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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. 


