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MEMORANDUM T0: Board of éﬁﬁnty Commissioners
Planning Commission

Rt': Policy statement

1 have been a little slow in getting this out of my office.

In order for us to make this public, 1 would like to rececive
vour comments back in my office no later than next Tuesday,

May 11, 1982. At that time T will be in Dallas at the

smerican Planning Association Conference. However, I would
appreciate it if you would give any comments that you have to
Kkaren who is our office manager and who will be in charge of .
completing the revisions. 1 will take a copy of the document
with me so that I can discuss it with her and draft the wording
changes from ballas.  They can then wake any final changes here
sl deliver it to Curt, so that we can get it to the press and
et oour courtesy copies out on Wednesday. That is only a week
Lieiore the hearing, but 1 presume that is tolerable.

Ideally there will be no changes. Certainly if you get a chance
teo look at 1t before Tuesday and can tell us that you have no
chianges, we will get it in circulation sooner.
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'ne subject of this chapter 1s policies for the regulation of
Jand development. The purpose of these policies is to minimize
conflict between land uses, to maintain and improve the quality
of  life in Mesa County, and to provide clecar and consistent
standards for land development.

svailability of Water in New Su
Dioves ]_ onments

statutaory duty to determine whether a proposed

THie (‘,‘ount.y has a
which 1is dependable and

development will have a supply of water
saequate in both quality and guantity. In the areas served by
the Ute, Clifton, Fruita, and Palisade Water Systems, the County
will defer to operators of those systems for the determination
of  whether  an adeguate water supply can be provided to a
croposed development.  The County has no water engineers on Lts
craff and 1s far less  able  than those service providers  to
N\icteamine  the adequacy of service to a proposed development.
iiowever , for other areas of the County, the County will adopt
standards for water scrvice for different types of
development and will obtain  such professional  cxpertise as 1Lt

Lo teview ptoposed  projects against  the standards., The
pressure

Wl LI
needs
new standards will address water quality, tteliability,

snd line sizes.

Mt b Frlre Flows

e mintmum flre flow 1s the minimum flow of water necded for

.
fire-fighting. The minimum standaids are  determined by
LIS UL ance rating otganizations —and other  standard-setting
Gl OUps . Required minimum fire-flows aice curtently available in

in Mesa County but such minimum flows are

come uthanized areas
in most tutal areas and in some urban areas. The
Scunty  does not  provide fite pirotection and by law iIs  not
cuthorized to establish a water system. Mesa County has adopted
huilding codes which, among other things, provide minimum
ctandards to ensure that occupants of buildings are warned of a
fite and have the opportunity to escape. Most property owners
insurance against property loss; interestingly, fire
costs in  atcas without minimum fire flows amount to
avetrage  house  than

Gt o avallable

carry o
incut ance
anly a few dollars moire per month for an
costs for the same house in a fully protected area.
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and  within a reasonable regponse  time of existing or  planned
fire stations.  However, 1n some cases  special arrangements may
. be made for firte protection in  a particular  development;  a
proposed watchouse may be planned with a sprinkler gsystem and an
adequate water supply to scrvice  1t, while a new fire district
may  bo proposed for a Jarge-scale  remote  planned  unit
development.  Mesa  County will require ino the future that al)
new industrial,  institutlional, commercial  and higher  density
tesidential developments have o1t make  provasion for reaucnable
tirte protection.  The standaids for such filrte protection chould
e flexible  enough to accomodate  the needs  and problems of a
soatlery  of developments  but should also be  consistent with.
condards establiched by rtepntable  rating  and standard -serting
craantzarlions, '

treximity of New Residential pDevelopment to Somnercial Services
Moca County considered the adopticon  of a policy requiting  that
“ow residential development bhe o docated within & opecified
intance of existing comtproral et vices. SUChU G et eIsent
coubd be met by o deveioper hutlding clogse 1o other developments

croburlding coemmercial o services ao the firat phase of hia own
develoepment . Mesa o County believes  that piivate  intcerests ate
Perter able than public officials to determine when and  wiher e
comirrotal o services are peeded.s Mesa County bedicves thar o oo
bew it ecs doevelop away from existing comercial developient, ncw
cmncrcial o cdevelopment s o wi b b provided, Mi 54 County
recognizes that 1t 1s both  conventent  and  cnergy-saving ford
preple 1o he able to shop near where they Jive. However, thie
County also belteves that consuners are better able than  County
cttrterals to detearmine what 1o "convenitent™ and that  conoumer o

e at o least as concerned as public officials 2hout the o-cd to
Conterve expensive gasoline. Thug, Mesa County determines. as a
tatter of policy that a reqguliation  on this inoue 1o tnnecennary
il ihiat the objective of providing convenient corvices will  be
et by the private scector without public intervention.,

N’ Stondards for Sewer Service 01 Soentio Syatoems

tnder the  laws  of  Colorado, Mesa  County  Cannot  appraove a
subdivision unlens the Board of County Comminsioners  determines
cither  that it will be  connectoed (o a public ncewage dinposeal
cysten o thiat i will have a o ivote ayctoem o Coplioc tanks
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coenforming to state and local laws and tegulations., Mesa County
and the City of Grand Junction have together developed a high
quality sewage collection and disposal gsystem within the "201°
cervice atea in the Grand valley. The designation of the 201
service area "is the result of a4 facilities planning projrce
undertaken with  agsistance  firom  the Environmental Prouvcction
Agency several years ago.’  In oirden to make officirnt use of
this  system, and Lo maintain water  quality standards all  new
development within this area will be required to hook up to this
system within two years of constiuction or within thirty days of
the time whien an intelrceptor ot majotr scilvice line exists or 1§
LBuilt within 400 feet of any part of the development, whichever
comes  filrat. puring any petiod between constiuction  and
hook-up, temporatry sewage vaults will bhe permitted in accordance
vith existing Mesa County standards, ‘ ,

Colorado bepat tment  of  Health  hag adopted a fiom

noet-proliferation” policy to discourage multiple, @mall and
poattered  sewage trteatment systems because of the difficuley of
elating and managing small  systems  and  because of 0 the
tticulty in regulating multiple systems.  Mesa County supports
ndd oadopts that policy.  Mesa County in the future will give the
testest possible welght to the recomnmendation  of  the Colorado
prepartment of Health on the approepriatencess as well as o the
coran ofa new proposed  vieeatment Sy SLenm, In 4gencral, the
Coonty bdlieves that the  catablishiment of new treatment Syotemo
o bern necesunary and desirable to o serve cRisting and  prGpooed
e areas, but that the establishment of new treatiment opot cang
tocthitate  scattered development on the  fringe  of existing
ran areas and o seIvice arcas 19 not desirab e, litsvweeyeep , Moo
anty ulso rtecognizes that it does  not control the delivery of
e o collectton and disposal serviae and  that some providers
v uervice may be unwilling ot unable to expand to seeet the
Sroviing needs of 0 a growing County., When an existing  scervice
piovider ks unable or unwilling  without rceoacon to expand  Its
cervice area, the County acknowledges ihat the ceotablishment  of
cobeew treatment system npear the otd ane may be necessary even if
bt epresents a form o of "proliferation." However, no development
Peiying on such a treatment system should be approved unlesse the
Soveleper has first obtained  at Teast concept  approval  of the
foostion and design of the proposced system firom the  Colorado
cetdvinent of Health,

Septic tanks located, installed and operated in accordance  with
the  dogulations of the Stavte of Colorado and of the Mesa County
Heclth Depattnent are suitable  weans  of  mewnge  dicposal o

ow denagity resitdential development and for cmall-ooale Taolated

cnercital developments, Sseptic tanka way also bLe  Gpprop late
cerve  domestic o water needs of 0 cwmall and dgolated induactyial
oty Howevetr, Mega County oo A matter of pol ey debormines

PLoat o septic tanks o are not appiopn iate ot higher  density
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1esidential development, nor for  large-scale commercial and
industi ial development, nor for  any quantity of industrial

wWastes,

Coordination of Long Range School Planning  and Development
Coordination  of Development

Approval  and School

—— RIS, [,

Patteirns

Capacity

The proximity of schools to new development 1s of concern  to
every person with children and to all public decision-makers.
However, the 1ssue can be addressed from  a number of
perspectives. Advocates of some modern land use control systems
utge that new development should be forced to locate around

existing  schools., Many school planners respond that 1t i1s the
tesponsibility of  the school district to foresee developiient
patterns  and  to  locate schools accordingly., Thelre ate  no

"1ight" answers to such difficult i1ssues. However, it is clear
that  therte must be a greater level of cooperation  and joint
planning between Mesa County and  School District 51, Mesa
County has been told informally that the District is willing to
pay part ot all of the .cost ot a professional gtaff  <chool
planner  to woilk with the City-County Comprehensive  Planning
Bepattment  Scaff. Mesa  County  believes that  such staff
cocperatlion in planning will be a good step toward betrter future
cootdination ot gchool planning with other  public planning  and
thus  Mesa Countvy will pur suc that proposal. Mesa  County
anticipates that aftér a period of joilnt planning i1t carn adonr,
jointly with Distrilct 51, a wore cpecific policy for relating
school planning rto the 1eview and approval of noew developuents.,

Stondards for Stirect Widihs

The determination of adeguate Strect widths and ighto-of-way 1g
Lased on safety, traffic veoluwe  and  speced, and potential need
for  expansion. However , streets  are  expensive  to build and
maintain, and  therefore should not be designed or built to  be
Torger than necessary.  While large  tighrs-of--way are necessary
for  certain major corridors whete  futute street  widening  1s
Pikely, 1n other arens large 1vighra-of -way sinply waste land.

Most o arterial and collector r1oade in Mesa County will uluimately
Connect with and  become part OfF o total strcet  gsystem which s
aegrated with the street system in the City of Grand Junction,
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)

In the past Mesa County has had 1ts own separate standards for
such 1oads, standards which have resulted in peculiar designs
where County-approved 1t1oads connect to Clty-approved roads.
Mesa County will adopt and enforce City of Grand Junction
standards for collector and arterial 1oads.

Local streets are a totally different issue. With modern
planning techniques, well-designed local streets will  never
become collectors or arterials. Thus, the only concern in the
design of local streets 1s that they be adequate to provide safe
and e¢fficient access to  the development  fronting on such

stireets, Sutplus 1right-of-way 1s not necessary because future
expansion 1s unlikely. For such stirects, Mesa County belleves
that both o0ld Mesa County standards and City of Grand Junction
standards tequite streets that are unnecessarily wide. Mesa

County has rturned Instead to 1ecommendations of the Urban Land
Institute, the Amerlcan  Society of Civil Engineers and the
National Assoclation of Homebuilders, and modifled those
standards slightly to meet local needs.

For rural developments, all strcets may be-developed under the
"local" classification (standairds) unless  very low densities
o Suggest  that  future redevelopment may take place at higher
densities which would 1equite gireater  street  capacity.  If
tedevelopment 1s anticipated, sufficicent 1ight  of way to expand
1o collector o1 minor airterial  classification will be required.

Major Ariterial 100" ROW  two 25°' paved stripe with divider
Minot Aptel ial 77" ROW 56' cartway

Collectrol 66' ROW 45" car tway

Lhocal , e 20" coartway

Cul-de~-sac s = e 20" cartway

sthorv loop e 18" cartway

The  major  aiterial has four lanes, no parking. The minor
atterial has  four lanes, two bikelanes, no  parking. “The

cellector has Wwo Jlanes and two tows of parking., The local has
two  Janes plus one row of parking or can keep one lane moving

even with parking on both sides. Tiie cul-de-sac allows one lane
of alternate traffic where there 14 parking, without patking,
two Janes of traffilc arte accomedated. The  short loop 1is . the

come as the cul-de-sac, very low gspeeds only ate allowed.

Fights-of-way for local streets chould be tailoted to
site-specific needs. Under contemporary- citculation planning
practices, no local street should evetr grow 1nto a collector or
. arterial.  Thus, the 1ight-of-way does not need to  include
N cipansion toom for the street.. What it does need to include  1s
enough room for the street, adjacent utility cagements,
diatnageways,  sidewalks, bikeways and a strip for snow removal.
The utility cascment is compatible with a gidewalk, bikeway or
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snow removal strip. In some developments, pedestrian and  bike
paths may be at the 1rear of most lots, leaving no need for
excess right of way along the street. In order to allow for
snpow temoval, the minimum right-of-way for a local street of any
classification should be six feet wider than the cartway. That
standard should be expanded as needed for the other peripheral

uses.

Site Planning Standatds

Mesa County believes that it is difficult at best for the County
to establish detailed site standards that are suitable for every
piece of land in Mesa County. County officials have learned
firom many public hearings that cuch matters as side-yard
setbacks and fence 1estrictions are typically matters of
neighborhood concern on which it is difficult to set appropriate
County-wide policies. When such policles are adopted, they are
; fiegquently in  the form of 1igid, prescriptive standards that
N Jdiscourage creativity and good site-planning.

Therefore, Mesa Coupty 1is adopting a policy on site planning
standards that is similar to the philosophy of  the creators of
the "planned unit development™  concept. Under the new policy,
site planning standards in Mesa  County  wmust  requite adequate
strteet and drainage system  design  and otherwise protect public
systems through performance standardyg, Fut ther, the County must
have and enforce requitcements  for buffer  zones between
incompatible land wuse types and provide prescriptive des:ign
crandards  for  develepment of  individual Jots in established
neiyghboirhoods .  However,  for new developments involving larger
Iand areas, the County will  cencourage developers to follow the
o1iginal concept of the planned unit development by creating for
cach project site planning criteria which fit the site and the

chatacter of development proposced. In such developments, the
County will encoutage developers to develep their  own  plan and
site planning criteria, subject to gross density Jimits,

peiformance standards and a tequitement for a substantial buffer
zone between substantially diffetent types of development.

bubrilic Hearings before the Plinring Commission

The  r1ole of the Planning Comnmission 1s  complex. Viewed
criginally as a sort of technical revicew body, the Mesa County
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Planning Commission has assumed a growing role in all aspects of
ptoject .review, including the holding of public hearings. The
County has te-evaluated the role of the Planning Commission and
consideted the possibility of eliminating public hearings before
that body and taking other steps to cut the work-load of this
trtaditionally dedicated group of volunteers. However, the
tesult of the evaluation 1s the conclusion that the role of the
Planning Commission ought not to be changed.

Thus, the Planning Commission will continue to hold public
hearings on matters coming before it. Hearings will continue to
be scheduled by the Planning Commission in a way that makes
citizen participation as easy and convenlent as possible.
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Time Limits for Commencement of Development Following Rezoning

In oi1der to discourage land speculation, Mesa County will place.

time Jimits on all development apptovals. Developers will Dbe
tequited to show substantial progress within those time limits,
Under the new Mesa County procedures, the first step in the
apptoval process will be an Official Development Plan showing
Jand uses and a general development plan. Approval of the plan
will be void unless a Final Plat for the project, or 1in the case
of phased developments, for the first phase, is approved 'within
six months of the approval of the Official Development Plan.
Final Plat approval will be void wunless all roads shown on the
Final Plat are completed to County specifications within one
yeat of approval of the Final Plat. On larger, phased
developments, developers will be required to include a phasing
schedule as part of the Official Development Plan and will be
tequited to  adhere  to that  schedule. A developer will be
allowed to apply for one extension of not more than one year on
single-phase projects or for one amendment to the phasing
schedule on phased projects; such an  extension will be granted
only for good cause. The expliration of development approvals
undet this policy will be automatic.

Policy on Utilization of Irtigated Water for Non-household Uses

by Developments in Areas Which Have Historically Utilized
Iriigated Watet

any development in areas which have histerically bhad access to
irrigated water should be required to -utilize such water for
non- domestic putposes through pressurized or other reliable
dellvery systems.

Drainage Requirements for New Development

New developments must not create rtun-off in excess of historic
site levels., Run-off will be held to exlisting pre-development
levels by minimizing impervious cover, and the use of swales,
detention  and retention  ponds. This "natural" approach to
managing stormwater run-off is not only c¢cologically sound, but
it 1s also less expensive than putting in curb and gutter.
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