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cf—% OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADC*
i MEMORANDUM —
Reply Requested Date

Yes[ ] No[]

January 28, 1975

ilarvey Rose, City Manager /n
To: (From:}Gus _3yrom, Fublic Worksdrom: (To:)__ Rodger Young, (ity Engineer \/L
Director

fubject: Standards for Streets

In reviewing tha proposed plans for the Spring Vallev Zakdivision,
T have found that the specifications that the Tnginecerinag Depart-
ment has Jdo not conform with the snecificat ions that are in tho
””onlnq Ordinance Develonment ?cqulatlons and Processing Prcoce-
dures® used hv the Planninag Devartment.

‘nagineering Denartment has proposed for the Srnring Vallev
Seriv'sion a corbination vertical curb, qutter and sidewalk
poured monolithicaly with an over all dirmension of six fackh.

A five foot sidewalk as shiown in the Tlanning Tepartront's
rublication is verv impractical:le for a residential area. 2lso,
the “ngineering Department has recommended the elimination of
the ramped down curb, gutter and sidewalls at all intarsections,

In all the street improvement projects that the Titvy Luilf in
1974, four foeot sicdewalks were constructed. Sinc this 1is what
the City is buildina, it is felt that the subdividor should notc
be forced to huild a sidewalk wider than four feot.

Gus and I have discussed these differences between the Tlanning
Department FNegulations and ocur specifications for straet immrove-
ments and agree with these changes

I feel these differences should ke ironed out as soon as possible.
Don Warner is avwrare of thease differcences and is in concurrence
with us about changing some of the design standards as in the
zoning regulations.

fTould it be possible for vou to urge the Planninc Commis io
to accept and approve of tne chandges tlat hrave Leen nroposed
for the Sprinc Vallev Subdivision.
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