
I 
Table of Contents 

File 1974-00458 

Date 1/14/00 Project Name: S~ring Valle~ Subdivision 

p s A few items are denoted with an asterisk (*), which means they are to be scanned for permanent record on the 
r c ISYS retrieval system. In some instances, not all entries designated to be scanned are present in the file. There 
e a 

are also documents specific to certain files, not found on the standard list. For this reason, a checklist has been s n 
e n included. 
n e Remaining items, (not selected for scanning), will be marked present on the checklist. This index can serve as a 
t d quick guide for the contents of each file. 

Files denoted with (**) are to be located using the ISYS Query System. Planning Clearance will need to be typed 
in full, as well as other entries such as Ordinances, Resolutions, Board of Appeals, and etc. 

X X *Summary Sheet- Table of Contents 
Application form 
Receipts for fees paid for anything 

*Submittal checklist 
*General project report 

Reduced copy of final plans or drawings 
Reduction of assessor's map 
Evidence of title, deeds 

*Mailing list 
Public notice cards 
Record of certified mail 
Legal description 
Appraisal of raw land 
Reduction of any maps - final copy 

*Final reports for drainage and soils (geotechnical reports) 
Other bound or nonbound reports 
Traffic studies 
Individual review comments from agencies 

*Consolidated review comments list 
*Petitioner's response to comments 
*Staff Reports 
*Planning Commission staff report and exhibits 
*City Council staff report and exhibits 
*Summary sheet of final conditions 
*Letters and correspondence dated after the date of final approval (pertaining to change in conditions or 
expiration date) 

DOCUMENTS SPECIFIC TO THIS DEVELOPMENT FILE: 

X X ALTA Commitment 

X X Status Report 

X Review Sheets 

X Copy of Right-of-Way Agreement 

X X Ordinance No. 1553 - ** 



Date Received j-;G-7.:) 

Petitioner ?it /?1 E ~ /~ li)EN 

Address 
------------------------------------------------------~-

Fee Submitted: Preliminary _______ ~-9~-----------

SKETCH PLA:\' 
Planning Staff 

Date 

•• )Comments 

PRELIMINARY PLAN 
!Planning Staff Planning Commission /"'" I' . , Other Remarks 

Date jo-Jo--71 /.},tJ,dlCe>/rc/.~;f!,~£1;( .£: -Jtf? £+c·t/·~ ~rrr!cc-~~ c:rc/tl· 10 ·2r-N /J<!'? /~//11/A'?- /X:b f7tX'7 Y 6t·v/fL··---;:f>S/+/r 
/'(/ (/ 

' /7 .~NE Comments .~- "- /C-7-/ 1V 5 TA/J. C>/v ;z;Ar;> 
·--! /'17l.- ,;C:/if/d<:'"A:.'r/<:/,'TJCJt\./ ~ 

~ - jc,;·,r cr TJ'b;-tf /t~.S"c.c4. '/ -)~ ..r . I 
I if/ pprc v;/1 .Fa :;:.7 - cF /h,ees· 

I I 
~J); .i(·"'cJ f',f;t oAJ 

'-

~· lo ;.,_~ .. ~*7 ,e-- j/ / ., - {{)I '(iT oc I:.;/( JCT ,; ~a:,,.; c/J c· c '.\ 

' , 
/FINAL PLAT 

Planning Staff Planning Commission City Council Other Remarks 
Date ··/!{ /-? b'jf'cN/PfJ - ~:Jt·t/4-d;- /';_JO /{; :~--

I 

//.COb /ilj k)6ds 
I 

I • .;·\ t't/ / /.!/ I 

. / 

-,~o 
t/ 

11~2aN 1/;;;/ 
I i_~' I . Comments 0{~,;~7, -- k~t._{'a " {/;~·,£~.I i 

lo 

(~irt;?lff 1t I~JI!j' ~!ht{ 1~ /r_f{t C<-.-t 10 
d 

ADDITIONAL CQ;\NE::\TS: 

DATE CQ;\1P LETED: -------------------------------------------



Reply Requested 
YesO NoD 

C:L...., OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADC" 

__ _, MEMORANDUM -"' 

Date 

,Tcmuarv 2 8, 1 ~ 75 

llarvey Pose, City ~1anager 
To: (From:) G.us- 3yrom, J'-u}•l i c 'VJorbfrom: (To:) 

Dirc~ci:or 

:?odger Young, c•; ty. Engineer ~)..-

Subj(~c·t: .Standards for Streets 

In revic-vdng t::te propo"lc d ;_Jlans for t!:.~c~ SJ>rin(J Val lev r;·,1J: .. [i vis io::-1, 
I have found that the specifications that t1w :::nqir~cerinq Depart­
ment. h-"l.<:: do not conform v-dtll the :::>pacifications t 1iJ.t =trA 1n t. v: 
"?.o.t1in1 Ordinance D0velo;::m~ent Regulations <"l.nd Processinq Proce-­
dures" >1Se<1 "Jv tlle Planning ncn<trtr:~0nt. 

The ~:'nf!iner:;ring ')e~)artment has proposed for the c:nrirw ~/allt?v 
Subdivision a corrbination vertical curb, .qu·tter a.nc' side'..valk 
pourcc~ :monoli th.icaly ,,Ji th an ow~r nll dirr!ns ion of six f0c t. 
l\ five foot siC'ewalk as shmm in the T· lanning ~,ep.?.rtr;~~nt' s 
publication is very impracticaLlo for a n:-:si<.Jential :trea. :-·.lso, 
the ~ngiaeering Department has reco:ITJmendec~ the elimination of 
the rar,ped do\,JE curb, guttc~r and si<1ewalh=; at <:>.11 :i 'lb:::rsGct.ior.~'1. 

In all the street i:mprovem(')nt project::> t.~lat tl-;r! -~ity 1.uilt in 
1.9 7 t., four foot sicet·ralks 1wre cons true ted. Since t~1is is ·.vL.d.t 
·the City is ):;uildina, it is felt that the subdividor si10ulcl. not 
be force c.:. to builCl a side•-1alk •....rider than four feet. 

Gus and I bave discussed these di ffGrences })•?t\Jeen L:::: :!lannir:g 
Department I:egulations and our specifications for si:r~:P.+: ir1rrovr~­
ments anci aqree Hith these c~1anges. 

I feel ti1ese differences should be ironed out as soon as possible. 
Don Y·Jarn(~r is -:r·:are of thesP. cH ffcrcncf~S :'lnd is in concurrcnc(~ 
with us about changing some of the design standards a?. in the 
zoning regulations. 

Hould it bf.: ?Ossible for "OU to urge tlw !llannina roDMis s ior. 
to accept and aoprove of ti1e changP-s that have L<:~en nrOj)Osecl 
for the Sprinq Val lev Sub<.U vision. 


