities of the prospective residents, goes on to
describe these residents as “relatively unstable,” and implies that they will do damage to neighboring properties
or themselves. These discriminatory communications indicate that the Appeal is intended to preclude the location
of housing for people with disabilities, and other members of protected classes, on the Property. Given that these
statements would necessarily precipitate any decision by the Commission’s decision to reverse the Interpretation
Letter, the Board would also be liable for engaging in disparate treatment. See, e.g., Ave. 6E, 818 F.3d at 505-06.

What’s more, the Project is not a Group Living Facility under the Code. As described above, it contains household
living arrangements. Classification of the Project as a Group Living Facility by virtue of the disabilities of
individuals who might reside in residential units in the Project would further constitute facially discriminatory
action in violation of the FHA and ADA. See Pac. Shores, 730 F.3d at 1158,

The only discernible distinction between the Project and any other multi-family residential use is the fact that
residents of the Project will be lower-income persons, many with disabilities or other characteristics protected by
law. The City has a duty to treat the Project and its prospective residents on an equal basis with multi-family
residential uses, which are permitted uses on the Property, for people without disabilities or other protected
characteristics.

Conclusion
On behalf of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the Commission deny the Appeal.

Sincerely,

.l?onnolly
irm

ce: John Mok-Lamme
Oriana Sanchez
William S. DeFord
Kyle Mead
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UNITY CHURCH
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SERVICE FEES 150 0.065 9.75
PRSRT 1ST CLASS 12/13/18 APPEAL LETTER 452 0.415 187.58
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11/30/2018

Dear Neighbors,

My name is John Mok-Lamme and T am the executive director of Karis, Inc. Karis is a local non-
profit that provides housing and services to homeless youth in Mesa County. You may know us
better as the organization that operates The House, A Safe Place for Western Slope Teens.

[ am writing to let you know that Karis is working towards building a 34-unit apartment building
southwest of the Unity Church building off of 12th street. The building will provide housing,
extensive services and boatloads of hope to youth ages 18 to 24,

I am hoping we can meet to discuss the project with you on the evening of December 10th at the

Unity Church at 7:00 PM. We will provide desserts, a short presentation and there will be
members of our board of directors and our development team present to answer questions.

John Mok-Lamme
Executive Director:

In hope,

PO Box 2837 « Grand Junction, CO 81502 . (970) 2341810 « www.karisinc.or
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VIA E-MAIL AND FEDEX

Planning Commission

City of Grand Junction

250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501
Attn: Scott Peterson

Re: Appeal of Administrative Decision with respect to applications for Major Site Plan Review (SPN-
2019-174) and Simple Subdivision Plan (§SU-2019-182)

Dear Commissioners:

This firm represents Karis Apartments, LLLP, a Colorado limited liability limited partnership (“Applicant”), with
respect to its contemplated development of real property located at 3205 N. 12" Street (the “Property”) in the
City of Grand Junction, Colorado (the “City”). On behalf of Applicant, Kyle Mead of Shopworks Architecture
submitted applications to the City for approval of a 34-unit multi-family housing development (the “Project”),
which the Director of Community Development for the City (the “Director”) conditionally approved by its letter
dated August 1, 2019 (the “Conditional Approval”).

Although not relevant to the analysis of the Project’s permissibility pursuant to the City’s Zoning and
Development Code (the “Code™), the Project will provide affordable housing, supported by 34 project-based
vouchers awarded by the Colorado Division of Housing, for very low income families and individuals with
disabilities, who are between the ages of 18 and 24 and/or who are experiencing or at risk of experiencing
homelessness (collectively, the “Affordable Component”).

We have prepared this letter in response to that certain letter dated August 9, 2019, from Karen Rowe on behalf
of the Lakeside Community Association (the “HOA”), appealing the Conditional Approval of the Project (the
“Appeal”). The Appeal cites concerns regarding parking, an alleged property boundary dispute and, more
generally, the “relatively unstable” people who will ultimately occupy the Project. For the reasons more
particularly set forth in this letter, such concerns are unfounded and inconsistent with the applicable provisions of
the Code, and in certain instances, consideration of the same constitute violations of applicable law.

Applicable Standard of Review

On an appeal from a decision by the Director, the Commission must consider, based on the information in the
record before the Director, whether the Director (a) acted in a manner inconsistent with applicable law, (b) made
erroneous findings of fact, (c) failed to fully consider mitigating measures or revisions offered by the applicant

950 SEVENTEENTH STREET SUITE 1600 DENVER COLORADO 80202 P 303.825.8400 F 303.825.6525

OTTENJOHNSON.COM
1814366 6


scottp_2
Text Box
Exhibit 3B


Planning Commission
City of Grand Junction
August 28, 2019

Page 2

that would have brought the proposed project into compliance, and (d) acted arbitrarily or capriciously (Code
§21.02.210(c)(1)). With respect to (¢), it is important to note that the mitigating measures the Director is required
to consider are those that would bring a non-compliant project into compliance, not just any measure that would
mitigate impacts or concerns of neighbors. In making its decision, the Commission must determine whether the
Director acted as set forth in the foregoing criteria, as opposed to substituting its judgment for that of the Director
(Code § 21.02.210(c)(3)(V)).

As discussed herein, it is our position that the Conditional Approval should be upheld because it is consistent with
the applicable provisions of the Code and other applicable law. In addition, the Applicant and prospective
residents of the Project are protected under the provisions of the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. § 3601 et seq.) (the “FHA”) and/or the Americans With Disabilities Act (42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq.) (the
“ADA”). Therefore, on behalf of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction Planning
Commission (the “Commission”) affirm and uphold the Director’s decision to issue the Conditional Approval.

Relevant to the factors for the Commission to consider in connection with an appeal from the Director’s decision
set forth above, the allegations in the Appeal are unfounded and inconsistent with the facts and circumstances of
the application. On the contrary, the Director acted consistently with the Code and other applicable laws in issuing
the Conditional Approval. Each such allegation made in the Appeal is addressed in the following sections.

Parking

As noted in the Conditional Approval, the Applicant applied for, and the Director approved, an alternative parking
plan in accordance with Section 21.06.050(c) of the Code. The Appeal, however, questions the number of parking
spaces provided for the Project, suggesting that the Project should be required to either provide the same parking
ratio as two other projects within the City or indicate in its application what makes the Project different from those
other projects. The Code requires no such analysis, nor is it relevant to the requirements of Section 21.06.050(c).
Instead, that section provides that parking ratios “may be modified where applicant-submitted parking data
illustrates that required parking ratios do not accurately apply to a specific development. The data submitted for
an alternative parking plan shall include, at a minimum, the size and type of the proposed development, the mix
of uses, the anticipated rate of parking turnover and the anticipated peak parking and traffic loads of all uses”
(emphasis added). Notably, the Code does not require a comparison to other similarly situated (or not)
developments that may or may not have applied for an alternative parking plan.

The materials submitted by the Applicant, as determined by City staff in the Conditional Approval, satisfied the
foregoing Code requirements with respect to the alternative parking plan. Pursuant to Section 21.06.050(c)(6),
the Conditional Approval required that the Applicant record a copy of the approved alternative parking plan on
the form provided by City staff. Applicable to the Appeal’s question as to how the alternative parking plan would
address the possibility that “one day our city may again be that of a prosperous community with little need for low
income housing,” the City’s form of approved alternative parking plan requires any applications to eliminate the
Affordable Component from the Project to either comply with the Code’s standard parking requirements or submit
an application for a new alternative parking plan for the proposed new use.
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Alleged Boundary Issue

The Appeal also suggests that the Conditional Approval “does not take into consideration the true property lines
of the Lakeside Subdivision,” asserting that the landscaped area between the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive and
the Property (the “Landscaped Strip”) has been “maintained for over twenty (20) years by an agreement made
between Lakeside and the owner of the church property.” The Appeal refers to the HOA’s governing instruments
and original subdivision plat,' as well as an assertion that the survey that formed the basis of the subdivision plat,
and the pins placed in connection therewith, inaccurately described the boundary of the Property. This assertion
is incorrect for several reasons:

e The Property was professionally surveyed as part of the application process for the Project. Such survey,
which formed the basis for the subdivision plat for the Project, confirms that there is no gap between the
northern boundary of the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive and the southern boundary of the Property. It
is our understanding that the City’s surveyor has verified, on behalf of the City, that such boundaries are
correct, meaning that the Property does indeed extend to the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive. A copy of
the relevant portions of the survey and subdivision plat were submitted with the application materials for
the Project.

e Second, the Appeal misunderstands the nature and purpose of the “witness corners” shown in the
photographs submitted with the Appeal. In common surveying practice, when a surveying stake cannot
be placed in the true location, a witness corner is used “a reference point for the location of an inaccessible
corner.”® As written on the witness corners depicted in the Appeal, these particular witness corners
indicate that the actual corner of the Property is two feet south of the witness corner—that is, on the
northern edge of the right-of-way for Lakeside Drive.

e Third, the actual property boundary has not been, and could not have been, modified by any “agreement.”
Although the Appeal letter references an “agreement” by which the HOA historically maintained the
Landscaped Strip, the HOA has not produced a written copy of such agreement or any other evidence of
its existence. In the absence of a written agreement: (a) there could be no effective conveyance of the
Landscaped Strip to the HOA, as such agreements must be in writing per C.R.S. § 38-10-108, (b) any
verbal agreement would be deemed, at most, a revocable license, which the grantor (in this case, the owner
of the Property) may revoke at any time through an express revocation or though actions inconsistent with
the grant of license, see Radke v. Union Pacific Railroad Company, 138 Colo. 189, 334 P.2d 1077 (1959),
and (c) such agreement, whether written or verbal, would negate any potential claim of adverse
possession, see Welsch v. Smith, 113 P.3d 1284, 1289 (Colo. App. 2005).

It is not clear what the relevance of the City’s maintenance schedule has on the Appeal’s claims regarding the
Landscaped Strip; however, the property records and factual circumstances, as addressed above, make clear that

' This plat was recorded in 1972 and, based on the Mesa County clerk and recorder’s records, is recorded at Reception
No. 1027471, with replats recorded in the same year at Reception Nos. 1039892 and 1045212. However, due to the age of
the documents, they are not available for viewing on the website, and the Appeal did not include a copy of the same.

2 See Merriam Webster definition of “witness corner” available at https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/witness
%20corner.
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the Appeal’s claims to the Landscaped Strip are in error. In any event, the conditional approval of the TEDS
Exception will require the Sidewalk to be located within much of the Landscaped Strip.

Public Engagement

As an additional matter, we note that in December of 2018, prior to submitting any applications in connection
with the Project, the Applicant held a neighborhood meeting regarding the Project, providing written notice to
property owners in the vicinity of the Property, including the HOA. Copies of these written notices are submitted
herewith. The purpose of the neighborhood meeting was to provide a forum for interested neighbors to ask
questions and obtain a better understanding of the Project and its possible impacts on the surrounding area. Not
one person attended this neighborhood meeting, nor did the Applicant receive any responses to the meeting
notifications. The Applicant’s design team then held an additional meeting with the HOA in February of 2019, at
which members of the HOA received information on the Project, including the proposed Sidewalk Despite the
allegations in the Appeal that the members of the HOA have not had an opportunity to obtain “a clear picture of
what is being planned for this complex,” the HOA has had ample opportunities to discuss the Project with the
Applicant, along with its alleged impacts on the neighboring properties and any possible ways in which the
Sidewalk could accommodate the HOA’s preferences with respect to the Landscaped Strip.

Additional Concerns Regarding Residents with Disabilities (FHA and ADA Implications)

The crux of the Appeal appears to relate to the possibility that residents of the Project will have one or more
disabilities and/or have lesser income than their neighbors. However, the Code does not make any distinction
(nor could it lawfully do so) for multi-family housing based on the characteristics of the future residents. Such a
distinction would be prohibited by the FHA and the ADA. Likewise, the Director and this Commission cannot
base its decision on such factors. As discussed below, the Applicant and prospective residents of the Project are
protected classes under the FHA and ADA. Insofar as the Appeal was apparently brought in part due to what the
HOA characterized as “the relatively unstable population of the [Project],” these laws demand that the
Commission reject the Appeal.

Prospective residents of the Project are members of a protected class under the FHA and the ADA. The FHA
prohibits discrimination on the basis of seven protected classes, including race, color, national origin, familial
status, and disability. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a), (f). While the first four of these classes are self-explanatory,
“handicap” is defined is the FHA as “(1) a physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more
of such person’s major life activities, (2) a record of having such an impairment, or (3) being regarded as having
such an impairment.” 42 U.S.C. § 3602(h). Past addiction has been conclusively determined to constitute a
handicap or disability—both in federal regulations, 24 C.F.R. § 100.201, and by courts, including the U.S. District
Court for the District of Colorado, see St. Paul Sober Living, LLC v. Bd. of Cnty. Comm rs of Garfield Cnty., 896
F. Supp. 2d 982 (D. Colo. 2012)—under the FHA and the ADA.

The FHA prohibits discrimination on the basis of any of the foregoing protected classes where an action or policy
causes a dwelling to be made unavailable or denied—which may include erecting procedural or substantive
barriers to occupancy that contribute to making housing unavailable, see, e.g., Ave. 6E Invs., LLC'v. City of Yuma,
818 F.3d 493, 509 (9th Cir. 2016)—on the basis of the protected class. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a)(1), (f)(1). Federal
courts have universally found that zoning or other land use controls that make unavailable or deny housing to
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persons on the basis of these protected classes constitute violations of the FHA. See, e.g., Tex. Dept. of Housing
& Cmty. Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc., 135 S. Ct. 2507, 2521-22 (2015); City of Edmonds v.
Oxford House, Inc., 514 U.S. 725 (1995).

Similarly, the ADA requires that “no qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be
excluded from participation in or be denied the benefits of services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or
be subjected to discrimination by any such entity.” 42 U.S.C. § 12132. In turn, the ADA defines “qualified
individual with a disability” as “an individual with a disability who, with or without reasonable modifications to
rules, policies, or practices, the removal of architectural, communication, or transportation barriers, or the
provision of auxiliary aids and services, meets the essential eligibility requirements for the receipt of services or
the participation in programs or activities provided by a public entity.” 42 U.S.C. § 12131(2). As with the FHA,
services, programs, or activities of a public entity have been universally interpreted by courts to include zoning
and other land use controls. Innovative Health Sys. v. City of White Plains, 117 F.3d 37, 44-45 (2d Cir. 1997).

The proposed Project will house individuals who are unquestionably protected by the FHA. The Applicant has
represented to the HOA and the City that the Project will house individuals with various disabilities. As a
developer and prospective operator of a residential facility for persons with disabilities, the Applicant is protected
under the FHA and ADA, as are the future residents of the Project. Moreover, given the strong correlation between
poverty and particular racial and ethnic groups both locally and in the United States more broadly, the Applicant
and future residents of the Project may be otherwise protected under the FHA.

The Project is a “dwelling” within the meaning of the FHA. 1t is beyond question that the Project and its
individual housing units constitute a “dwelling” under the FHA. 42 U.S.C. § 3602(b); see also Lakeside Resort
Enters. v. Bd. of Supervisors of Palmyra Twp., 455 F.3d 154 (3d Cir. 2006). The prospective residents of the
Project will reside in the apartment units.

The reversal of the Conditional Approval would constitute disparate treatment under the FHA and would be a
discriminatory action under the ADA. A governmental body violates the ADA and the FHA when it engages in
disparate treatment, including facial discrimination or intentional discrimination, against a protected group. See
Inclusive Communities, 135 S. Ct. 2507, 2533 (2015); Raytheon Co. v. Hernandez, 540 U.S. 44, 53 (2003). Proof
of disparate treatment can be demonstrated by showing that the governmental body acted because of the protected
characteristic, see Cinnamon Hills Youth Crisis Ctr. v. St. George City, 685 F.3d 917, 920 (10th Cir. 2012), or by
“simply produc[ing] direct or circumstantial evidence demonstrating that a discriminatory reason more likely than
not motivated the defendant,” see Pacific Shores Props. v. City of Newport Beach, 730 F.3d 1142, 1158 (9th Cir.
2013). The discriminatory purpose need only be one motivating factor behind the challenged action for the local
government to be held liable under the FHA or ADA. Arce v. Douglas, 793 F.3d 968, 977 (9th Cir. 2015). The
use of discriminatory “code words” by members of the community precipitating an action of a local government
adverse to people with disabilities is supportive of the conclusions that the local government is engaging in
disparate treatment. Ave. 6, 818 F.3d 493, 505-06 (9th Cir. 2016) (“[T]he relevant cases clearly hold that a city's
denial of a zoning change following discriminatory statements by members of the public supports a claim of
discriminatory intent.”).

In this case, the Appeal itself contains express and/or implied discriminatory statements regarding the proposed
residents of the Project. The Appeal letter references the disabilities of the prospective residents, goes on to
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describe these residents as “relatively unstable,” and implies that they will do damage to neighboring properties
or themselves. These discriminatory communications indicate that the Appeal is intended to preciude the location
of housing for people with disabilities, and other members of protected classes, on the Property. Given that these
statements would necessarily precipitate any decision by the Commission’s decision to reverse the Interpretation
Letter, the Board would also be liable for engaging in disparate treatment. See, e.g., Ave. 6E, 818 F.3d at 505-06.

What’s more, the Project is not a Group Living Facility under the Code. As described above, it contains household
living arrangements. Classification of the Project as a Group Living Facility by virtue of the disabilities of
individuals who might reside in residential units in the Project would further constitute facially discriminatory
action in violation of the FHA and ADA. See Pac. Shores, 730 F.3d at 1158.

The only discernible distinction between the Project and any other multi-family residential use is the fact that
residents of the Project will be lower-income persons, many with disabilities or other characteristics protected by
law. The City has a duty to treat the Project and its prospective residents on an equal basis with multi-family
residential uses, which are permitted uses on the Property, for people without disabilities or other protected
characteristics.

Consistency with Applicable Terms and Provisions of the Code

As noted above, the Director acted consistently with the Code and other applicable laws in issuing the Conditional
Approval. Specifically, as set forth in Sections 21.02.070(g) and 21.02.070(p) of the Code, both the Major Site
Plan and Simple Subdivision Plan are administrative development permits; since the Project contemplates creating
only one additional lot, it qualifies for the latter pursuant to Section 21.02.070(p)(2)(ii) of the Code. As such, the
approval criteria set forth in Section 21.02.070(a)(6) of the Code governed the Director’s decision. As referenced
in the Conditional Approval, the Project meets the applicable approval criteria as follows:

1. Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable adopted plan.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2009 (the “Plan”), on the first page, discusses the City’s problematic
“sprawling growth pattern” and frames the rest of the Plan in the context of various considerations related to
managing growth, specifically asking the question “how can we make sure we have affordable housing?”
Repeatedly, the Plan stresses the importance of “infill and redevelopment of underutilized land” and “more
compact development” (Plan, pp. 11-12), while providing a “broader mix of housing types in the community to
meet the needs of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages” and “identification of locations for increased
density” (Plan, p. 8).

More specifically, the Plan’s Future Land Use Map designates the Property as Residential High Mixed Use, which
is characterized by a “mix of residential development types with gross densities of 8 to 16 dwelling units per acre,”
but expressly allows for even larger and denser multifamily developments (Plan, pp. 30-33). Similarly, the Plan’s
Blended Residential Land Use Categories Map designates the Property as “Residential High Density,” which
includes residential development with densities of 16 to 24 or more dwelling units per acre (Plan, pp. 36-37)—
meaning that the Property is specifically appropriate for the most intense residential development in the City. The
Property is also designated as a “Village Center” due to its proximity to the 12" Street and Horizon Drive
intersection, which further supports the relatively dense residential development (Plan, p. 47).
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With 34 dwelling units proposed for the 1.487-acre Property, the Project’s residential density of approximately
22.8° lands squarely within the range set forth in the Plan. Similarly, the Project’s infill nature and redevelopment
of an underutilized site within the City’s Service Area Boundary, together with its provision of the Affordable
Component, is wholly consistent with the Plan.

24 Compliance with this zoning and development code.

The Property is zoned Residential-16 (“R-16"), the purpose of which is “to provide for high density residential
use” and may “serve as a transitional district between single-family and trade zones” (Code § 21.03.040(i)(1)).
Like the Plan, the R-16 district encourages the provision of “a balance of housing opportunities in the community”
and is specifically appropriate for areas designated as “Village Centers” by the Plan (Code § 21.03.040(i)(1)). As
set forth in more detail in the application materials submitted with respect the Project, the Project fully meets and
satisfies the development standards applicable to the R-16 district, and squares firmly with the purpose of the R-16
district.

With respect to the use, “multifamily” household living is an allowed use within the R-16 district (Code
§ 21.04.010). We note that there appears to be some confusion regarding the designation of the Project as a
multifamily household living use as opposed to “group living”*; however, the analysis of the applicable Code
provisions is quite simple. Pursuant to the definition of “group living” uses set forth in Section 21.04.020(b)(1)
of the Code, “group living” is very simply any residential occupancy “by a group of people who do not meet the
definition of household living.” Given the foregoing, the only analysis that matters in determining whether a use
would fall into the group living category or the household living category is whether the particular use falls within
the scope of the “household living” category of uses. Those uses, as described in Section 21.04.020(c) of the
Code, contemplate residential occupancy of a dwelling “by a household” where “tenancy is arranged on a month-
to-month or longer basis.”

Based on those definitions, so long as a residential use provides for tenancy of one month or longer terms, a
residential use is only considered group living if the people living there cannot be considered a “household.” The
Code defines a household as “a family, or a group of not more than four unrelated persons, living together in a
single dwelling unit, with common access to and common use of all living and eating areas and all areas and
facilities for the preparation and serving of food within the dwelling unit.” In laymen’s terms, the Code requires
that each unit provide its own kitchen and common areas to be considered household living. As evidenced in
every application narrative submitted to the City in connection with the Project, the individual dwelling units
within the Project will each include a refrigerator, an oven and range, a dish disposal and microwave—i.e., the
basic components needed to “prepare and serve food within the dwelling unit.” Accordingly, there is no question
that the Project is a “multifamily household living” use under the Code.

> Note that this calculation does not include one-half of the adjoining rights-of-way per Section 21.03.040(i)(2)(i) of the
Code, which would result in a slightly lower density that would be even more squarely within the range for Residential High
Density as set forth in the Plan,

* Note that both multifamily household living and group living uses are allowed uses within the R-16 district (Code
§21.04.010).

1814366 6
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3. Conditions of any prior approvals.

Prior to submitting the applications that are subject to the Appeal, the Applicant submitted, and received the City’s
approval of a Transportation Engineering Design Standards exception (“TEDS Exception™) pursuant to
Section 21.02.070(w) of the Code, to allow the Project fo use only a single access point from North 12 Street.
The Applicant’s intent with respect to this TEDS Exception was to lessen the traffic that would be added to the
adjacent neighborhood (i.e., the HOA’s neighborhood) in the event that a second access point were required at the
southwest corner of the Property at Lakeside Drive. The City approved the TEDS Exception pursuant to a letter
dated April 2, 2019, subject to the conditions that (a) a deed restriction or similar document is required, which
will restrict the applicability of the TEDS Exception to the Project (similar to the use-specific approval of the
alternative parking plan noted above), and (b) a pedestrian sidewalk (the “Sidewalk”) be installed to provide
pedestrian access from the adjacent neighborhood to North 12% Street. As more fully set forth in the application
materials submitted with respect to the Project, the Sidewalk has been incorporated into the Project, thus satisfying
any conditions of any prior approvals.

4. Public facilities and utilities shall be available concurrent with the development.

As noted above, the Property is currently served by public facilities and utilities.

5. Received all applicable local, State and federal permits.

The Project has obtained all applicable local, state and federal permits that are required to be obtained prior to the
Conditional Approval. Upon satisfaction of the remaining conditions of the Conditional Approval, the Applicant
intends to proceed to obtain the remaining permits required to commence construction and, ultimately, operation

of the Project.

In addition to the foregoing, pursuant to Section 21.02.070(p)(3) of the Code, the Project meets the following
approval criteria applicable to the Simple Subdivision Plan:

6. Any changes to existing easements or right-of-way have been completed in accordance with this code or
otherwise allowed by law (additional easements or right-of-way may be dedicated).

The Project does not purport to change any existing easements or rights-of-way. Additional easements, including
an easement for the Sidewalk, are intended to be dedicated as shown on the plat for the Karis Subdivision that is
included within the Conditional Approval.

7. The right-of-way shown on the Grand Junction Circulation Plan is not changed.

The Project does not purport to change any right-of-way as shown on the Grand Junction Circulation Plan.

8. If a new lot is being created, no portion of the property may have been the subject of a previous simple
subdivision creating a new lot within the preceding 10 years or a minor exemption subdivision.

No portion of the Property has been the subject of a previous simple subdivision creating a new lot within the
preceding 10 years or a minor exemption subdivision.

1814366 6
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Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, it is clear that the Director acted consistently with the Code and other applicable laws
in issuing the Conditional Approval. Relevant to the factors for the Commission to consider in connection with
an appeal from the Director’s decision set forth above, the allegations in the Appeal are unfounded, and
inconsistent with the facts and circumstances of the application. As such, on behalf of the Applicant, we
respectfully request that the Commission deny the Appeal and uphold the Conditional Approval.

Sincerely,
fian Jﬁ)lly
For the Firm
cc! John Mok-Lamme

Oriana Sanchez
William S. DeFord
Kyle Mead

1814366 .6
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW/SIMPLE
SUBDIVISION PLAN

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
APPROVING

FOR )

Karis Inc. )
Attn: John Mok-Lamme )
) File# SPN-2019-174

) SSU-2019-182

P. O. Box 2837
Grand Junction, CO 81502

An application has been submitted by Karis Inc., requesting a Major Site Plan Review to
construct a 23,676 +/- sq. ft., 34-unit multi-family residential development and also
Simple Subdivision Plan to subdivide the existing property into two (2) lots all on 3.67
+/- acres (Unplatted) located at 3205 N. 12" Street. The property is currently zoned R-
16 (Residential — 16 du/ac) and the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
identifies the property as Residential High Mixed Use (16 — 24 du/ac). Multi-family is an
“Allowed” land use within the existing R-16 zone district. Proposed residential density
for the multi-family development would be 15.5 dwelling units to the acre. The Site Plan
Review and Simple Subdivision Plan applications were considered administratively by
the City of Grand Junction Community Development Department on August 1, 2019 in
accordance with Section 21.02.070 (g) and (p) of the Grand Junction Zoning &
Development Code. After considering all pertinent data, the Administrator
CONDITIONALLY APPROVES the Major Site Plan Review and Simple Subdivision
Plan applications upon finding that the proposal complies with all applicable sections of
the Grand Junction Zoning & Development Code. The Major Site Plan Review and
Simple Subdivision Plan approvals are subject to the following conditions and payment
of fees:

1. Developer is responsible for contacting the City of Grand Junction and
requesting a final inspection of all on/off - site improvements upon completion,
prior to occupancy of the building(s). Occupancy shall not be allowed until all
required improvements have been installed or guaranteed with a
Development Improvements Agreement (DIA) and financial security.

2. All applicable Building Permits are required to be obtained through the Mesa
County Building Dept.

250 North 5t Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501-2628 P (970) 244-1430 F (970) 256-4031 ww.gjcity.org
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3. All landscaping must be maintained in a healthy manner. Should any of the
plantings die or become unhealthy for any reason, they must be replaced.
Once proposed landscaping is installed, the Landscape Architect must
provide a letter to the City Project Manager stating that
all landscaping has been installed per the approved Landscaping Plan prior to
Certificate of Occupancy of the building or guaranteed with a Development
Improvements Agreement (DIA) and financial security.

4, Applicant proposed 25 parking spaces in accordance with Section 21.06.050
(e) of the Zoning & Development Code, Alternative Parking Plan for this
application. Community Development Director has reviewed and approved
the Applicant’s submitted narrative and statistics regarding the parking plan
and was supportive of the request to reduce the required on-site parking
spaces to 25 in this instance (Off-Street Parking Requirements for this
application would have been determined using the following formula: Multi-
Family Units — 1 bedroom: 1.25 parking spaces per dwelling unit which would
trigger 43 parking spaces (1.25 x 34 units = 42.5) for this proposal). A
recorded Alternative Parking Plan Document will be prepared by the City
Attorney’s Office at time of Planning Clearance issuance in accordance with
Section 21.06.050 (e) (6) of the Zoning & Development Code for property
owner's signature. Applicant will be responsible for all recording fees.

5. Pay applicable fees as follows at time of Planning Clearance issuance
(check made payable to the “City of Grand Junction” with the exception of Ute
Water fees):

a. Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP): $60,146.00 (34-units x $1,769 per unit).
b. City Inspection Fee: $4,080.00 (MF -Residential @ $120-unit x 34-units).

c. City Park Fee: $7,650.00 (34-units x $225 per dwelling unit).

d. City Open Space Fee: Submit MAI Appraisal Report for determination of this fee
(10% of the value of the raw land).

e. Planning Inspection Fee: $50.00.

d. School Impact Fee: $31,280.00 (34-units x $920 per unit).

f. Recording Fee for Alternative Parking Plan document: TBD

g. Plant Investment Fees: Contact City Customer Service Division for sewer fees.
Contact Ute Water Conservancy District for water tap fees.

250 North 5t Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501-2628 P (970) 244-1430 F (970) 256-4031 ww.gjcity.org
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6. Schedule a Pre-Construction Meeting with Mark Barslund, City Development
Inspector at (970) 201-1362, prior to any site/construction activity.

& Project shall be constructed in accordance with the signed and approved
plans. Once plans are signed by City staff, City Project Manager will need
one 24" x 36" paper copy and one electronic copy.

8. Per Round 3 Review Comments dated August 1, 2019; revise
applicable documents as necessary per stated comments.

Prior to recording of the subdivision plat for Karis Subdivision, SSU-2019-182, the
following items must be completed.

Subdivision Plat:

1 Submit an original mylar of the final plat(s) with owner’s signatures (signed in
black ink only - Sharpie), Surveyor’s Final Mylar Checklist and current Title
Commitment Report (which covers all properties within the subdivision
boundary) dated no older than 5 days from the anticipated date of recording.
Please note that all property corner pins must be set in concrete and
inspected by the City Property Agent before the plat may be recorded. The
electronic version of the plat (.dwg file) must be emailed to chrisd@agjcity.org

2. See Review Comments Round 3 dated August 1, 2019 and revise respective
documents as necessary prior to recording and final signatures.

3. At time of subdivision plat recording, payment of applicable recording
fees are required as follows (check made payable to the “City of Grand
Junction”):

a. Recording fee for Final Plat will be $23.00.
b. Recording fee for Declaration of Easements document: TBD

All uses which are subject to a Major Site Plan Review must commence construction
within two (2) years from the date of approval. If a building permit is obtained prior to
expiration of the Major Site Plan Review, the approval shall be valid for as long as the
building permit remains valid. Failure to develop or establish such use accordingly shall
constitute sufficient basis to revoke this approval.

250 North 5% Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501-2628 P (970) 244-1430 F (970) 256-4031 ww.gjcity.org
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In accordance with Section 21.02.070 (a) (9) (i) of the Zoning & Development Code, the
applicant will have up to two (2) years from the approval date of August 1, 2019 in order
to record the Simple Subdivision Plan with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder.

If you should have any further questions, please feel free to contact me at (970) 244-
1447.

Sdt 0 e

Scott D. Peterson
Senior Planner

Date: August 1, 2019

250 North 5t Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501-2628 P (970) 244-1430 F (970) 256-4031 ww.gjcity.org
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MEMO 4/3/2019
To: Tom Dixon, City of Grand Junction Planning Department

From: Kyle Mead, Shopworks Architecture

Regarding: Karis Apartments — Alternative Parking Plan

CC: File

Message

Tom,

The proposed Karis Apartments, located at 3175 N. 12 street, proposes to use reduced parking ratios from those
identified in section 21.06.050 of the City of Grand Junction Development Regulations. We propose to provide 25
total parking stalls (23 standard stalls, and 2 ADA accessible parking stalls). All stalls will conform with the City of
Grand Junction design requirements. This memo is to serve as rationale for this request in accordance with
21.06.050 (e) Alternative Parking Plan.

We believe that a reduced quantity of parking stalls is appropriate for this project based on a combination of
factors, including national data, location of the site, project specific demand, and overall impact on the quality of
the project.

Our office has experience analyzing parking demand for affordable housing projects and has employed the
services of transportation engineering firms in the past to conduct studies specific to affordable multi-unit
apartment projects. These studies generally cite a few means of calculating parking demand specific to affordable
housing projects.

The first of these methods is a calculation developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Parking
Generation (4™ Edition), whereby Peak Parking demand = 0.92x + 4; where x equals the number of dwelling units
(DU). Applying this formula to our project = 0.92(34) + 4 = 35 spaces; however, traffic engineers conclude that of
the 40 sites studied to generate this calculation method, only 4 were considered affordable housing. Thus, this
method tends to be conservatively high for use in calculating affordable housing demand.

The second method is generated from the San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study which was commissioned
by the City of San Diego and examined 265 projects including 21 affordable projects. The results represent the
most comprehensive data collection of affordable housing projects in the country, and the found that in
affordable housing projects, demand was around half of what market-rate apartments experienced, and nearly
half of the dwelling units had no vehicle at all. The study resulted in a calculation method for affordable housing
based on the ‘walkability’ of a site. For the purposes of this analysis, we considered the Karis Apartments a
‘medium’ walkable site because of the proximity to commercial amenities downtown, and the adjacency to the
Route 1 bus line and multi-modal routes along 12t St. and Horizon Dr. For medium walkable sites, the San Diego
model provides parking ratios of 0.5/DU, 0.15/DU, and 0.05/DU for resident, visitor, and staff parking
respectively. Applying this formula to the proposed 34 one-bedroom apartments = (34 x 0.5) + (34 x 0.15) + (34 x
0.05) = 23.7 spaces.

The third method is based on findings from a study commissioned by the City of Los Angeles intended to inform
parking requirements for municipal guidelines related to Affordable Housing projects. The findings of the studies
found that again, based on walkability and proximity to transit, affordable housing parking ratios ranged between
0.29/DU to 0.43/DU. Applying this calculation to our project, we find that 34 x 0.29 = 10 and 34 x 0.15, or an
average of 12.5 spaces.
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Finally, we surveyed the existing Karis facilities for current parking demand, and tabulated the anticipated trips
generated to the site by staff, service providers and partners. This study found that on average 10% of residents
would own a vehicle, and that various staff and service providers would visit the site on a daily, weekly, and
monthly basis. We found that if every service provider, plus 10 % of residents had a vehicle on site at the same
exact time, the parking demand would be 28 spaces. However, the likelihood of this happening is very unlikely
given the nature in which service providers are staggered throughout the month. This information is presented in
an attached table.

In conclusion, we believe that the 25 proposed spaces are adequate and appropriate for the Karis Apartments.
We believe this is supported by the four different means of analysis presented here, which suggest the parking
demand for this project to be between 12.5 spaces and 35 spaces, or an average of 24 spaces.

Please let me know if you have any questions about this analysis.

Thank you,

Kyle Mead
Shopworks Architecture

End of Memo
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Karis Parking Statistics

Frequency of visits

9a-5p M-F Daily

Weekly

weekends/nights

Partner

DHS

WestCAP

Medicaid HW

Substance use CM

Cooking matters

MH Case Mngr

Parents as Teachers

Staff

Peer Specialist

1.5

1.5 (24 hrs per day’

Leasing

Maintenance

Services

1 (8 hrs. per day)

Nurse

Residents

| 10%

Visitor/Volunteers

Youth Advocate

1x per week

Program Coor.

Totals

Breakout

Daily M-F 8-5
Maximum

*It would be rare to have every partner/ staff/resident on site with cars at the same time
*Most partner visits will happen between 10a-4p during non-peak hours

Off peak hours

7.5

8 cars
28

8 cars

16

6.5
1 additional per wk
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Cl

NO.

C1.00
C2.00
C3.00
C4.00
C5.00
C6.00
C7.00
C7.10
C7.20
C8.00
C8.10

C8.30
LS101
LS102
LS103
A2.0
A2.1
El

E2

KARIS APARTMENTS

TITLE

COVER

TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES
DEMOLITION PLAN

SITE PLAN

UTILITY COMPOSITE PLAN

OUTLET STRUCTURE & POND DETAILS

HORIZONTAL CONTROL PLAN
HORIZONTAL CONTROL PLAN
HORIZONTAL CONTROL PLAN
OVERALL GRADING PLAN
GRADING_AND DRAINAGE PLAN
JRADN) - LAD
GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN
LANDSCAPE SITE PLAN

A

LANDSCAPE SCHEDULES AND DETAILS

LANDSCAPE DETAILS
ELEVATIONS

ELEVATIONS

SITE PHOTOMETRIC PLAN
SITE PHOTOMETRIC DETAILS
SITE PHOTOMETRIC DETAILS

TAX PARCEL # 2945-024-00-0359

LOT SIZE: 3.675 ACRES

OWNER: UNITY CHURCH, PO BOX 1904, GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502

DEVELOPER: KARIS, INC., JOHN MOK-LAMME, PO BOX 2837, GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502

DEVELOPMENT PARTNER: BLUELINE DEVELOPMENT, ORIANA SANCHEZ, 1004 SOUTH AVENUE WEST, MISSOULA, MT 59801

ARCHITECT OF RECORD: SHOPWORKS ARCHITECTURE, CHAD HOLTZINER, 301 W 45TH AVENUE, DENVER, COLORADO 80216

CIVIL ENGINEER:  AUSTIN CIVIL GROUP, INC., SCOTT SORENSEN, 123 NORTH /TH STREET, SUITE 300, GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT: FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE, CHRISTOPHER HOY, 301 W 45TH AVENUE, DENVER, COLORADO 80216

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER: MONROE & NEWELL ENGINEERS, DAVE KAST, 1400 GLENARM PLACE, STE 101, DENVER, COLORADO 80202

MECHANICAL ENGINEER: ABLE CONSULTING GROUP, MARC ABLE, 2468 S CLAYTON STREET, DENVER, COLORADO 80210

ELECTRICAL ENGINEER: MV CONSULTING INC, MARCUS VAHLING, 4640 PECOS STREET, UNIT F, DENVER, COLORADO 80211

PLUMBING ENGINEER: MEC, INC, BRYAN MOEN, 4640 PECOS STREET, UNIT F, DENVER, COLORADO 80211

UTILITIES AND AGENCIES

CITY UTILITIES DIRECTOR

UTE WATER

GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION PUBLIC WORKS
CITY OF GJ DEVELOPMENT INSPECTOR
521 DRAINAGE AUTHORITY

XCEL ENERGY

CENTURY LINK

CHARTER

RANDI KIM 244—-1429
JIM DAUGHERTY 242-7491
PHIL BERTRAND 242-2762
TRENT PRALL 256—-4047
MARK BARSLUND 201-1362
MARK BARSLUND 201-1362
BRENDA BOES 244-2681
CHRIS JOHNSON 244—-4333
JOHN VALDEZ 245-8750

ACCEPTANCE BLOCK

THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED, SIGNED, AND DATED BY
THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF
THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR
OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD.

CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN SIGNATURE.
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GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1. Contractor shall contact Mark Barslund, City of Grand Junction Development
Inspector and 521 Drainage Authority Representative, 970—-201-1362, a minimum of
72 hours in advance of beginning any site work for a pre—construction meeting

2. Locations of existing utilities shown on these plans are approximate only.
Contractor is to contact affected utility for specific locations before digging.

3. The Contractor shall notify the engineer if unanticipated conditions area
encountered during completion of the work which require modifications to the
contract drawings. The engineer can be reached at 970-242-7540.

4. Contractor shall give 48—hour notice to all authorized inspectors, superintendents,
or person in charge of public and private utilities affected by his operations prior
commencement of work. Contractor shall assure himself that all construction
permits are current.

5. Contractor shall confine his construction operations to the right—of—way,
easements, and lots, as shown on plans and plat. Any damage to private facilities
outside these limits shall be repaired by the Contractor at no expense to the Owner.

6. All road construction, related work, materials, performance and quality of work
provided shall conform to the requirements of the City of Grand Junction Standard
Specifications and Drawings and the applicable sections of the most current edition
of the Division of Highways, State of Colorado Standard Specifications for Road and
Bridge Construction, Colorado Standard Plans, Division of Highways M & S Standards.

7. Contractor shall familiarize himself with the geotechnical testing requirements of
the City of Grand Junction. The results of the required types of tests and numbers
of passing tests shall be furnished to the Engineer for verification before final
acceptance by the Owner will be granted. All failing tests shall be brought to the
immediate attention of the Engineer and retests shall be performed until passing
results are obtained. All utility lines, including service lines falling shall be tested.

8. Only materials on which a proctor test can be performed and accurate nuclear
density tests can be run are approved for utility trench back fill unless otherwise
approved by the Engineer.

9. All utility installations are to be performed in accordance with the City of Grand
Junction Standard Specifications for the Construction of Underground Utilities and
Standard Details.

10. All sewer lines must be tested and approved PRIOR to street construction.
Contractor is required to notify the Owner’s representative PRIOR to testing. The
Owner’s representative must be present to witness testing of water and sewer lines
or the City will not approve the installation.

11. In the event of a descrepancy between the construction notes contained herein
and the notes and details in the City of Grand Junction Standard Contract
Documents for Capital Improvements Construction manual, the City’s manual shall
control.

12. Al work within the City of Grand Junction Right—of—Way shall required a "Work in
the Right—of—Way” Permit. All construction work shall be in accordance with the
latest edition of the City of Grand Junction Standard Specifications.

13. All concrete in driveways to be 6” minimum, Class VI ABC, unless otherwise
noted.

14. All finished grades around the building perimeter shall slope a minimum of 2%
away from the building for a minimum of 10-—ft.

15. All roof drains that discharge to the finished ground surface shall be provided
with splash blocks that extend beyond the building foundation excavation zone.

16. The Contractor shall be required to comply with the requirements and
recommendations of Huddleston—Berry Geotechnical report titled Geotechnical and
Geologic Investigation Karis Affordable Housing, Project # 01892—0001 dated January
16, 2019, unless otherwise noted.

17. All fill, building, concrete or asphalt pavement areas shall be stripped of a
minimum 6—inches of topsoil.

PAVING CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1. All road widths and radii are to flow line unless noted otherwise. Any “spot”
design elevations are to flow line of curb and gutter unless otherwise noted.

2. Prior to pavement placement, the pavement prism should be stripped of all
unsuitable materials. It is recommended that the subgrade soils be scarified to a
depth of 12—inches, moisture conditioned, and recompacted to a minimum of 95%
of the standard Proctor maximum dry density, within £2% of optimum moisture as
determined by AASHTO T-99.

3. Contractor to protect existing utilities and appurtenances. Manholes, drainage
inlets, utility lines, etc., damaged, covered, or filled with dirt or debris by the
Contractor shall be cleaned and repaired at no expense to the Owner.

4. Where proposed pavement is to match existing pavement, existing pavement is to
be squared cut, full base thickness is to be brought to match line and existing
surface is to be tack—coated before proposed surface is placed.

5. All handicap ramps, sidewalks and curb and gutter are to be constructed where
indicated on the plans and in accordance The City of Grand Junction requirements..

6. Curb, gutter, and drainage pans are to have expansion joints at each change in
horizontal alignment of curb and gutter, but in no case at a greater distance apart
than 100 feet. Locate dummy grooved joints between expansion joints at intervals
not exceeding 10 feet. Where length of pour precludes 10 foot intervals, the end

sections may be less then 10 feet but not less than 5 feet.

7. PAVEMENT SECTION: "Hot—Mix Asphalt” 4—inch HMA over 7—inch CDOT Class 6 over
12—inch scarified & recompacted subgrade. ” Rigid Pavement” 6—inch Portland
Cement Concrete w/ #4 bars @ 16” cntrs., EW. over 6—inch CDOT Class 6 over
12—inch scarified & recompacted subgrade.

Summary of Pavement Recommendations (p. 8)

Automobile Parking Areas
EDLA = 5, Structural Number = 2.75

PAVEMENT SECTION (Inches)
Hot-Mix CDOT Class 3
ALTERNATIVE Asphalt CDOT Class 6 Subbase Concrete
Pavement Base Course Course Pavement TOTAL
Full Depth HMA 7.0 7.0
A 3.0 10.0 13.0
B 4.0 7.0 11.0
C 3.0 6.0 6.0 15.0
Rigid Pavement 6.0 6.0 12.0

In drive lanes and other areas subject to truck traffic, a layer of Mirafi HP570
geotextile fabric is recommended below the base course.

WATER LINE CONSTRUCTION

1. All water line construction shall be constructed in accordance with the Ute Water
District Standards and Specifications.

2. Contractor shall notify the Ute Water Conservancy 48 hours prior to the beginning
of construction.

3. All trenches shall be compacted to 95% within 2% of optimum moisture content,
as determined by AASHTO T—99. Contractor shall be required to perform all
necessary compaction tests through a certified soils lab.

4. Minimum cover required over top of new waterlines is 4 —6".

5. All water mains to be DR—18 PVC, Class 150 conforming to AWWA C-—900.

6. Ductile Iron fittings to conform to AWWA C-110.

7. Fire Hydrants shall conform to AWWA C—-502, Mueller Super Centurian or Kennedy
Guardian.

8. All materials labor and equipment required for testing and disinfection of water
lines shall be furnished by Contractor. Disinfection of water lines shall conform to
AWWA C—651—-86 or latest revision thereof. No separate pay.

9. All pipe bends/angle points, both horizontal and vertical, as called for on the
plans are to be thrust blocked per Ute Water Conservancy District details and
Technical Specifications.

10. Only materials on which a proctor test can be performed and accurate nuclear
density tests can be run are approved for water line trench backfill unless otherwise
approved by the Engineer.

11. All Ute Water Mains are to be bedded per City of Grand Junction Standards.

12. All customer water service lines 2” or less shall be 200 psi rated "Pure Core”
Blue HDPE, or approved equal.

STORM SEWER CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1. All storm sewer line construction shall be in accordance with the City of Grand
Junction Standards and Specifications.

2. All Reinforced Concrete storm sewer pipe shall conform to ASTM Standard
Specifications, C—76, Class Ill unless otherwise noted.

3. All polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe and fittings shall conform to ASTM Standard
Specifications, D3034 and F679, SDR—35 unless otherwise noted.

4. All High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) pipe and fittings shall be smooth bore and
shall conform to the following:
12 inch to 36 inch shall meet ASSHTO M294
42 inch to 48 inch shall meet ASSHTO MP6
All HDPE pipe up to 30" shall be backfilled to springline with Class—6.

FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL PLAN

1. Before stripping of the site preparation for overlot grading, the surface is to be
pre—wet to control dust.

2. Any stockpiles of stripping materials are to be periodically sprayed with water or a

crusting agent to stabilize potentially wind blown material.

3. Haul road both into and around the site are to be sprayed as needed to
suppress dust.

4. The Storm Water Management Plan and permit shall be obtained and kept onsite
before starting any construction work. Gravel pads are to be constructed at the
entrances to the site to help in removing mud from the wheels of haulage trucks
before they enter onto City streets.

5. Trucks hauling import fill are to be tarped to aid in the control of airborne dust.

SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION NOTES
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— 2w — PROPOSED 2" DOMESTIC SERVICE

1. All materials and workmanship shall comply to the Standards and Specifications of
the City of Grand Junction. The City of Grand Junction reserves the right to accept
or reject any materials and or workmanship that does not conform.

2. The Contractor shall have one signed copy of plans and a copy of the City of
Grand Junction Standards and Specifications at the job site at all times.

3. All sanitary sewer pipe shall be PVC SDR—35 (ASTM 3034) unless otherwise
specified.

4. All sewer lines to be laid to grade utilizing a "pipe laser”.

5. All connections to the new sewer lines shall be accomplished with full body wyes
or tees. Tapping saddles will not be allowed, except as noted.

6. All trenches shall be compacted to 95% within 2% of optimum moisture content,
as determined AASHTO T—99.

7. A minimum of 10 ft. of separation shall be maintained at all times between the
waterline and sewer line except at specified crossings.

8. The contractor is responsible for all required sewer line testing to be completed in
accordance with the City of Grand Junction Standards and Specifications. Final testing
to be accomplished only after all other infrastructure has been installed. This
includes waterlines, gas lines, electric lines, etc. Testing will be performed after all
compaction of street subgrade and prior to street paving. Final lamping will also be
accomplished after paving is completed to insure that the line is clean. These tests
will be the basis for issuing the initial acceptance of the seer line extension.

9. Manholes shall be constructed as shown on the City of Grand Junction Standard
Sanitary Sewer Detail sheets SS—02 of SS—03 as appropriate.

10. Water stop gaskets and clamp assemblies are to be furnished and installed at
all connections to manholes. No separate pay.

11. Metal grade rings are NOT to be used on tip of manhole rings to adjust to
finish pavement elevations. All adjustments to finish grade on new manholes shall
be made using concrete grade rings and grout as shown on the standard details.

12. Where sanitary sewers cross under a water line with less than 18 inches of
vertical separation, and in all cases where the sanitary sewer crosses over the
waterline at any depth, provide total concrete encasement of pipe for a length of 10
feet to either side of the waterline.

13. Only materials on which a proctor test can be performed and accurate nuclear
density tests can be run are approved for sewer line trench backfill unless otherwise
approved by the Engineer.

14. To inhibit the movement of ground water through sewer bedding and haunching
material, clay cutoff wall of native material are to be constructed approximately 10
feet upstream from each manhole and shown on sanitary sewer plan and profiles.

15. Notify the City of Grand Junction 48 hours prior to the construction of the
sanitary sewer facilities.

16. The contractor shall obtain a City of Grand Junction Street Cut Permit for all
work within existing City right—of—way prior to construction.

UTILITIES AND AGENCIES
CITY UTILITIES DIRECTOR RANDI KIM 244—-1429
UTE WATER JIM DAUGHERTY 242-7491
GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION PHIL BERTRAND 242-2762
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION PUBLIC WORKS TRENT PRALL 256—-4047
CITY OF GJ DEVELOPMENT INSPECTOR MARK BARSLUND 201-1362
521 DRAINAGE AUTHORITY MARK BARSLUND 201-1362
XCEL ENERGY BRENDA BOES 244-2681
CENTURY LINK CHRIS JOHNSON 244—-4333
CHARTER JOHN VALDEZ 245-8750
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ACCEPTANCE BLOCK

THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED, SIGNED, AND DATED BY
THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF
THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR
OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD.

CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN SIGNATURE.
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THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR
OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
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LANDSCAPE PLANTING SCHEDULE

1.

2.

3.

NOTES:

ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBLING ROOTBALL WILL BE REJECTED. REMOVING THE WIRE WILL
NOT BE AN EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED ROOTBALLS.

DO NOT CUT SINGLE LEADER. PRUNE DAMAGED OR DEAD WOOD AND CO-DOMINANT
LEADERS AT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DIRECTION ONLY.

ALL TREES TO BE STAKED IN THE SAME DIRECTION.

12" NYLON TREE STRAP ON GUY WIRE AND AROUND TREE TRUNK.

1/2" DIAM. WHITE PVC PIPE SECTION ON ENTIRE LENGTH OF EACH WIRE.

[
WRAP ENTIRE SURFACE OF

TRUNK TO SECOND BRANCH WITH
SPECIFIED TREE WRAP MATERIAL
SECURED AT TOP AND BOTTOM &
AT 2-FT. INTERVALS. RE: SPECS

FOR TIMING.

Kk

14 GAUGE GALVANIZED WIRE, DOUBLE STRAND TWISTED.

6' WOOD TREE STAKE (2 MIN.) (4' EXPOSED)

SET ROOT COLLAR 3" HIGHER THAN GRADE AT WHICH TREE GREW
48" CIRCLE OF SHREDDED BARK MULCH (4" DEEP) AROUND BASE

OF TREES IN GRASS AREAS.

REMOVE ALL TWINE AND WIRE BASKET ENTIRELY. PULL BURLAP
BACK 2/3 MINIMUM

FORM SAUCER AROUND EDGE OF TREE PIT

SLOPE SIDES OF PIT AS SHOWN. ROUGHEN SIDES PRIOR TO
BACKFILLING.

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIXTURE

DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING

STAKE TO EXTEND MIN. 24" INTO UNDISTURBED SOIL.
= UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

N
STAKING DIRECTION

SCALE: NTS

EVERGREEN TREES DECIDUOUS SHRUBS
SYMBOL QTy. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE SYMBOL QTy. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE
PIN 5 Pifion Pine Pinus edulis 6' Height Very Low RLC 46 Red Lake Currant Ribes sativum 'Red Lake' 5 Gal. Cont. Low
AUS 11 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 8' Height Very Low @ AAS 45 Autumn Amber Sumac Rhus trilobata 'Autumn Amber' 5 Gal. Cont. Low
@ RSA 44 Russian Sage Perovskia artiplicifolia 5 Gal. Cont. low
DECIDUQUS TREES ©) DRB 45 Dwarf Rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus nauseosus var. 5 Gal. Cont. Very Low
SYMBOL QTY. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE
© LEA 17 Leadplant Amorpha canescens 5 Gal. Cont. Very Low
OAK 8 Chinkapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 2.5" Caliper Low @ RAB 9 Rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus nauseosus 5 Gal. Cont. Very Low
- @ PBS 36 Pawnee Buttes Sandcherry Prunus besseyi 'Pawnee Buttes' 5 Gal. Cont. Low
“ HKB 2 Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 2.5" Caliper Very Low ©) PAN 44 Panchito Manzanita Arctostaphylos x coloradoensis 5 Gal. Cont. Low
’ % RLR 7 Red Leaf Rose Rosa glauca 5 Gal. Cont. Low
L : : . EVERGREEN SHRUBS
” SHA 6 Shademaster Honeylocust Gleditsia triacanthos inermis 2.5" Caliper Very Low SYMBOL QTY. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE
’ {2]2 BCJ 45 Blue Chip Juniper Juniperus horizontalis 'Blue Chip' 5 Gal. Cont. Low
BOX 2 Sensation Boxelder Acer n egundo 'Sensation' 2.5" Caliper Low
ORNAMENTAL GRASSES/PERENNIALS / GROUNDCOVERS
- SYMBOL QTY. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE
LPT 5 London Planet Plat ifoli 2.5" Cali L
onaon Flanetree alanus x acerriolia alper v YUC 36 Soapweed Yucca Yucca glauca 1 Gal. Cont. Low
® FRG 50 Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis acutiflora 'Avalanche'’ 1 Gal. Cont. Low
20 Species to be Determined Species to be Determined 2" Cali
pecies fo be Leterming pecies fo be Leleming alper ) DMG 21 Dwarf Maiden Grass Miscanthus sinensis 'Yaku Jima' 1 Gal. Cont. Low
® BGG 284 Blue Gramma Grass Bouteloua gracilis 1 Gal. Cont. Low
ORNAMENTAL & SMALL TREES
SYMBOL ary. COMMON NAME BOTANIC NAME SIZE WATER USE AST 150 Assorted Perennials & Groundcovers 1 Gal. Cont. Low
ABS 6 Autumn Brilliance Serviceberry Amelanchier x grandiflora 6'-8' Clump Moderate
Site Landscape Requirements: 2.19 Acre Lot
Requirement Calculation Trees Existing Trees Required Trees Provided
WKH 7 Winter King Hawthorn Crataegus viridis 'Winter King' 2" Caliper Low —
1 Tree/2,500 SF 0 39 57
RBC 5 Eastern Redbud Cercis canadensis 6'-8' Clump Low Shrubs Required Shrubs Provided
1 Shrub/300 SF 318 318
Street Frontage Landscape Requirements
Requirement Calculation Trees Existing Trees Required Trees Provided

1 tree/40' Street Frontage

90' Street Frontage (N. 112th)

2 3 1

Shrubs Existing Shrubs Required Shrubs Provided

0 n/a 22

STAKING DIRECTION

NOTES:

ANY BROKEN OR CRUMBLING ROOTBALL WILL BE REJECTED. REMOVING THE
WIRE WILL NOT BE AN EXCUSE FOR DAMAGED ROOTBALLS.

DO NOT CUT SINGLE LEADER. PRUNE DAMAGED OR DEAD WOOD AND
CO-DOMINANT LEADERS AT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DIRECTION ONLY.

ALL TREES TO BE STAKED IN THE SAME DIRECTION.

DO NOT CUT OR DAMAGE LEADER
12" NYLON TREE STRAP ON GUY WIRE AND AROUND TREE TRUNK.

1/2" DIAM. WHITE PVC PIPE SECTION ON ENTIRE LENGTH OF EACH WIRE.

< 6'WOOD TREE STAKE (2 MIN.) (4' EXPOSED)
<« 14 GAUGE GALVANIZED WIRE, DOUBLE STRAND TWISTED.

SET ROOT COLLAR 3" HIGHER THAN GRADE AT WHICH TREE GREW

48" CIRCLE OF SHREDDED BARK MULCH (4" DEEP) AROUND BASE OF TREES IN
GRASS AREAS.

REMOVE ALL TWINE AND WIRE BASKET ENTIRELY. PULL BURLAP BACK 2/3
MINIMUM

 ~__  FORM SAUCER AROUND EDGE OF TREE PIT

SLOPE SIDES OF PIT AS SHOWN. ROUGHEN SIDES PRIOR TO BACKFILLING.

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIXTURE
s———— STAKE TO EXTEND MIN. 24" INTO UNDISTURBED SOIL.

A
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L ¢l

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING

{

TO EDGE OF PLANTING AREA

1'-6" OR 1/2 O.C. SPACING
MIN. PLANTING SETBACK

\

GoF

= PLANTPIT

SCALE: NTS

1% X ROOTBALL DIA.

AFTER PLANTING HAND
SPADE BETWEEN SHRUBS TO
6" DEPTH.

—+— MULCH.

\ CONSTRUCT WATERING

RING AROUND SHRUB.

f——

SHRUB PLANTING

BACKFILL MATERIAL.

COMPACTED SUBGRADE.

SCALE: NTS
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THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH
THE CITY'S DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED,
SIGNED, AND DATED BY THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES
NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS
NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN

OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORB.

CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN
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ACCEPTANCE BLOCK 3/27/19 [CITY SUBMITTAL

THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH 6/06/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL
THE CITY'S DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED,
SIGNED, AND DATED BY THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES
NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS
NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN DRAWN:  JB

OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORB. REVIEWED: CH/JH
PROJECT #: 18007

7/11/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL

CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN
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GENERAL NOTES

1. ANY PROPOSED LIGHT FIXTURES INSTALLED ON PRIVATE PROPERTY, ADJACENT TO
THE PUBLIC ROW, SHALL BE ORIENTED IN SUCH A MANNER OR LIMITED IN LUMEN
OUTPUT TO PREVENT GLARE PROBLEMS AND SHALL NOT EXCEED NATIONAL I.E.S.

2. ALL OUTSIDE LIGHTING SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION 21.06.080 OF THE ZONING AND
DEVELOPMENT CODE.
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Qrepared By : Date : J Mirada Medium - MRM Q’repared By : Date : J Mirada Bollard - MRB :l U T
i . o
_ , Outdoor LED Area Light _ LED Architectural Bollard 2
Mirada Medium - MRM Mirada Bollard - MRB U e
. . o]
Outdoor LED Area Light LED Architectural Bollard l Q-
Performance (Cont. =
| (Cont) _ Performance i
All published luminaire photometric testing performed to IESNA LM-79 standards. 1SO footcandle plots below demonstrate the Mirada DELIVERED LUMENS® U Z
(MRM) light patterns only. Not for total fixture output. For complete specifications and IES files, see website. _ 0
/ , : . ’ " ; AMB CCT 2700K CCT 3000K CCT 4000K CCT 5000K CCT
The Mirada's sleek design makes it The Mirada Architectural Bollard combines Lumen | Lens | oo v | cRl . - . . - Wattage .
: X ) ) . i X ) Package | Type Delivered Efficacy Delivered Efficacy Delivered Efficacy Delivered Efficacy Delivered Efficacy _C S
perfectly-suited for architectural & superior engineering with purity of design & Lumens Lumens Lumens Lumens Lumens Z
commercial applications, while its attention to detail. The durable construction 25L | ACR S 70 73 56 2242 4 2156 n 2487 82 2485 81 305 D W=
cost-effective die-cast aluminum & virtually maintenance free qualities makes 30L | ACR S 70 2110 55 2761 79 2655 69 3063 80 3061 80 384 <
housing makes its acquisition cost very it ideal for illuminating low lewel mounting 5L | ACR A 70 1327 58 1736 755 1670 73 196 & 1925 o 230 L z
" . . . -
competitive. The Mirada offer.s. high height areas, such as gntrywoys, pqthwoys o | Ao A = e = po e pr - pn p pon - P 1 3
performance factory-rotatable silicone and most pedestrian-scale applications,
optics, S standard CCTs, 42,000+ delivered T requiring unigue aesthetics in tandem with LED Chips are frequently updated therefore values are nominal.
lumens, and is available with integral . . outstanding performance.
Airlink™ Wireless Controls Orderlng Guide All published luminaire photometric testing performed to IESNA LM-79 standards. 1SO footcandle plots below demonstrate the (MRB)
: light patterns only. Not for total fixture output. For complete specifications and IES files, see website.
[rvecacoroerexawrie: — VIRM LED 36L SIL _FTA UNV_DIM 50 70CRI ALSCS04 BRZ IL |
Features & Specifications = IP66 R(')’HS ARRA (L)us Luminaire  Ligh Lumen Ligh Features & Specifications YHS ARRA
a0 CONPLIANT  FundngComplant et e A Prefix  Source Package* Output Distribution Orientation’ Voltage Driver IP66 (I:E%!I-A! é Funding Complant ¢ us
- N’ -
Pl Systam 7L-7,000 Ims 2-Type2 (blank) - standard [ONV - UniversaTVoltage ] | DIM - 0-10V Dimming (0-10%) Optical System LISTED O
« State-of-the-Art one piece silicone optic sheet delivers industry leading “‘i:‘ | Mirada 12“3 20335'?3 L- Optics rotated left 90 (120-277V) « Available in two optical distributions, symmetrical and asymmetrical.
optical co.ntrol with an integrated gasket to provide P66 rated sealed optical 5T 5W - Type 5 Wide R - Optics rotated right 90 [HV - High Voltage (347-480V) « High transmission clear flat acylic lens seals the luminaire’s optical chamber
chamber in 1 component. 24L- 24,000 Ims to IP66.
« Proprietary silicone refractor optics provide exceptional coverage and f . 30L - 30,000 Ims FTA - Forward Throw Automotive * Available in 5000K, 4000K, 3000K, and 2700K color temperatures per ANSI . .
uniformity in IES Types 2, 3, W, FT and FTA. Product Dimensions 36L-36.000ims C78.377. Also avaiable in Phosphor Converted Amber Consult Factory for | 10dUCT Dimensions I
« Silicone optical material does not yellow or crack with age and provides a 1312 ,Consultf’amwmr other color temperature requirements. g9.0 Symmetric Asymmetric
typical light transmittance of 93%. (342mm) ™~ + Minimum pole size 3" programmable wattages and  Minimum CRI of 70. Consult Factory for Higher CRI requirements. (228.6 mm)
* Zero uplight. o 75" lumen packages —
« Available in 5000K, 4000K, 3000K, and 2700K color temperatures per ANSI U 16 1.2 (30mm) /T~ (19mm) Electrical . . .
(78.377. Also Available in Phosphor Converted Amber with Peak intensity [1Qimm) " 1 o Color Tem Color Renderin Controls (Chaose One) Finish Ontions « High-performance driver features over-voltage, under-voltage, short-circuit Lummalre Ordermg |nf0rmat|0n
at 610nm. 24 (51'"'") Y p : i and over temperature protection. 69.0
« Minimum CRI of 70. f 50-5,000 CCT [ 7oCRI-70CRI | {Blank) - None BRZ - Bronze {Blank) - None « 0-10V dimming (10% - 100%) standard. (228.6 mm) [rveoaoroerexawe: - MIRB LED 30L ACR S UNV DIM 40 PCI120 BB BRZ HSS
« Integral Louver (IL) option available for improved back-light control without :::ggg E;T? . Wireless Contrals System z‘#:gmkh,t IL - Integral Louver HSS' « Standard Universal Voltage (120-277 Vac) Input 50/60 Hz. Optional High
sacrificing street side performance. See page 5 for more deails. 31.3" LS -Agtwtlﬁoslysl;asg:% ¢ MSV - |vr|?:a|:iz Silver Voitage 347-450 Vac Input available. Prefix Source PLal::'I'(':;e Lens Distribution Voltage Driver
Electrical (795mm) AMB - Phosphor Converted Amber>® ALSCH '@"&i"‘l‘ssy’fpsz +/ Satelies WHT - White * L91 Calculated Life: >100k Hours calculated @ 25°C per [ESNA TM-21-11. MRB I_EI 25L - 2,500 Im [ AR~ Aaryic | A- Asymmetric UNV - Uriversal Voltage (120-277V | | DIM - 0-10v Dimming (10-100%)
ALSCSHT - A Symmeme PLP - Platinum Plus * Total harmonic distortion: <20% a4 (Mirada Bolard) 30L- 3,000 Im S Symmetrcal TV ~ Figh Vorage (347 - 4807)
« High-performance driver features over-voltage, under-voltage, short-circuit p runkoynapse . ) . 0o on [ Ano OEY. Pl I—I | v I
X ontrol System with 8-12' Motion Sensor SVG - Satin Verde Green * Operating temperature: -40°C to +50°C (-40°F to +122°F); Cold-weather (1117.6 mm) o
and over temperature protection. ALSCHSO1 - AirLink Synapse ome o : CONSULTING INC
o o _ i rgency battery backup rated for -20°C minimum ambient. 4540 PECOS STREET. UNITF DENVER. COLORADO. 80211
«0-10V dimming (10% - 100%) standard. Control System Host / Satelite with 8-12' Motion Sensor * . U : :
) ) ) ALSCS02 - AirLink Synapse * Power factor: >.90 303.325.3271 MV-C.NET
« Standard Universal Voltage (120-277 Vac) Input 50/60 Hz or optional High Control System with 12-20° Motion Sensor* « Input power stays constant over life
Voltage (347-480 Vac). T Rl Sy Poet St vith 12.20 Mo . High-efficacy LEDS with integrated circuit board mount to the housing t in i
« 80 Calculated Life: >100k Hours (See Lumen Maintenance on Page 2) ﬁ ALSCSOAIE%:[?nEySSts;?)seOSt/sate ite with 12-20" Motion Sensor 19 ! e. Icacy L S-WI . Integrated circul oar mount to the housing to Color Temp CRI Controls (Choose one) Battery Backup* Finish Options
« Total harmonic distortion: <20% Control Syetem ith 20-40' Motion Sensar maximize heat dissipation and promote '0“9 lfe. _ _ 50 - 5,000K | (Blank) - 70CRI I Button Type Photocells BB - Battery Backup BRZ - Bronze H - XX (Specify Height?
: e o o o ALSCHS04 - AirLink Synapse « Driver components are fully encased in potting long material for moisture 40- 4,000 PCI120 - 120V CWBB - Cold Weather Battery Backup | BLK - Black GFR - GFI Duplex Receptacle
* Operating temperature: -40°C to +50°C (-40°F to +122°F). 421. lumen Control System Host / Satelte vith 20-40' Motion Sensor ** resistance. Driver complies with FCC standards. Driver and key electronic BASEDETAIL . . . POI208:277 - 208277V WHT - Whie LAB - Less Anchor Bofs
package rated to +40°C. Stand-Alone Controls components can easily be accessed. gg‘ﬁ&B e ?J‘;‘t:e?{,ﬁ‘e?,ﬂgﬁﬁrrgg{g “Sgﬁzuﬁ'ﬁggfgr”"fﬂﬁ,ase 27-2,700K' PCI34T - 347V PLP - Platinum Plus RN - Roughneck Heavy Duty Mitg Plate
* Power factor: >.90 EXT - 0-10v Dimming (from external signal) * Electrical components are mounted on a removable power tray. plate templates. ‘ ' ! AMB - Phosphor SVG - Satin Verde Green HSS - House Side Shield
« Input power stays constant over life. IS Motion & IMSONT1 - Integral Motion Sensor §-12 120-277 4 « Field replaceable surge protection device meets a minimum Category C Low Bolt Circle 6" Maximum Converted Amber' GPT - Graphite
« Field replaceable surge protection device meets a minimum Category C Low Daylight Sensor lﬂggﬂii lFntgéhm{ﬁ,nnsseennsfg,122(;i%r1122%_227777\<, w0 operation (per ANSI/IEEE C62.41.2). (114mm) Asl;c'l'“))(rfu?'" MSY - Metalic Silver
operation (per ANSI/IEEE C62.41.2). Pgm CIO"TM :mggmm IE{ZS@: mgg gggzg; 3-215'()?;‘7‘-743%\;;‘” * Optional 120v-277v integral emergency battery pack is available. The 90- Conduit C
« High-efficacy LEDs mounted to metal-core circuit board to maximize heat eceptacle IMSOMAHY - Intenral Motion Sensar 9040’ 347450y 6 minute batteries provide constant power to the LED system, ensuring code Opening 1.5" (38mm) . PR
dissipation 1.8" | . CRTP -7 Pin Control Receptace ANS) C136.417 compliance. A test switch/indicator button is installed on the housing for 3" (76mm) Bolt Projection Accessory Ordering Information
« Terminal block provided accepts up to 10ga wire. (198mm) (165mm) Button Tupe Photosells ease of maintenance. Description Order Number fqmgﬁmy for availability.
* Components are fully encased in potting material for moisture resistance. 1 PCI120 - 120V Maximum Bolt Circle is 6" HSS - House Side Shield 699105 2 - Standard height is 44”. Non Standard heights are available in 6” increments. Minimum
Driver complies with FCC standards. Driver and key electronic components Bottom View Top View Eg:ggg-zgzi\f% 21V Standard (Minimum) o anchor B ki Js5560 5 Xeight is 26", 32"hyvith gattery btatltkup dogtilc:jn; Mta>|<|in3um height is 62".
can easily be accessed. - Bolt Circle is 4.5" - Accessories are shipped seperately and field installed.
4 - Not available in HV Voltage.
LS| Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - www.si-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - ©LS| Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved LS| Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - www si-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - ©L S| Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved 01/18/19 LS| Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - wwwsi-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - ©LS| Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved. LS| Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - wwwisi-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - ©LSI Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved
FIXTURE TYPE SE1, SE1A FIXTURE TYPE SE2
1 N.T.S. N.T.S.
Luminaire Schedule
oy Number |Lumens Per Light Loss
Symbol Label Manufacturer Catalog Number Description Lamp Lamps Lam ?:actor Wattage
MIRADA WALL SCONCE (XWM) MIRADA WALL SCONCE (XWM) P P
US & Int'l. patents pending LUMINAIRE ORDERING INFORMATION :_NS(I: INDUSTRIES, !\/nol:\(‘;'vé]l]ED-12L-SIL-3-3o- tEDH¢ﬁ¥H§gTOH$%LLeREA 1 8626.55 1 94
SMARTTEC™ - LS| drivers feature integral sensor which reduces drive current, when ambient |TYPICAL oroerexavPte - XWIM FT LED 08L 50 UE WHT IMS | TYPE 3 OPTI CS-WITH HOUSE
temperatures exceed rated temperature SE1 SIDE SHIELD 3000K CCT
ENERGY SAVING CONTROL OPTIONS - DIM - 0-10 volt dimming enabled with LS| wireless Prefix Distribution | Light Source Output? Color Temperature | Input Voltage Finish Optional Controls Optional Sensor/Options CD
controls. XWW-] | 2-Type 2 LED 03L- 3.400 Lumen 50-5000 |JUE- Universa]| BLK - Black Wireless Control System? | Sensor
P i ) ) - Mirada | | 3-Type 3 - Voltage || BRZ - Bronze (blank) - Nong IMS - Integral Motion Sensor*’
|| ) | il | 85| R S [ I_Z
. Sconce = Type 4 08L - 8,600 Lumens MSV - Metalic Silver | GCM - Gold Control System Options
increased to full bright in 1-2 seconds. Low light level (30% of maximum drive current) (Forward Throw) HV - 347-480 | PLP - Platinum Plus | DIM - 0-40 v imming BB - Battery Back-up’ LSI INDUSTRIES, MRM-LED-12L-SIL-FT-30- LED ARCHITECTURAL AREA 1 11448.25 1 94
is activated when target zone is absent of motion activity for 5 minutes and is gradually e E\nglteg\':gniag I:;f 'Q?E[fﬂi’m, CWBB - Cold Weather Bttery Back-up® INC 70CRI LIGHT WITH 20'-0" POLE
ramped down (10 seconds) to low level. Sensor detection range 110° horizontal x 93° System e XPMA - Pole Mounting Bracket SE1A FORWARD THROW OPTICS LIJ
vertical x 10 meters maximum distance. Stand-Alone Control WITH HOUSE SIDE SHIELD
LEDS - Available with 5000K, 4000K or 3000K color temperature, 70 CRI min. gzlka/lnk)() »Wl\(l)onel ) , 3000K CCT E
e} t i il
OPTICS/DISTRIBUTIONS - Ultra-high efficiency reflectors provide three distributions. Choose (fom exemalsgnal) «©
from Type 2, Type 3 or Type FT. 7 - — ’ l_ e
DOE LIGHTING FACTS _ HOUSING - Three-piece die-cast aluminum housing is smoothly contoured low-profile shape. ACCEg;g;;; ORDERING INFORMATION _(Acosesoris aro ok nsiater] G T LSI INDUSTRIES, |MRB-LED-30L-ACR-S-30 LED BOLARD LIGHT GROUND 1 2655.92 1 38.4 Lo
get"anlmer"‘ "1‘5'::’9" "?: ":""‘:*Iﬂlzei{’s"l’_siez:f:‘“; """d",':" l:srln Mounting hardware is stainless steel or electro-zinc plated steel. Housing and optical unit XWM SW BLK - Surface Wiring Box (Available n black only) 356915BLK DFK208 - Double Fusing DFK208 INC MOUNTED 42" SYMETRICAL a Y
dla and fesu’s n accordance WIth 1's “1gTiing vacis rogram. are sealed with extruded silicone gasket; supply conductors with molded EPDM bushing. FK120 - Single Fusing FK120 DFK240 - Double Fusing DFK240 OPTICS 3000K CCT L O
Visit www.lightingfacts.com for specific catalog strings. . N i . ) FK277 - Single Fusing FK277 DFK480 - Double Fusing DFK480 SE2  —
OPTICAL UNIT - Proprietary silicone refractor optics provide exceptional coverage and FK347 - Single Fusing FK347 IMS/PC Remote Configurator TooF 584929 — O
uniformity. Pressure stabilizing breather allows super-tight protection while preventing FOOTNOTES: D_ I O
cycling from building up internal pressures and vacuums that can stress optical unit seals 1 - For wireless controls information and accessories, see Controls Section. 5 - Not compatible with Wireless Control System i
LIGHT OUTPUT - XWM - 3 5000K CCT . . . . . 2 - Requires a SiteManager and override switch. Not compatible with battery back-up, 6 - Not available with BB, CWBB, IMS Option or Wireless Control System el nhy
Lumens Wattage LPW WAU;‘MOUNHN(I; - Galvanized-steel EHIVEETSPGI;RI/IVBH mkountmg pllatzeasgy mou“tsddblrectly IMS or HL Option. 7- IMS s the WattStopper Dual Sensor (Daylight & Motion) which is field adjustable, via a handheld remote < C\j g
to 4” octagonal or square junction box. asket is supplied to be installed between 3 - Not compatible with IMS Opti configurator tool " an
gj 3313 4212 H: mountinggplate and ?uncti(])n box, sealing juncti%n box frorr?Zntrance of water. Universal 4- Ngt Ezzg:t:blz x:th DIM ofvl\?irr]eJess Control System B-Outplul based on type 3 optics in cool white color temperature, see IES files for exact delivered lumens SE3 LSI INDUSTRIES, XWM-FT-LED-04-30 LED WALL MOUNT LIGHT 12'-0 1 4207.454 1 38 ¥ - —
06 5609 59 113 plate permits fixture to be mounted in uplighting (indoor only) or downlighting position. D INC AFG FORWARD THROW OPTICS CD = O
08 8610 82 105 Optional pole-mounting bracket permits mounting to standard poles (XPMA). DIMENSIONS 3000K CCT T~ <
LED i arefequenty updtd therefore v ay e ELECTRIGAL - Two-stage surge protection (incuding separate surge protection bulf into PROGRESS P563000-143-30K 3" Wall-Mount Cylinder, Graphite  [22- Nichia 3000K LEDs 1 906.9812 1 12.204 =
electronic driver) meets |EEE €62.41.2-2002, Location Category C. Available with universal . 74/2" ’ R
voltage power supply 120-277VAC (50/60Hz input) or 347-480VAC. (191mm) w/ Textured, Opal Glass Lens; Lo 'g
COVERAGE DIAGRAM DRIVER - Drivers are dimming, standard. Components are fully encased in potting material for Q SE4 T,e sﬁed as Down-Light < (= ] S
IP65 moisture resistance. Driver complies with IEC and FCC standards. Driver can be easily ot —— =0 T 8'-0" AFG MOUNTING HEIGHT (@ N | | —
SIDE VIEW acoessed. 12-38" 7 Q\ R 3000K CCT x oD B
EMERGENCY OPTIONS - Optional integral emergency battery-back-up options are available. (323mm) \—/ (114mm)
0 BB option operates in 0°C to 60°C ambient temperature and CWBB operates in -20°C to o °o _© l
60°C ambient temperature. When primary AC power failure occurs, both options operate PROGRESS P563001-143-30K 3" Wall Mount Up/Down Cylinder - 44- Nichia 3000K LEDs 1 1765.549 1 24 -
- 10 LEDs for minimum of 90 minutes. Graphite
ot OPERATING TEMPERATURE - -40°C to +50°C (-40°F to +122°F) Q SE5 12'-0" AFG MOUNTING HEIGHT
st 4ot son 20 ot 0 1o 20n son 4ot son  FINISH - Fixtures are finished with LSI's DuraGrip® polyester powder coat finishing process. 3000K CCT
The DuraGrip finish withstands extreme weather changes without cracking or peeling.
TOP VIEW WARRANTY - LSI LED fixtures carry a limited 5-year warranty.
PHOTOMETRICS - Please visit our web site at www.Isi-industries.com for detailed —
S0it photometric data. / MARKET LITE ML2000-CA-24-LED-30K- LED STRING LIGHT 24" OC. 44- Nichia 3000K LEDs 1 91.35894 1 0.97
SHIPPING WEIGHT (in carton) - 30 Ibs./13.6Kg / GSFL-WET WITH CUTOFF SHADE
o LISTING - UL listed to ANSI/UL1598, UL8750 and other U.S. and international safety / / SE6 MOUNTED 10°-0°AFG DATE  DESCRIPTION
standards. Suitable for wet locations in downlight position. IDA compliant; with 3000K / 5-5/16" / 3000K CCT
0 color temperature selection ' (134mm) / 3/27/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL
/
» \ This product, or selected versions of th}(s]rp;gglruélﬁgﬁ% :ngusllrgrr“igﬁi: listed below. Please consult factory 7/11/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL
|\ y TN 10-15/16" LSI INDUSTRIES, LCD4_LAD4_LAD4R-LED- [4" APERTURE LED DOWNLIGHT 1 1142.191 0.8 13.9
/1IN rits “©" C€ £ arna s FE Fiia | e INC 14L-30-NF-TR4R-SF-HAZ  |3000K CCT RECESSED CEILING
Ll L COMPLIANT et |ocation Funding Compliant v 4STEY
50ft SE8 MOU NT
25ft 0 25ft o
DRAWN: JUK
A
REVIEWED: MTV
PROJECT #: 2018-108-00
Proi - 3/13/19 . ' 3/13/19
roject Name | Fixture Type | 02010 Project Name | Fixture Type | 00019 SHEET TITLE:
Catalog # | LSI INDUSTRIES INC. Catalog # | LSI INDUSTRIES INC.
SITE PHOTOMETRIC
THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED, SIGNED, AND DATED BY
THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF
THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR
OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
FIXTURE TYPE SE3 sous. _ ssnore
CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN SIGNATURE.
N.T.S.
CITY PLANNER DATE NO E : !
5 4 3 2 1 M
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Project: Project: Tof2
PROGRESS J PROGRESS : e - - N
™ Fixture Type: ™ Fixture Type: i Ew o
HIGHTING HIGHTING “IML2000-CA [ ;
Location: Location 22 E'_ _LJ °
Manufactured in the US.A. S
Contact: Contact: o~
NOT TO SCALE
FEATURES Aircraft Hook End ca U=
(Included) (#ML2000- L
" . . f N —. APPLICATIONS  Indoor and Outdoor @]
3IN Wall Mount Downlight Cylinder on listed PROGRESS LED) (28 3IN Wall Mount Up/ Down Cylinder on listed PROGRESS LED) (R VOLTAGE 120V 1 Souge stransed l S
g y Wall mounted - Wet location listed N P y Wall mounted - Wet location listed N LAMP  LED Lamp Includsd Black Conduc tor (1]
DIMMING  Forward Phase U >
WATTS  1Wor 3W Strain Relief z
Description: P563000-143-30K Description: P563001-143-30K LENGTH  Built to Order ircroft Lovle o
FINISH  Black =~ .
Sleek, cylindrical forms in elegant finish selections. Die-cast aluminum wall brackets and heavy-duty Images: Sleek, cylindrical forms in elegant finish selections. Die-cast aluminum wall brackets and heavy-duty Images: FEED St.andard 6' Leads hgvgtbg‘o% ' _C w
aluminum framing. Fade and chip-resistant. CSA listed for wet locations. Can be used indoor or aluminum framing. Fade and chip-resistant. CSA listed for wet locations. Can be used indoor or STRAIN RELIEF A%rcraﬂ Cable Inctuded <>(
outdoor. Ideal for residential and commercial applications. outdoor. Ideal for residential and commercial applications. MOUNTING  Aircraft Cable Not Included Spnopy A ) i
LISTING  Dry or Wet Location Power Plu Mountine Arcrart Conte D U Z
ANSI/UL1598 CaML2000- qo+ Tnctioea> 5
. . . . CSA 22.2 No. 250.0-04, SPECIFY SPACING S b
Specifications: Specifications: 2nd Edition r 1 L 2
_ _ OPTIONS  Mesh, Cages, Canopies DTN b N b7 o
- Graphite (-143) (Powder Coat) - Graphite (-143) (Powder Coat) LED LAMP LIFE 50,000 hrs. (GSE, GSC, SSF, SSC) rU g
. Aluminum construction + Aluminum construction 20,000 hrs. (GSFL) . . -
Clear glass lens Clear glass lens UV RATING  SunLight Resistance ' ' 1
3" LED wall mount downlight cylinder 3" LED wall mount up/downlight cylinder MAXIMUM RUN 250 Feet U U \_/
Ideal for indoor or outdoor applications Ideal for indoor or outdoor applications SPECIFY LENGTH
- Warm white, 3000K, color temperature, 90 CRI - Warm white, 3000K, color temperature, 90 CRI APPLICATIONS
Dimmable to 10% brightness (See Dimming Notes) Dimmable to 10% brightness (See Dimming Notes) . . s .
Backplate covers a standard 4" octagonal recessed outlet box Backplate covers a standard 4" octagonal recessed outlet box Designed fA‘)r lrldomj and o.utdoor use, marketLITE is 14deal for ACCESSORIES (Not included)
. . . . many applications including the amusement, recreation, and
Mounting strap for outlet box included Mounting strap for outlet box included . X .
. . . architectural industries.
- 6" of wire supplied - 6" of wire supplied
ENERCY STAR® qualified ENERCY STAR® qualified marketLITE is used in: Restaurants, Casinos, Street Decorations,
Meets California Title 24 JA8-2016 Meets California Title 24 JA8-2016 Amusement Parks, Shopping Malls, Promenades, and more. p
ELECTRICAL End Cap Power Plug Mounting Aircraft Cable
(#ML2000-EC) (#ML2000-PP) (#ML2000-AC-1/8")
Performance: Performance: marketLITE with LEDs is available in 120 Volts. marketLITE is a
. 3 = 20 amp system (12 gauge wire). No transformers or drivers are
Number of Modules 1 ' Number of Modules 2 required. SPECIFY PRODUCT CODE (Use drop down menu to complete table or fill in the blanks) l
Input Power 12w Dimensions: Input Power 24w Dimensions: INSTALLATION ML2000-CA _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Input Voltage 120V Input Voltage 120V : : -
e Diameter: Width: 4-1/2" b Diameter: Width: 4-1/2" marketLITE s an easy-to-install lighting product that can be SERIES sPACING  LaMp  LAME DRYOR puing  GRNOPY  CAROPY —
Input Frequency 60 Hz Depth: 5:1/2" Input Frequency 60 Hz Depth: 5-1/2" field cut to meet your lighting requirements. See installation
Lumens/LPW 907/75 (LM-79) Height: 5-5/8" Lumens/LPW 1766/73 (LM-79) per module Height: 81/4" instructions for additional details. Ex: ML2000-CA 12" LED-2.7K | GSF wer DM BK BK lﬂ
ccT 3000 K H/CTR: 3" ccT 3000 K H/CTR: 5" LED SPECIFICATIONS | ML2000-CA | 12'0/C | LED-2.4K*? | GSF*' | q 400r Forward Natural (NA) | Natural (NA)
CRI 90 CRI CRI 90 CRI LAMP NUMBER DESCRIPTION 18"0/C LED-2.7K GSC (DRY) Phase | Polished (PA) | Polished (PA)
DM
Life (hours) 50,000 (L70/TM-21) Life (hours) 50,000 (L70/TM-21) LED-2.4K*? 2400K Warm White 24" O/CI I LED-3.OK*ZI I GSFLI Outdoor D) White (WH) | White (WH)
FCC FCC Title 47, Part 15 Class B FCC FCC Title 47, Part 15 Class B LED-2.7K 2700K Warm White 36" 0/C LED-5.0K SSE (WET) Black (BK) Black (BK)
. . . 5 Leave blank
Min. Start Temp -10°C o Min. Start Temp -10°C LED-3.0K*? 3000K Warm White 48" 0/C LED-A*3 SSC for Non- | Green (GN) | Green (GN)
i o i o . Dimmin
Max. Operating Temp 40°C Max. Operating Temp 40°C LED-5.0K 5000K Cool White 60" 0/C LED-R* Y Bronze (BR) | Bronze (BR) Co N S U LTI N G I N C
Warranty 5 year warranty ~ Warranty 5 year warranty LED-A*® Amber LED-G** Satin (SA) | Satin (SA) 4640 PECOS STREET, UNITF  DENVER, COLORADO, 80211
Labels CSA Wet location listed Labels CSA Wet location listed LED-R*? Red 303.3263271
) » LED-B** Silver (SR) Silver (SR)
ENERGY STAR® qualified ENERGY STAR® qualified LED-G** Green 7ol D) Red (D)
Meets California Title 24 JA8-2016 Meets California Title 24 JA8-2016 J..@-B“ Blue
*1 Standard bulb if left blank
e marketLITE can be hardwired for Dry and Wet Location G *2 Only available in GSFL
 Seeinstallation instructions for additional information *3 Only available in SSC and GSC
—
S
= ==
v

O

— c
CALIFORNIA ACCENT LIGHTING, INC.
2034 E. Lincoln Ave. #431, Anaheim, CA 92806

ph. 800.921.CALI (2254) or 714.535-7900 \ fx. 714.535.7902

% —info@calilighting.com \ calilighting.com
© CALL All rights reserved. CALI reserves the right to make changes or withdraw specifications without prior notice.
ALTFORNIA CCENT LIGHTING INC

For more information visit our website: www.progresslighting.com Progress Lighting « 701 Millennium Boulevard « Greenville, SC 29607 For more information visit our website: www.progresslighting.com Progress Lighting « 701 Millennium Boulevard « Greenville, SC 29607

FIXTURE TYPE SE4 FIXTURE TYPE SE5 FIXTURE TYPE SE6

N.T.S. N.T.S. N.T.S.

ﬁatalog #: Project : w

Q’repared By : Date : J LCD4
4" LED Commercial Downlight

LCD4
’ 4" LED Commercial Downlight

Luminaire Ordering Guide

|vecaoroer e | CD4 LED 24L UNV_DIM1 35 NF TR4R HAZ|

4 inch LED new construction downlight delivers

superior performance and energy efficiency.

C:\Users\jonk\appdata\local\temp\AcPublish_9592\PH-DETAILS 2.dwg jonk 07.11.19 1:48 pm

Lumen
Designed to use anodized aluminum reflectors Family/ Size LED Gen Package Voltage Driver Color Temperature CRI Beam Optics® I I I
delivering even illumination and low glare. The i LCDA4 - 4” New Construction i LED [L14L- 1400 ] i UNV-120-277V| DIM1 - Dims to 1% 27 - 2700K i Blank - 80 CRI i
i e - (0-10V dimming) [30-3000K |
high performance luminaire offers 1000 up to 350 Wr - Wide Flood
. 40 - 4000K
2000 lumens with color temperatures of 2700K, 0-4000 B (de)
3000K, 3500K, 4000K at 80 CRI. Standard driver — %
offers universal (120-277V) and 0 -10V dimming __ — m o
. . . r Inis
down to 1%. The LCD series is ideal for low to — FTITTY SR TR ————— a ©O
medium ceiling heights for retail, hospitality TRAR -Open Reflector SF SPC - Specular clear < += ()
and commercial applications. TRARWW - Wall Wash® SF HAZ - Haze semi-diffused & v (D)
i -
Flangeless HAZ - Haze semi-diffused, white trim ring =+ C
(ship standard w/ white TR4R - Open Reflector PR C\j
O r I g | nw - J plastic trim ring) SPC - Specular clear, white trim ring ~— . O
j & HAZ - Haze semi-diffused Reflector w/ Frosted Floating Lens, w/ integrated -
¢ c@us . gg!:!é whitet‘ne(al frim ring (Zptioenal tt:jim ring n:)K cor:p;(igle) * reorete : o
ifi i Intertek Dimmable lamp location TR:HzFL Frosted Floating SPC - Specular Clear Reflector w/ Frosted Floating Lens, w/ integrated t C
Features & SDeCIflcatlonS D. . damp ocat ens whiten‘:etal trim ring (opti;nalring n;tcomptatigle) ' oot — O :
Optical SVStem I m e nS I o n S - 172 celli TRARWW - Wall Wash? HAZ - Haze semi-diffused wall wash reflector, white trim ring m Z :
cellin
* LED source provides superior lumen output with maximum visual comfort. 0 a2 _» WH - White baffle and white trim ring Lo ]
« Tailored spot, narrow flood, flood and wide flood beam optics designed for e e TR4B - Baffle - Haze semi-diffused reflector —— <  —
- ! - BL - Black Baffle and white trim ring o c U
glare free illumination. e ey d h
« Choice of flanged or flangeless spun reflector utilizing heavy gauge highly ° ° e TR4BL - Baffle w/ Regressed e YH -White baffie and white tim ring x ap) CD
reflective diffuse anodized aluminum to deliver low glare, even illumination © 06 Lens' SPC - Specular clear BL - Black baffle and white trim ring
of the space. @ ° HAZ - Haze s‘emi?diffused reflector w/ specular clear regressed lens
» Reflectors are retained with three retention clips holding the flange tight to 79/16” Al TRARL - Regressed Lens and white trim ring
the finished Cei”ng surface‘ (192""“) 1T S:[i— Stp.ecu.lar clear reflector w/ specular clear regressed lens and
white trim rin
« Available in 4000K, 3500K, 3000K, and 2700K color temperatures per ANSI Il ’
(78.377. e
* Minimum CRI of 80. o o o
Electrical Accessory Ordering Information (accessories are fied instaled)
* High-performance driver features over-voltage, under voltage, short-circuit S
. 121/16” (306.3mm) NOTES:
and over temperature protection. Description Order Number - ) . ) )
. . o o 1. Regressed lens trims are wet location listed. All other trims are rated for damp location.
* 0-10 volt dimming (1% - 100%) standard. WH - White metal trim ring (only compatible w/flangeless trims) 616105 2. TR4RWW wall wash reflector comes with 40° integrated optic; additional beam optics not
« Standard Universal Voltage (120-277 Vac) Input 50/60 Hz. i compatible
« L70 Calculated Lifs: > SOi H(ours prOjeCtezi @p25°C oer IESNA TN-24-11 EM - Emergency Baltery 668633 3. TRARFL frosted floating lens comes with integrated white metal trim; accessory white metal
. ettt &,n.] Ln&, trim ring not required)
« Total harmonic distortion: <20% 4. Housing can ship ahead of the light engine and reflector DATE DESCRIPTION
P factor: >.90 5. 90 CRI requires 55 day leadtime & 100 MOQ; Consult Factory
Ower factor: >. . 6 6. Refer to IES Files for Beam Spread. 3/27/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL
* Input power stays constant over life. i
» Compatible with Triac (forward-phase or leading-edge), ELV (reverse-phase > 7/11/19 |CITY SUBMITTAL
or trailing edge) dimming only at 120 Vac. 59/16” o
* Driver can be accessed from below plenum for servicing. (141.2mm) @
« High-efficacy LEDs with integrated circuit board mount directly to an & | BB
extruded aluminum heatsink to maximize heat dissipation and promote long o \ Pt
life.
» Remote Emergency Battery (120-277V) field installed is available to meet DRAWN: JUK
critical life safety lighting requirements. The 90-minute battery provides REVIEWED: MTV

7.8watts constant power to the LED system, ensuring code compliance.To
calculate light output during emergency mode(EM battery 7.8 watts x LPW
of fixture being powered - see spec sheet). Detailed wiring diagram and
installation instructions located on website.

4.3/4” (120.6mm)

LSl Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - www.Isi-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - eL S| Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved.

LSl Industries Inc. 10000 Alliance Rd. Cincinnati, OH 45242 - www si-industries.com - (513) 372-3200 - eL Sl Industries Inc. All Rights Reserved

FIXTURE TYPE SE8

N.T.S.

ACCEPTANCE BLOCK

THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION REVIEW CONSTITUTES GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED, SIGNED, AND DATED BY
THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF
THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR
OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD.

CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN SIGNATURE.

CITY PLANNER DATE

PROJECT #: 2018-108-00

SHEET TITLE:

SITE PHOTOMETRIC
DETAILS

SCALE: AS NOTED

NO.
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Exhibit 8

RECORDING MEMORANDUM
ALTERNATIVE PARKING PLAN

City of Grand Junction
Community Development Department
File: # SPN-2019-174

This memorandum relates to the Karis Apartments located at 3205 North 12 Street
located in the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (“PROJECT”) whereby 34 multi-family
dwelling units are proposed for Low Income residents. This project has provided
documentation and analysis that the PROJECT will create a lower parking demand than
is otherwise required by the City Zoning and Development Code.

This Memorandum shall serve as notice to prospective purchasers of the PROJECT that
the parking on the project does not meet City standards for multi-family and a change of
use or change of purpose from low income housing owned and operated by Karis, Inc.
may require additional parking to be constructed.

1. City Code at time of PROJECT approval requires 43 parking stalls.

2. An Alternative Parking Plan providing 23 standard parking stalls and 2 ADA parking
stalls has been approved.

NOW THEREFORE, the Owner of the PROJECT and an official of the City of Grand
Junction, both possessing and representing by their signatures that they possess
sufficient authority, do hereby agree to the statements herein and to the recording of this
memorandum with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder.

City of Grand Junction: Date:

Owner: Date:

Printed Name:
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Parking Rate per dwelling unit
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LA Affordable Housing Parking Rates

Inside Transit Areas

Outside Transit Areas

0.85

Family
Affordable
Housing

0.29

Senior
Affordable
Housing

Special Needs

Permanent
Supportive

0.82
0.48
0.44 0.43
Family Senior
Permanent
Affordable Affordable Special Needs Subportive
Housing Housing o


scottp_7
Text Box
Exhibit 10


Exhibit 11

>
PROVIDENCE AT THE HEIGHTS
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
AURORA, CO
>

Project Site

ey

Ny

PREPARED FOR:

".CA..s'"

Providence Heights, LLLP
9722 East 16t Avenue | Aurora | CO 80010

PREPARED BY: CAsSsIE SLADE, PE
ORIGINAL DATE: MARCH 9, 2018
UPDATED DATE: MAY 22, 2018

mHERNANDEZ FTH PROJECT: #18018
»

TRANSPORTATION GROUP

P.O. BOX 19768, BOULDER, CO 80308-2768
PHONE: 303-652-3571 FAX: 303-652-6574
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Providence at the Heights Apartments Traffic Impact Study
Aurora, CO [FTH#18018]

>
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PROVIDENCE AT THE HEIGHTS APARTMENTS
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Fox Tuttle Hernandez Transportation Group has prepared this traffic impact study for a
proposed affordable housing project in Aurora, CO. The project site is located east of Chambers
Road along Alameda Parkway, just south of the existing Elevation Christian Church. The
Providence at the Heights project proposes to develop an apartment building to provide
permanent supportive housing for those at or below 30% of the area median income (AMI).

The purpose of this study is to assist in identifying potential traffic impacts within the study area
as a result of this project. The traffic study addresses existing, short-term (Year 2020), and
long-term (Year 2040) peak hour intersection conditions in the study area with and without the
project generated traffic. The information contained in this study is anticipated to be used by the
City of Aurora in identifying any intersection or roadway deficiencies and potential improvements
for the future scenarios.

The ftraffic impact study is consistent with the City of Aurora requirements as defined in the
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (June 2015) and addresses the comments provided by City staff
in the pre-application meeting (November 2017).

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to construct 50 multi-family units (40 one-bedroom units and 10 two-
bedroom units) on currently undeveloped land. There will be on-site counseling service for
residents as well as other support services. Access to the site is planned via one proposed
driveway onto the local street that currently serves the Elevation Christian Church and Terrace
Park apartments and connects to Alameda Parkway. The proposed driveway will lead into the
parking aisle for the multi-family housing and provide pedestrian access to the existing
sidewalks. A vicinity map is shown on Figure 1. The site and access plan is provided on Figure
2.
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3.0 DATA COLLECTION

Weekday AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes were collected in late February
2018 at one existing intersection. Average daily traffic (ADT) counts were collected for 24-hours
on Alameda Parkway and on the local access street adjacent to the church. Historic and
projected traffic volumes for the arterial was gathered from the City database and the DRCOG
forecasting models. The existing traffic volumes are illustrated on Figure 3. The existing
intersection geometry and traffic control are also shown on this figure. Count data sheets are
provided in the Appendix.

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 Roadways

The study area boundaries are based on the amount of traffic to be generated by the project
and potential impact to the existing roadway network. The existing study area street network
consists of one major arterial and one local street as shown on Figure 1. The primary public
roadways that serve the project site are discussed in the following text:

Alameda Parkway is a six-lane east/west major arterial that provides regional access
through the City of Aurora. This roadway connects neighborhood communities to the
Civic Center, Town Center Mall, and [-225. The posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour
(mph) near the site. Alameda Parkway currently serves approximately 32,300 vehicles
per day (vpd) just west of Joplin Street/Elevation Christian Church Access. Just east of
Airport Boulevard/Buckley Road, Alameda Parkway currently serves approximately
26,600 vpd. Alameda Parkway is approximately 86-feet wide adjacent to the Elevation
Christian Church property, which includes 11-foot travel lanes, three per direction, and a
20-foot center median/left-turn lane. This roadway is the northern boundary of the study
area.

Joplin Street is a north/south, two-lane local street that extends north of Alameda
Parkway into multi-family communities. There is indirect access to Airport Boulevard if
Joplin Street were used as a cut-through route. The posted speed limit is 25 mph and
there are speed bumps along the way. Joplin Street aligns with the existing Elevation
Christian Church access, but it is not anticipated to serve the traffic of the proposed
housing residents.
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Elevation Christian Church/Terrace Park Apartments Access (referred to as Access
Street in the report) is a two-lane private street that provides access to Alameda
Parkway. The project proposes to add an access to this street just south of the church.
The posted speed limit is 25 mph and it serves approximately 850 vpd.

4.2 Intersections

The study area includes one existing intersection: Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street/Access
Street. This intersection is side-street stop-controlled with full-movement access. The existing
lane configuration is illustrated on Figure 3.

4.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle

There are many walkable and bikeable destinations including neighborhood retail (0.25 miles),
civic services at the municipal center (0.50 miles) and regional commercial and retail (1.0 miles)
near the site. Currently, Alameda Parkway provides an attached sidewalk on both sides
(ranging from five feet to 10 feet) and there are no sidewalks along the church/apartment
access road. There are no designated on-street bike facilities on Alameda Parkway near the
proposed development site; however, it is not illegal in the City of Aurora for people to bike on
the sidewalks. There is an on-street bike lane on Kalispell Way, which is located just east of the
existing Terrace Park Apartments.

Adjacent to the project site is the TollGate Creek, which has a multi-use trail on the west side of
the creek that can be accessed via the sidewalk on Alameda Parkway. The Toll Gate Creek
Trail leads south to other recreational areas and trails throughout the City of Aurora, including
the Cherry Creek Reservoir. At Alameda Parkway, the Toll Gate Creek Trail travels north under
the roadway to link to the 71-mile regional multi-use path, the Highline Canal Trail as well as the
Colorado Front Range Trail. Both multi-use trails provide local and regional connections to
neighborhoods, civic centers, commercial developments, and transit services.

4.4 Transit

The project site is located less than 500 feet from two existing bus stops along Alameda
Parkway with service via the 3L and 133 routes. These bus routes provide connectivity to retail,
civic and employment centers in the City of Aurora and connectivity to the regional Front Range
area. The Aurora Metro Center R-Line is located less than one mile from the site. Currently,
there are four bus routes that serve the area near the project site and link to local and regional
destinations as described on the following page.
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e Route 3L (East Alameda Limited) — Connects the east Alameda Parkway community
to the Aurora Metro Center Station (light rail and transit hub), Havana & Alameda park-n-
ride, Cherry Creek Shopping Center, and downtown Denver Civic Center Station. Route
3L travels along Alameda Parkway through Aurora and Alameda Avenue through
Denver. Route 3L has bus stops on Alameda Parkway just east of the Access Street.

¢ Route 133 (Hampden/Tower) — Loops through the City of Aurora connecting the Nine
Mile Station (light rail and transit hub) to the Aurora Metro Center Station (light rail and
transit hub). Route 133 travels along Tower Road and winding to Buckley Road to then
access Alameda Parkway. There are bus stops near the project site on Alameda
Parkway just east of the Access Street (same stops as for Route 3L).

o Route 169 (Buckley Road) — Connects the Arapahoe Crossing Shopping Center in
south Aurora to the 40" Avenue & Airport Road Station (light rail and transit hub). Route
169 travels along Buckley Road/Airport Boulevard and has bus stops north and south of
Alameda Parkway, which is roughly % mile to the east of the proposed project access.

¢ Route 169L (Buckley Road / Tower DIA Limited) — Extends Route 169 to the north to
connect to Denver International Airport. This route has the same bus stops as Route
169 on Buckley Road and Airport Boulevard.

5.0 FUTURE CONDITIONS

5.1 Annual Growth Factor and Future Volume Methodology

In order to forecast the future peak hour traffic volumes, background traffic growth assumptions
were estimated based on a variety of resources: the Denver Regional Council of Governments
(DRCOG) regional FOCUS model, City of Aurora historic traffic volumes, and previous traffic
impact studies near the study area. Based on the data, a 1% annual growth rate' was assumed
to provide a conservative evaluation of future traffic within the vicinity of the project.

" DRCOG Focus Model had the following daily volume estimates: Year 2015 — 38,024; Year 2035 — 44,662; Year
2040 — 45,317. This equates to a 0.8% annual growth to Year 2035 and 0.7% to Year 2040.
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The estimated trips for the East Creek project and the recently studied development in the
northeast corner of Alameda Parkway at Airport Boulevard/Buckley Road were also added to
the background traffic. Trips were assigned as documented in the traffic impact studies: East
Creek Traffic Impact Study (LSC, 2017) and Northeast Corner of Alameda Parkway at Airport
Boulevard/Buckley Road Development Traffic Impact Study (FTH, 2018, under review by the
City). Both projects plan to construct mixed-use developments.

This study developed future traffic volumes from the annual growth rate and approved
developments to determine the short-term (Year 2020) and long-term (Year 2040) conditions.
The Year 2020 background traffic is summarized on Figure 4 and Year 2040 background traffic
is summarized on Figure 5.

6.0 FUTURE CONDITIONS WITH DEVELOPMENT

6.1 Literature Review

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual? is the national standard
for estimating trips generated by new developments and is based on data collected by
transportation professionals across the country. This methodology has limitations regarding the
sensitivity to socio-demographics, non-auto transportation choices, lower-income impacts, and
proximity to urban areas.

Affordable housing projects typically generate less automobile trips than most other residential
sites. Professionals across the country have been studying the transportation impact for a
variety of housing types based on income, socio-demographics, vehicle ownership, and
proximity to transit services.

Maijority of the studies were conducted in California and a few of the studies specifically studied
supportive housing. A research group out of Portland studied data from the 2010-2012
California Household Travel Survey to investigate the differences in transportation impacts
between residents of affordable and market-rate housing. The study was published in The
Journal of Transportation and Land Use® and estimated the trip reduction rates by income level.

2 Trip Generation 10" Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017.

3 Howell, A., Currans, K., Gehrke, S., Norton, G., and Clifton, K., Transportation Impacts of Affordable Housing:
Informing Development Review with Travel Behavior Analysis, The Journal of Transport and Land Use, Volume 11
No. 1, pp. 103-118. Available January 2018.
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Providence at the Heights aims to serve those individuals with an income of 30% of the AMI or
less; the study identifies this level as “extremely low-income”. Based on the data in the travel
survey, the daily automobile trip generation for multi-family dwellings (apartment or townhome)
in urban districts with extremely low-income represent 37% of the daily trips for ‘above moderate
income’ dwellings located in a suburban neighborhood.

The City of Los Angeles staff gathered similar vehicle trip data at affordable housing throughout
the city for families, seniors, special needs, and permanent supportive housing for an update to
their Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (LADOT, December 2016)*. The City’s study
determined that supportive housing has a daily rate of 1.27 vehicle trips per dwelling unit, which
is 20% of the ITE daily rate for a low-rise multi-family housing. In summary, the existing
research found that affordable multi-family housing generates vehicle trips at a rate of 20% and
37% of the national standard defined in the ITE Trip Generation Manual.

6.2 Trip Generation

A trip generation estimate was performed to determine the traffic characteristics of the proposed
Providence at the Heights. Based on the literature review, it was confirmed that affordable
housing projects generate fewer trips due to limited means which creates fewer choices in how
the individuals can travel. The vehicle trip generation rates established by the LADOT were
multiplied by the proposed number of dwelling units to estimate the trips associated with
Providence at the Heights, as shown in Table 1.

The proposed project is expected to experience mostly new trips, known as ‘primary trips’, as
discussed below:

Primary Trips. These trips are made specifically to visit the site and are considered
“new” trips. Primary trips would not have been made if the proposed project did not exist.
Therefore, this is the only trip type that increases the total number of trips made on a
regional basis.

Non-Auto Trips. These trips are those that are completed by walking, biking, or transit.
The existing transit, pedestrian, and bicycle amenities will encourage residents and
employees to make non-auto trips to/from the apartments. According to the travel
patterns of the existing Second Chance Centers around Aurora and Denver, 75% of the
clients ride the bus, walk or bike to their destinations. The Providence at the Heights

4 City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 2016.
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affordable apartments are located near transit services and walkable/bikeable
destinations. The rate provided by the LADOT accounts for non-auto trips; therefore, an
additional reduction was not applied.

Table 1 provides the trip generation estimate for the proposed development. The Providence at
the Heights affordable housing was estimated to generate the following new vehicular trips by
residents, visitors, volunteers, and employees:

e 64 average daily automobile trips
o 6 weekday AM peak hour automobile trips

e 6 weekday PM peak hour automobile trips

6.3 Trip Distribution and Assignment

The estimated trip volumes were distributed onto the study area street network based on
existing traffic characteristics, land uses, and traffic patterns in the area, as well as location of
potential employment areas. The overall assumed distributions are listed, as well as presented
on Figures 6:

e 50% to/from East Alameda Parkway (East Aurora, Business/Industrial Park along I-70,
and possibly Denver International Airport)

o 50% to/from West Alameda Parkway (Aurora Civic Center, Town Center Retail, Medical
Campus, R-Line Light Rail, 1-225 to Denver)

Using the distribution assumptions, the projected site traffic was assigned to the study area
roadway network for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. The site-generated volumes are
shown on Figure 6.

7.0 EVALUATION

It should be noted that the existing peak hour factor (PHF) per approach was utilized in the
existing and 2020 scenarios. For Year 2040 scenarios, the average intersection PHF was
inputted unless the approach’s existing PHF is greater than the average intersection. Data is
unavailable regarding the percent of heavy vehicles on Alameda Parkway. CDOT data from 6t
Avenue and Parker Road were reviewed, and it was assumed that Alameda Parkway has 4%
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heavy vehicles. The turning and side-street movements were assumed to have 1% heavy
vehicles.

71 Level of Service Capacity Analysis

The traffic operations analysis addressed intersection operations using the procedures and
methodologies set forth by the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)>. Study intersections were
evaluated using Synchro (version 9) software. A level of service analysis was conducted to
determine the existing and future performance of the study intersection and to determine the
most appropriate lane configuration and traffic control device.

To measure and describe the operational status of an intersection, transportation engineers and
planners commonly use a grading system referred to as “Level of Service” (LOS) that is defined
by the HCM. LOS characterizes the operational conditions of an intersection’s traffic flow,
ranging from LOS A (indicating very good, free flow operations) and LOS F (indicating
congested and sometimes oversaturated conditions). These grades represent the perspective
of drivers and are an indication of the comfort and convenience associated with traveling
through the intersection. LOS is represented as a delay in seconds per vehicle for the
intersection as a whole and for each turning movement.

Typically, LOS A through C is considered to be good for the overall intersection operations and
the desired standard for overall intersection performance is LOS D, while individual movements
may be allowed to fall to LOS E depending on the circumstances per the City of Aurora’s Traffic
Impact Study Guidelines (Year 2015). At stop-controlled intersections the left-turns onto major
arterials may be allowed to fall below LOS D depending on the situation. Criteria contained in
the HCM was applied for these analyses in order to determine existing and future peak hour
LOS. A more detailed discussion of LOS methodology is contained in the Appendix for
reference.

5 Highway Capacity Manual, Highway Research Board Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board,

National Research Council, 2010.
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7.2 Year 2018 Existing Intersection Capacity Analysis

The existing volumes, lane configuration, and traffic control are illustrated on Figure 3. The
results of the LOS calculations for the study intersections are summarized in Table 2. The
intersection level of service worksheets are attached in the Appendix.

Overall, the study intersection of Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street/Access Street operates at
LOS A in both peak hours; however, the side-street left-turns currently operate at LOS F in both
periods. A summary of the operations of the critical movements associated with the proposed
development are listed below:

e Eastbound Through + Right — operates at LOS A in both peak periods with an estimate
of zero delay and queues less than 15 feet (less than one vehicle).

o Westbound Left — operates at LOS A in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak
hour with the 95" percentile queues measuring 25 feet or less (less than one vehicle).
The existing storage length is 120 feet with a 50-foot taper located in the existing raised
median.

e Northbound Left — operates at LOS F in both peak hours. The 95 percentile queue is
estimated to be 38 feet (about two vehicles) in the AM peak hour and 74 feet (about
three vehicles) in the PM peak hour. The queues do not impact the arterial operations
but temporarily block the access into the Terrace Apartments north parking lot. This
parking lot has direct right-out access onto Alameda Parkway just 215 feet to the east of
the study intersection.

¢ Northbound Through + Right — operates at LOS A in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the
PM peak hour. The 95 percentile queue is estimated to be 30 feet (about one vehicle)
in the AM peak hour and 112 feet (about five vehicles) in the PM peak hour. The
northbound approach does not have pavement markings to distinguish lanes; however, it
is wide enough to accommodate two outbound lanes allowing through and right-turn
movements to be minimally impacted by left-turns.

Recommendation: No mitigation measures recommended. High side-street approach
delays during both peak hours are typical of unsignalized approaches along a major arterial
roadway. The side-street volumes are not yet approaching traffic signal warrant thresholds.
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7.3 Year 2020 Background Intersection Capacity Analysis Without Project

The study area intersections were evaluated to determine baseline operations for the Year 2020
background scenario and to identify any capacity constraints associated with background traffic.
As discussed in Section 5.0, the background traffic was estimated by growing the existing traffic
and adding the development trips from East Creek and NE Corner of Alameda Parkway/Airport
Boulevard. The Year 2020 background volumes, lane configuration, and traffic control are
illustrated on Figure 4.

The level of service criteria discussed previously was applied to the study area intersections to
determine the impacts with the short-term background volumes. The results of the LOS
calculations for the intersections are summarized in Table 2. The intersection level of service
worksheets are attached in the Appendix.

Overall, the study intersection of Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street/Access Street is anticipated
to operate at LOS A in both peak hours; however, the side-street left-turns continue to operate
at LOS F in both periods. A summary of the short-term future operations of the critical
movements is as follows:

e Eastbound Through + Right — will continue to operate at LOS A in both peak periods
with queues less than 26 feet (about one vehicle).

e Westbound Left — will continue to operate at LOS A in the AM peak hour and begin to
operate at LOS C in the PM peak hour. The 95" percentile queues are anticipated to be
similar to existing conditions.

e Northbound Left — will continue to operate at LOS F in both peak hours. The 95
percentile queue is estimated to be 51 feet (about two vehicles) in the AM peak hour and
85 feet (about four vehicles, one more than existing) in the PM peak hour.

¢ Northbound Through + Right — will begin to operate at LOS B in the AM peak hour and
remain LOS B in the PM peak hour. The 95" percentile queue is the same as existing in
the AM peak hour (30 feet, about one vehicle) and 179 feet (about seven vehicles, two
more than existing) in the PM peak hour.

Recommendation: No mitigation measures recommended. High side-street approach
delays during both peak hours are typical of unsignalized approaches along a major arterial
roadway. The side-street volumes are not approaching traffic signal warrant thresholds. If
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the delay on the northbound approach becomes uncomfortable, the drivers can access
Alameda Parkway via Kalispell Way, to the east, by utilizing the Terrace Park Apartments
internal roadway. Kalispell Way is a two-lane collector street that has a signal at the
intersection with Alameda Parkway.

74 Year 2040 Background Intersection Capacity Analysis Without Project

The study area intersections were evaluated to determine baseline operations for the Year 2040
background scenario and to identify any capacity constraints associated with background traffic.
The Year 2040 background volumes, lane configuration, and traffic control are illustrated on
Figure 5.

The level of service criteria discussed previously was applied to the study intersection to
determine the impacts with the long-term background volumes. The results of the LOS
calculations are summarized in Table 2. The intersection level of service worksheets are
attached in the Appendix.

Overall, the study intersection of Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street/Access Street is anticipated
to begin operating at LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. The side-
street left-turns continue to operate at LOS F in both periods. A summary of the long-term future
operations of the critical movements are listed below:

o Eastbound Through + Right — will continue to operate at LOS A in both peak periods
with queues less than 50 feet (about two vehicles).

o Westbound Left — will continue to operate at LOS A in the AM peak hour and LOS C in
the PM peak hour. The 95" percentile queues are anticipated to be similar to existing
conditions and less than 32 feet (about two vehicles, one more than existing).

e Northbound Left — will continue to operate at LOS F in both peak hours. The 95
percentile queue is estimated to be 73 feet (about three vehicles, two more than
existing) in the AM peak hour and 74 feet (about three vehicles) in the PM peak hour.

e Northbound Through + Right — will continue to operate at LOS B in both peak hours. The
95" percentile queue becomes 113 feet (about five vehicles, four more than existing) in
the AM peak hour and 149 feet (about six vehicles, one more than existing) in the PM
peak hour.
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Recommendation: No mitigation measures recommended. High side-street approach
delays during both peak hours are typical of unsignalized approaches along a major arterial
roadway. The side-street volumes are not approaching traffic signal warrant thresholds. The
southbound approach is just under the peak hour signal warrant threshold in the AM peak
hour; therefore, the City of Aurora should monitor the intersection if long-term background
traffic growth and operations are realized. If the delay on the northbound approach becomes
uncomfortable, the drivers can access Alameda Parkway via Kalispell Way,

7.5 Year 2020 Background + Project Intersection Capacity Analysis With Project

This section discusses impacts associated with the addition of the Providence at the Heights
affordable apartment trips in the short-term scenario. The site-generated volumes were added
to the projected Year 2020 background volumes and are illustrated on Figure 7. The results of
the LOS calculations for the study intersections are summarized in Table 2. The intersection
level of service worksheets are attached in the Appendix.

Overall the project trips do not significantly impact the study area for the short-term
scenario. All movements will operate with the same LOS letter grade as the Year 2020
background at the study intersection of Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street/Access Street. The
proposed access into the proposed apartment complex is estimated to operate overall at LOS A
in both peak hours with the 95" percentile queues less than 16 feet (less than one vehicle).

7.6 Year 2040 Background + Project Intersection Capacity Analysis With Project

This section discusses impacts associated with the addition of the apartment trips in the long-
term scenario. The site-generated volumes were added to the projected Year 2040 background
volumes and are illustrated on Figure 8. The results of the LOS -calculations for the
intersections are summarized in Table 2. The intersection level of service worksheets are
attached in the Appendix.

Due to the predicted high through volume and nearing the capacity of an unsignalized
intersection at Alameda Parkway, the south Joplin Street (Access Street) approach will
continue to be delayed with additional trips and impacting the overall intersection LOS.
The PM peak hour continues to be LOS E and operating similarly to the background condition.
Although the northbound delay may be higher with the project trips, the queues remain within
three vehicles or less of the queues estimated in Year 2040 background. It should be noted that
the side-street volumes do not meet the peak hour signal warrant threshold and drivers have
alternative routes if the delay is perceived to be too great.
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The proposed access is estimated to operate overall at LOS A in both peak hours with the 95
percentile queues less than 35 feet (about two vehicles).

8.0 QUEUING ANALYSIS

A queuing analysis was performed to determine if the average and 95" percentile queues would
be accommodated by the existing or future storage length and if any of the queues impact an
upstream intersection/access. Table 3a provides the storage lengths or distance to nearest
intersection/access, and the average and 95™ percentile queues for each scenario as calculated
by Synchro and Table 3b summarizes the queues from SimTraffic (v9).

The project trips increase queue lengths by three vehicles or less per movement during
the weekday peak hours. The additional queue lengths do not require extending existing
storage lengths. As shown in Tables 3a and 3b, all the queues are shorter than the provided
storage length or nearest upstream intersection/access, except those highlighted with blue bold
font. It should be noted that the 95™ percentile queue length is a theoretical queue that is 1.65
standard deviations above the average queue length. In theory, the 95" percentile queue would
be exceeded 5% of the time based on the average queue length, but it is also possible that a
qgueue this long may not occur.

9.0 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

A sensitivity analysis was performed to provide the City of Aurora additional information if the
multi-family apartments generated as many trips as estimated with the ITE Trip Generation
Manual. Utilizing the ITE equations for multi-family housing (#220) and applying a conservative
15% non-auto reduction, the apartments would generate approximately: 286 average daily trips;
21 weekday AM peak hour trips; 27 weekday PM peak hour trips. Table 4 provides the trip
generation estimate for the proposed development with the ITE equations. The LOS and queue
analysis for Alameda Parkway and Joplin Street/Access Street is detailed in Tables 5 and 6a
and 6b, respectively.

In summary, the additional trips on the northbound approach increase the delays, impacting the
overall LOS, and lengthening the queues by up to three vehicles. It should be noted that the 95t
percentile queue on the westbound left-turn movement is a maximum of 45 feet which is
contained within the existing 110 feet of storage.

>
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The sensitivity analysis does not change the findings and recommendations of this study and
would not trigger mitigation measures at the study intersection. The northbound volumes are not
approaching signal warrant thresholds and the southbound approach continues to have the
higher side-street volume.

10.0 PARKING STUDY

The Providence at the Heights project anticipates impacting 10 existing parking spaces in the
church parking lot that will be replaced at 1:1. It is proposed that the site will provide 38 new
parking spaces to accommodate residents, visitors, and staff. During the work day, there will be
a maximum of five staff members at the Providence at the Heights. In off-peak periods (night
and weekends), there will be one security guard.

The following text discusses the City of Aurora requirements, national standard for estimating
parking demand, and best practices for adjusting for affordable housing communities.

10.1 City Parking Requirements

The City of Aurora Parking Ordinance requires 1.5 spaces per one-bedroom unit and 2.0
parking spaces per two-bedroom units, plus 1 visitor space per five units, totaling a code
requirement of 90 parking spaces for the units proposed. A variance is thus required to
support the proposed parking reduction.

10.2 Estimated Trips and Peak Parking Demand

It is generally agreed that affordable housing communities generate less automobile trips, and
subsequent parking demand, than other residential uses. This observation is supported by
various field studies that have been conducted nationally, field studies that we have conducted
in the region for other projects, and field studies that Shopworks Architecture has conducted at
similar projects in the Aurora and Denver areas. Unfortunately, there is no industry standard for
how to reduce typical residential trip generation and parking rates for lower-income residential
uses. The reduction of auto trips and parking demand for affordable housing communities is due
to these projects typically being located in more urban conditions with better access to transit
use and closer proximity to retail, schools, and employment use where non-auto modes can be
effectively utilized. Lower-income residents are also less likely to own a vehicle, or multiple
vehicles, given these factors as well as the cost of automobiles and maintenance.

>
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To estimate the parking demand and supply for this project, the following industry guidance and
best practices were reviewed:

1.

Institute of Transportation Engineers, Parking Generation® (4™ Edition). This publication
contains peak parking demand data and parking rates based on field studies or parking
at a variety of existing sites. The Parking Generation report data for a “Low/Mid-Rise
Apartment” use in urban conditions was utilized for this analysis as it was determined to
be the closest/most relevant for this project. However, only four of the 40 sites that were
studied to develop this data were identified as affordable housing. Thus, the ITE data is
considered conservatively high with respect to parking generation estimates specific to
an affordable housing use. The ITE data provides a formula for calculated peak parking
demand based on the number of units:

Peak Parking Demand = 0.92x +4, where “x” equals the number of dwelling units

The ITE report also notes that the urban data was based on 40 sites with an average
size of 1.9 bedrooms per unit, but that the data demonstrated a correlation between
number of bedrooms and peak parking demand. The report further offered that study
sites with an average of less than 1.5 bedrooms per unit reported peak parking demand
at 92% of the average peak parking demand for all study sites.

Applying the ITE formula and reduction based on the site having an average bedroom
count of 1.2 bedrooms per units, the peak parking demand is calculated at (0.92 x 50
+4) x 0.92 = 46 spaces, or 0.92 spaces per unit. As mentioned above, as only four of
the 40 sites used to develop this data were considered affordable housing, which would
be anticipated to generate much less parking demand than a typical residential
apartment, this estimate is considered to be conservatively high.

San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study’. This study was commissioned by the City
of San Diego, California with the purpose of determining links between affording housing
variables (income, age, transit accessibility, lane use context and housing type) to
develop a corresponding regulatory framework for City parking requirements. Screening
was conducted at 265 projects and the study included field parking observations at 21
affordable housing communities. The San Diego study represents the most

6 Parking Generation, 4" Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers. Washington DC. 2010.

7 San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study. Wilbur Smith Associates. December 2011.

>
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comprehensive field data collection effort performed specifically for affordable housing
parking requirements in the country.

The findings of the study showed that parking demand for affordable projects was about
half of that for typical rental units and almost 50% of the units surveyed had no vehicle.
The study also showed that household vehicle availability varies significantly with
income and parking demand is less in areas with walkable destinations and more transit
services.

Based on the data collected and findings in the statistical analysis for the San Diego
Study, a parking model was developed to provide empirically-based rates for four types
of affordable housing. The parking requirements are determined based on type of
affordable housing and its context in terms of transit availability and walkability (“low”,
‘medium” and ‘“high”). The report provides an index to score each site for
walkability/transit based on specific site characteristics, such a proximity to commercial
uses, density of nearby commercial uses, office/civic/education services, and frequency
and proximity of transit services. Using this index, the Providence at the Heights project
would score right on the cusp between a “medium” and “high” walkability/transit site per
the San Diego study criteria.

Applying the San Diego model for the “studio-1 bedroom” type (for one-bedroom units)
and “family housing” type (for two-bedroom units) and showing both the “medium” and
“high” transit and walkability factors for comparison, yields the following results:

Table 7: Parking Requirement based on San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study

Base Base Subtotal | g ptotal Visitor Staff Total for | Total for | Average
Unit | # Rate for | Rate for for o T P — — -
“Medium” “High” “Medium | OF ‘M9h" | parking | Parking eciam 9t (between
Type | DU edium gn- . Transit / Transit / Transit / “Medium”
Walkabl.llty Walkabl.llty Tre-m5|.t-l Availability (0.15) (0.05) Availability | Availability | and “High)
Transit Transit Availability
1-
40 0.5 0.1 20 4 6 2 28 12 20
bed
2-
10 1.1 0.5 11 5 1.5 0.5 13 7 10
bed
Total | 50 - - 31 9 7.5 25 41 19 30
>
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As shown on Table 7 above, using the San Diego criteria and data and incorporating
parking spaces for visitors and staff parking, the projected parking requirement is
between 19 and 41 parking spaces, or an average of 30 parking spaces. This would
correspond to an effective parking rate of 0.38 to 0.82 spaces per unit, or 0.60 average
between “medium” and “high” walkability/transit.

3. LADOT Measuring the Miles®. This study was commissioned by the City of Los Angeles,
California with the purpose of determining links between affording housing variables
(income, age, transit accessibility, lane use context and housing type) to develop
adjusted trip generation rates and parking requirements for affordable housing for their
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. The data was collected for four affordable housing
categories: family, senior, special needs, and permanent support.

Based on the data collected and findings of the parking analysis of the LADOT Study,
permanent support affordable housing has a parking demand that is 0.29 to 0.43 per unit
depending on the proximity to the transit area.

Using the LADOT rates, the projected parking demand is between 15 and 22 parking
spaces, or an average of 19 parking spaces.

4. Local Data. Field data was also recently compiled by Shopworks at six examples
(similar) affordable (income restricted) housing apartment sites in Aurora and Denver.
These existing projects ranged from 30 to 120 apartment units. Based the field studies
conducted during evenings at peak parking periods, it was calculated that these projects
had peak parking demand rates ranging from 0.46 to 1.06 spaces per unit.

Table 8 summarizes the parking demand rates based on the city requirements, national
standards, and localized studies.

8 LADOT Measuring the Miles Study. Portland State University. 2015.

>
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Table 8: Parking Rates and Demand Summary
No. Study Parking Rate Parking Demand
n/a City of Aurora Standards 1.5 (1-bedroom) (40x 1.5)+ (10 x 2.0) +
2.0 (2-bedroom) (50/5) =90
1 visitor space per 5 units
1 ITE Parking Generation 0.92 0.92x (50 x 0.92 + 4) = 46
2 San Diego Study 0.38 (“medium” walkability/transit) 50 x0.38 =19
0.82 (“high” walkability/transit) 50 x 0.82 = 41
Average = 30
3 LADOT Study 0.29 (inside transit area “high”) 50x0.29=15
0.43 (outside transit area “moderate”) 50x0.43 =22
Average = 19
4 Local Data by Shopworks 0.46 to 1.06 Range = 23 to 53
Architecture Average = 38

10.3 Elevation Christian Church Parking

The existing church is just north of the
Providence at the Heights property.
There are currently 155 parking spaces
that serve those attending the church.
On Sunday, May 20, 2018 the church’s
parking demand was gathered during
the second service. The parking lot had
152, which equates to 98% utilized with
two unoccupied spaces. Outside the

peak three hours on Sunday, the church & = g NS D " Total P,fgrking
parking lot is mostly empty. The next v il Maies _ g - "lsupply: 155
peak period for the church is o AaNe a1 . =

Wednesday evenings (6:25-8:35 PM)
when youth group is in session, which
has parking demand up to 40 (26%
utilized, 115 unoccupied spaces).
Typically, during the rest of the week,

>
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there are no more than 15 vehicles in the lot (10% utilized, 145 unoccupied spaces). The
Providence at the Heights has developed a draft shared parking agreement with the Elevation
Christian Church to provide 24 overflow parking spaces as needed. This agreement is subject to
change and will be executed and recorded upon finalization of the project.

10.4 Summary of Parking Demand

Taking into account the ITE parking demand projections, San Diego data, LADOT results, and
field data provided by Shopworks for similar local sites, the anticipated parking demand for
this project would fall between 0.38 and 1.06 spaces per unit, but closest to 0.60 (30
spaces) given data and applicability of the San Diego data, which represents the most
comprehensive field data collection effort performed specifically for affordable housing parking
requirements in the country.

On this basis, we anticipate that the proposed parking provisions for the project (38
spaces or 0.75 spaces per unit) will be sufficient to accommodate the peak parking
demand for the Providence at the Heights community. It is anticipated that the estimated
demand of 30 parking spaces provides an additional eight spaces for staff members and/or
future parking demand.

Given that the residential use would likely experience peak parking demand in the evenings or
early mornings when the church parking lot would be expected to be underutilized, the project
would not be expected to result in any off-site parking intrusion should parking demand
temporarily exceed the site parking supply for any reason. A copy of the draft shared parking
agreement with the Elevation Christian Church is provided in the Appendix.

11.0 CONCLUSIONS

The project proposes to construct 50 affordable apartments (40 one-bedroom units and 10 two-
bedroom units) on currently undeveloped land. The target tenants are those with an AMI at 30%
or less. There will be on-site counseling and support services for residents. Access to the site is
planned via one proposed driveway onto the local street that currently serves the Elevation
Christian Church and Terrace Park apartments. The Access Street leads to Alameda Parkway
where full-movement is allowed at the side-street stop-controlled intersection.

The project proposes to be developed within the next two years and is estimated to generate
approximately 64 daily trips with 6 trips occurring in the AM peak hour and 6 trips occurring in

>
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the PM peak hour. The site trips are fewer than a typical rental apartment due to the anticipated
lower-income that limits the residents’ ability to own a vehicle and higher probability of utilizing
the transit system and other non-automobile modes of travel.

It was determined that the current roadway system can adequately accommodate the
traffic volumes at buildout conditions of the Providence of the Heights and will not
trigger intersection or roadway improvements. The proposed 38 parking spaces are
anticipated to accommodate the peak demand for this land use. There will be 24 overflow
spaces available in the Elevation Christian Church’s parking lot.

>
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Table 1 - Trip Generation Summary
Land Use . i Average Daily Trips AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Generator Cod Size Unit
ode Rate' | Total In Out | Rate’ | Total In Out | Rate’ | Total In Out

Multi-Family Housing (Apartments) 220 50 DU 1.27 64 32 32| 0.12 6 3 3] 0.12 6 4 2

Source: City of Los Angeles Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 2016.
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Table 2 - Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary

Providence at the Heights
Traffic Impact Study

5/22/2018

Existing 2020 Background 2020 Background + Project 2040 Background 2040 Background + Project
Intersection and AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Lanes Groups Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
STOP SIGN CONTROL
Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street / 4 A 7 A 6 A 12 B 7 A 14 B 14 B 36 E 14 B 39 E
Access Street
Eastbound Left 16 C 11 B 19 C 13 B 19 C 13 B 27 D 15 C 27 D 15 C
Eastbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left 9 A 14 B 10 A 16 C 10 A 17 C 10 A 20 C 10 A 20 C
Westbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Northbound Left 113 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F
Northbound Through+Right 10 A 13 B 10 B 14 B 10 B 14 B 10 B 15 B 10 B 15 B
Southbound Left >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F
Southbound Through+Right 17 C 16 C 19 C 22 C 19 C 22 C 23 C 51 F 23 C 52 F
Access Street at Proposed 0 A | o A | o A | o A 1 A 1 A | o A | o A 1 A 1 A
Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 9 A 9 A 0 A 0 A 9 A 9 A
Northbound Left+Through 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Southbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A

Note: Delay represented in average seconds per vehicle.

18018_LOS_v2
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Table 3a - 95th Percentile Queue Summary (Synchro)

Providence at the Heights

Traffic Impact Study

5/22/2018

2020 Bkgrd +

2040 Bkgrd +

Lsetnos;'tahgir Existing 2020 Background Project 2040 Background Project
Intersection and DisttoAdi. | Ay pM | AM PM | AM PM | AM PM | AM  PM
Lanes Groups Int
STOP SIGN CONTROL

Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street /

Access Street
Eastbound Left 150' 12' 18' 15' 23' 15' 23' 26' 35' 26' 35'
Eastbound Through+Right 770' 0) 0 0} 0' 0 0' 0 o' 0} o'
Westbound Left 110' 0) 1 0 1 0 2' 1' 3 1 4'
Westbound Through+Right 740' 0) ) (0} 0' 0 0' 0 0' 0} o'
Northbound Left 70' 21 66' 31 4 37 85' 59' * 66' *
Northbound Through+Right 245" 1 2 1" 3 1' 3 1' 2 1 2
Southbound Left 140' 63' 52' 78' 74 78' 75' 93' 102' 94' 102'
Southbound Through+Right 420' 42 21 49' 32 49' 33 55' 73 55' 74

Access Street at Proposed

Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 75' 0 o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' 0'
Northbound Left+Through 50' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o'
Southbound Through+Right 90’ o' o' o' 0' o' o' o' 0' o' 0'

18018_LOS_v2
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Table 3b - Peak Hour Average and 95th Percentile Queues (SimTraffic)
Storage Existing 2020 Background 2020 Bkgrd + Project 2040 Background 2040 Bkgrd + Project
Length or
Intersection and Dist. to Adj. AM PM AM PM AM AM PM AM PM
Lanes Groups Int Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th
STOP SIGN CONTROL
Alameda Parkway at Joplin
Street / Access Street
Eastbound Left 150' 26' 59' 41 78' 30' 65' 49' 91' 30' 69' 47 86' 46' 109' 64' 124 51" 117 63' 120'
Eastbound Through+Right 770 1 11 1 13' 1" 8' 4' 26' 1 10 1 11 3 43' 5' 48' 8' 78' 6' 44'
Westbound Left 110' 2' 12 6' 24' 2' 11 7 26' 3 16' 6' 24! 3 18' 9' 32' 4' 19' 10' 36'
Westbound Through+Right 740" 1' 14' 3 21 3 20' 3 21 3 22' 2' 19' 2' 17 3 21 3 20' 1 12
Northbound Left 70' 12' 38' 37 74' 21 51" 43' 85' 20' 56' 36' 79' 42' 73' 45' 74' 54' 85" 35' 74'
Northbound Through+Right 245' 8' 30' 32' 112 7 30' 67' 179' 9' 44' 39' 127 30' 113 47 149' 108' 255 79' 224’
Southbound Left 140' 48' 131" 40' 103' 73' 153" 88' 185" 70' 162" 111 197" 125' 198" 124' 206" 127 195' 105" 201"
Southbound Through+Right 420' 93' 334 62' 209' 111" 378" | 255' 663" 132" 422 149' 456" | 352' 775" | 461" 826" | 327" 726" | 390" 795
Access Street at Proposed
Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 75' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 2' 16' 2' 16' 0' o' 0' o' 4' 21 3 17
Northbound Left+Through 50' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 5' 32' 1 9'
Southbound Through+Right 90’ 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o'

18018_LOS_v2
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Table 4 - Trip Generation Summary for Sensitivity Analysis (ITE Equation)
T — LazddUse Size Unit Average Daily Trips AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ode Rate Total In Out Rate Total In Out Rate Total In Out
Multi-Family Housing (Apartments) 220 50 DU [a] 337 169 168| [a] 25 6 19( [a] 32 20 12
Non-Auto Mode Choice: 15% (51) (25) (26) (4) (1) (3) (5) (3) (2)

Source: ITE Trip Generation 10th Edition, 2017.
[a]  ITE equation used instead of rate. Daily: T = 7.56(X) - 40.86; AM Peak: Ln(T) = 0.95 Ln(X) - 0.51;

where T = Trip Ends and X = number of dwelling units

PM Peak: Ln(T) = 0.89 Ln(X) - 0.02

18018_Volumes_v2
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Table 5 - Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service Summary

Traffic Impact Study

for Sensitivity Analysis (ITE Equations)

2020 Background + Project

2040 Background + Project

Intersection and AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Lanes Groups Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
STOP SIGN CONTROL
Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street / 8 A 95 F 17 c 61 F
Access Street
Eastbound Left 19 C 13 B 27 D 15 C
Eastbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left 10 A 17 C 10 A 20 C
Westbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Northbound Left >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F
Northbound Through+Right 10 B 14 B 10 B 15 C
Southbound Left >120 F >120 F >120 F >120 F
Southbound Through+Right 19 C 23 C 23 C 57 F
Ac'cess Street at Proposed 4 A 2 A 3 A 1 A
Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 9 A 9 A 9 A 9 A
Northbound Left+Through 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A
Southbound Through+Right 0 A 0 A 0 A 0 A

Note: Delay represented in average seconds per vehicle.

5/22/2018

18018_LOS_v2
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Table 3a - 95th Percentile Queue Summary (ITE equation from Synchro)

5/22/2018

2020 Bkgrd +

2040 Bkgrd +

Lsetnos;'tahgir Existing 2020 Background Project 2040 Background Project
Intersection and DisttoAdi. | Avy pM | AM PM | AM PM | AM PM | AM  PM
Lanes Groups Int
STOP SIGN CONTROL

Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street /

Access Street
Eastbound Left 150' 12' 18' 15' 23' 15' 23' 26' 35' 26' 35'
Eastbound Through+Right 770' 0) 0 0} 0' 0 0' 0 o' 0} o'
Westbound Left 110' 0) 1 0 1 1' 4' 1' 3 1 6'
Westbound Through+Right 740' 0) ) (0} 0' 0 0' 0 0' 0} o'
Northbound Left 70' 21 66' 31 4 58' * 59' * 86' *
Northbound Through+Right 245" 1 2 1" 3 2' 5' 1' 2 2' 4'
Southbound Left 140' 63' 52' 78' 74 79 79 93' 102' 94' 104
Southbound Through+Right 420' 42 21 49' 32 49' 34 55' 73 55' 79

Access Street at Proposed

Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 75' 0 o' o' o' 1' 1 o' o' 1 1
Northbound Left+Through 50' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o' o'
Southbound Through+Right 90’ o' o' o' 0' o' o' o' 0' o' 0'

18018_LOS_v2
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Table 6b - Average and 95th Percentile Queues
for Sensitivity Analysis (ITE Equations from SimTraffic)

Storage 2020 Bkgrd + Project (ITE Eq.) 2040 Bkgrd + Project (ITE Eq.)
Length or
Intersection and Dist. to Adj. AM PM AM PM
Lanes Groups Int Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th Avg. 95th
STOP SIGN CONTROL

Alameda Parkway at Joplin Street /

Access Street
Eastbound Left 150' 29' 65' 49' 93 46' 97' 67' 127
Eastbound Through+Right 770" 1 13' 2' 16' 3 29' 6' 55'
Westbound Left 110 5' 22' 12' 36' 5' 22' 16' 45'
Westbound Through+Right 740' 5' 27 2' 17 3 21 2 19'
Northbound Left 70' 40' 82’ 59' 79' 53' 88’ 57 78'
Northbound Through+Right 245' 47 169' 144 284" 152' 306" 152' 301"
Southbound Left 140' 70' 164 115' 202 105' 198’ 116' 186"
Southbound Through+Right 420' 139 443 256' 667" 249 670’ 353 776’

Access Street at Proposed

Driveway
Eastbound Left+Right 75' 13' 40' 17 57 31 84’ 24! 69'
Northbound Left+Through 50 2' 14' 11 48' 20 66’ 15' 54’
Southbound Through+Right 90' 0' o' 0' o' 0' o' o' o'

5/22/2018

18018_LOS_v2
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