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January 05, 19871

Attention: Don Warner
Dear Sirs

I propose to place one step twelve fget long, seven inches high, and
placed three feet onto the city sidewalk (property line) at the address of
222 North 7th Street as shown on attached blueprint,

I understand this to be a revocable variance under the city®s said provisions,

The work is to be done by Fenske Construction under Constructor's West
license number 2800748,building permit No, 6197,

Mark Paul Fenske
Fenske Construction
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J. Williams
2639 Dahlia Dr.
City 81501

1/81

"

4 SC Partnership
P.0O. Box 3112
City 81502

L ' 1/81

D. Laycock

760 Glenwood Ave.
City 81501
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Mark Fenske
222 North 7th St. j
City 81501 f
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REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY

FILE# 1-8]

ITEM REVOCABLE PERMIT . DATE SENT TO REVIEW DEPT.
DATE DUE

PETITIONER

LOCATION

DATE REC. AGENCY COMMENTS

01/27/81 FRANK/SIMONETTI PASSED 5-0 A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF
#1-81 REVOCABLE PERMIT FOR A STEP IN THE CITY RIGHT OF WAY AT 222 NORTH 7TH
STREET, AS PRESENTED IN THE DRAWING.
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Colorado Springs, Colorado Pueblo, Colorado Crand Jurction, Colorade Glenwood Springs, Colorado Evonston, . Wy

- 1441 Motor

Grand Junction, Colo 81501
(303) 242-8968 January 5, 1982

Jim Lindell

843 25 Road
Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: PRELIMINARY
'SUBSURFACE SOILS INVESTIGATION
RUSTY SUN SUBDIVISION

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

Gentlemen:

Transmitted herein are the results of a Preliminary Subsurface
Soils Investigation and Foundation Recommendations for the
proposed Rusty Sun Subdivision near Grand Junction, Colorado.

Respectfully submitted,

LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY, INC.

By:
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ABSTRACT?

| The contents of this report are a
Preliminary Subsurface Soils Investigation and Foundation
Recommendations for the proposed Ru§ty Sun Subdivision near
Grand Junction, Colorado. '

Topographically, the site is
predominantly level at both parcels, except for the edge
along Indian Wash. Both surface and subsurface drainage are
fair to poor.

After consideration of the investi-
gation and testing érogram described herein, it appears that
either a shallow foundation system of more or less conventional
design or a grade beam and drilled pier séstem would be appro-
priate for portions of this development. Depending on local
soil conditions, maximum allowable pressures of 2000 to 3000
psf on the native alluvial soils and 5000 psf on the underlying
shale bedrock would be appropriaté for foundation design. Mini-
mum pressures required to resist possible swell are 500 to 2100
psf, respectively.

| Because of the expansive nature of

the foundation materials, we would recommend that the foundation

system be well balanced and heavily reinforced.
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All floor slabs on grade must be
- constructed to act independently of other structural portions
of the buildings.-

Adequate drainage must be provided

at all times. Water should never be allowed to stand or pond
above the foundation materials. A subsurface peripheral drain
should be placed around the exterior of the structure at the
foundation level, connected to the bottom of floor slabs or
] surface of the ground with a gravel-vertical drain.
A Type II Cement would be recom-
mended in all concrete in contact with the soil on this site.
More detailed recommendations can be
found within the body of this report. All" recommendations will
be subject to the limitations set forth herein.
- ' ' The information contained herein has
been obtained to provide a general and preliminary indication
of the soils which will probably be found under presently
unknown types of structures proposed for the site. Site specific

information must be obtained beneath each proposed structure

8 after its exact location is determined, since the soil types
and conditions differ across the overall site and the types
of structure proposed are unknown.

[ ™ ]
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- This repoft is intended to identify
general soil conditions on the site, as requested. Five (5)
test bofings spread over a 8 acre site, can only be used as an
over-view of the soil conditions and nét for site specific

design purposes.
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GENERAL:

The purpose of this investigation

was to determine the general suitability of the site for con-

struction of the Rusty Sun Subdivision, parcels 60 and 61 of
Filing 2 of the Indian Village Subdivision, Grand Junction,
Colorado.

| Although Lincoln-DeVore has not
seen a set of construction drawings for any of the residential
units proposed, we believe that they will be basically frame
structures of more or less conventional design. Foundation
loads for structures of this nature are normally light to
medium weight in magnitude.

The topography of the site is flat
and low lying. The parcels are located adjacent to Indian
Wash on the alluvial plain of the Colorado River. The site
hés a generalrslope to the south, so that surface runoff will
eventually reach the river. The exact direction of drainage
will be controlled by local streets and ditches around the area
of the structure, but in general, will be toward the south.
Both surface and subsurface drainage range from faif to poor.

The foundation soils encountered on

this site consisted prédominantly of alluvial deposits. The

- e
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deposits are placed’by past flooding action from the Colorado
River, with the more granular surficial soils placed by the
relatively more recent flood action of Indian Wash. These
soils were deposited over bédrock of the Mancos Shale Formation.
The Mancos Shale can bréadly be
described as a thin-bedded, drab, light to dark gray ma?ine
shale, with thinly interbedded fine grain sandstone and lime-
stone layers. Some portions of the Mancos Shale are bentonitic,
and the;efore, are highly expansive. The majority of the shale,
however, has only a moderate expansion potential. Formational

shale was encountered in Test Boring No. 1 through 3, inclusive,

at a depth of 3 to 13 feet. It is anticipated that this for-

mational shale will directly and significantly effect the con-
struction and the performance of the foundations on the site.

At this time, it is not known if any
portions of either parcel actually lie wifhin the 100 year flood
hazard zone of Indian Wash, although the parcels are believed
to be generally outside of such a hazard zone, if any. We
understand that a flood hazard study was done recently by the
Corps of Engineers of which we have not, as yet, obtained a copy.

We strongly urge review of the results of this study, if

available, or a study specific to this site to determine if any
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hazard exists for parcels 60 ahd 61. ‘Mitigation methods can

y

then be developed, if necessary, that are consistent with state

‘and local ordinances relating to such matters.
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BORINGS, LABORATORY TESTS AND RESULTS:

- the standard split-spoon sampler and by bulk methods.

small circle immediately below the sampling point on the

Five (5) test borings were placed on

- the site, at locations indicated on the attached Test Boring

Location Diagram. These test borings were placed in such a

manner as to obtain a reasonably good profile of the proposed

construction site subsurface soils. Some variations were noted

in the soil profile, but in general, the profile was found to be
fairly uniform, so that further test borings were not deemed
necessary at this time. All test borings were advanced with a

power-driven, continuous auger drill and samples were taken with

The precise gradational and plastic-
ity characteristics associated with the soils encountered during
drilling can be found on the attached summary sheets. The

representative number for each soil group is indicated in a

Drilling Logs. The following discussion of the soil groups will
be general in nature.

The soils profile found on this
site can be broadly described as a two layer system. The upper

3 to 13 feet of the profile was found to be moderate to low

density alluvial soils at parcel 60. Beneath this surface
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layer, the soils were found to consist of Mancos Shale bedrock.
At parcel 61, the alluvial deposits extended to .a depth of
25 feet where the borings ended wiﬁhout encountering bedrock.
Soil Type No. 1 claséified as a
sandy silt (ML) of fine to medium grain size. Soil Type No. 1
is moist, of very low plasticity and of moderate to 1owkdensity.
In themselves, these‘soils will have virtually no tendency to
expand upon the addition of moisture nor to long-term consoli-
dation under applied foundation stresses. Granular materials,
such as these, do have a tendency to rapidly settle under the
initial application of static foundation pressures. However,
these settlements are characteristically fairly rapid in nature
and should be virtually complete by the end of construction.
In any event, if the allowable bearing values given in this
report are not exceeded, and if recommendations pertaining to
inspection,‘reinforcing, balancing and drainage are followed,
it is felt that differential movement can be held to a tolerable
magnitude. At shallow foundation depths across the site, these
soils were found to have an average allowable bearing capacity
on the order of 2000 to 3000 psf. Pending site specific
examination of soils, a maximum pressure of 2000 psf would be

appropriate for the preliminary design of foundations at this

¢ il
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site. Due to the proximity of firm, wet silty clay of some
expansion potential below the Type No. 1 soil, a minimum
pressure of 500 psf will be required in most areas.

Soil Type No. 2 classified as a
silty clay (CL) of fine grain size. Soil Type No. 2 is plastic,
generally of high moisture content and of low to moderate
density. These soils have a distinct tendency to expand upon

the addition of moisture with swell pressures on the order of

2065 psf being considered typical when soils are in the dry
state. Approximately 500 psf swell pressure required in the

wet state in which the soil was found, While this magnitude of

expansion should not be sufficient to affect the heavy struc-

tural members of the building, it can cause some movement beneath

light structural members and floor slabs on grade. These soils

will have a moderate tendency to long-term consolidation under

_ applied foundation pressures. However, if the allowable bearing

values given are notrexéeeded, we feei that differential move-
ment would be tolerable. This soil group was found to have an
allowable bearing value on the order of 1500 to 2000 psf maximum.
where it occurred in parcel 61 (Test Hole Nos. 4 and 5). At
parcel 60, Soil Type No. 2 occurred in a very low density state
and would not be recommended for direct foundation support.
Wherever foundations bear on or close to this soil type, a
minimum éressure of SOO psf will be required to resist the

remaining swell potential of this generally wet material.

-9-
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Soil Type No. 3 classified as silty
clay (cL) of}fiﬁe grain size. Soil Type No. 3 is typical of the
formational shéle which underlies the site #nd serves . as bedrock
in the area. Soil Type No. 3 is plastic, of very low permea-
bility and of high to very high density. The shales are
expansive in nature with swell pressures on the 6rd§r of 2110
psf being measured. Should drilled piers be used for the
building, the expansive nature of the fineygrained bedrock

must be given consideration. Owing to its initial high density

condition, these soils would have virtually no tendency to

long—term consolidate. At a penetration of 5 feet into the
shale layer, tip bearing capacities on th§~order of 10,000 to
12,000 psf could be achieved. It is important to note that a
small water-bearing fracture zone occurred at a depth of 18
feet in Test Hole No. 1. Such fractures, if detected by a°

more detailed investigation at any specific site, may necessitate

the use of a lower maximum allowable bearing pressure than

recommended herein in order to minimize settlement due to com-
pression of the fréctures. ’Also, a minimum pressure of 2100
psf must be maintained to resist the potential swell of the
fine-grained bedrock. Where this shale occurs at very shallow

depths, resulting in the use of a pad and grade beam type of

-10-
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" foundation, a maximum allowable pressure of 5000 psf would be
¥ ' ‘appropriate for preliminary foundation design. Soil Type No. 3
1 was found to contain sulfates in detrimental quantities.
; :

Free water was found at parcel 60

at a depth of 18 feet ianest Hole Nos. 1 and 2, with no free

water in Test Hole No. 3. It is felt that rather than being a

true free water surface, the moisture encountered was actually

- perched above the formational shale materials and was traveling

through the fractures in the weathered zone. This is substan-

B . tiated by the fact that moisture was noted in the fractures of
the weathered shale. Due to the seepage encountered in this
weathered shale zone, as well as the potential for seepage in
the overlying materials, subsurface peripﬂeral drains around
the structures are strongly recommended. Additionally, water may

> be encountered during construction, especially in deeper
excavations and dewatering techniques may be necessary. - It is
felt that the quantities of water to be anticipated can be
handled by sump pits and pumps during construction.

- At parcel 61, the deeper soils were

of very high moisture content, believed to be due to the proximiﬁy

of the site to Indian Wash and the Colorado River as well as

to past and present irrigation practices in the general area

(the site is between the Highline and Grand V=1lley Canals).

-11~
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Such moisture conditions will directly affect basement constrﬁc-

tion by necessitating the use of dampproofing materials and

- peripheral drains. 1In addition, the nature of the foundation

soils in the area is sﬁch that the formation of areas of
pefched water is quite possible. If these wét areﬁs are
encountered during foundation excavation, some pumping is
possible. This is a temporary, gqguick condition caused by
vibration .of the equipment on the site. If this should occur,
it can be stopped by removal of the equipment and greater care
taken in the excavation process. If this does not stop éhe
pumping, properly placed coarse rock should be worked into the
soil or properly designed geotechnical fab:ic could be applied
to the earth face. The foundations could»also be redesigned
based upon lower bearing values if large amounts of éeepage are
encountered. It is emphasized that minor pumping is a temporary,
guick condition and should not affect the structure after it

is completed.

~12-
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

Since the exact magnitude and nature

"of the foundation loads are not precisely known at the present

time, the following recommendations must be somewhat general
in nature. Any special loads or unusual design conditions
shoula be reportéd to Lincoln-DeVore so that changes in these
recémmendations may be made, if necessary. However, based upon
our analysis of the soil conditions and project characteristics
previously outlined, the following recommendations are made.

| In general, the soils found across
the subdivision will form a reasonably good base for the proposed
residential structures. Moderate density sandy silts were
encountered at or near the present ground surface in the region

of the majority of the test borings drilled. For these non-

" expansive (or low expansive) areas, spread footings of various

widths, in conjunction with a reinforced concrete grade beam stem
wall, will probably be the most suitable foundation type, if
the higher expansive clays are not located within 3 feet of the
bottom of thé foundations.

For those areas of the subdivisibq
where the clays or shale bedrock are encountered, foundations

must be designed with the expansive potential of the subsurface

-13-
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soils in mind. The foundation configuration which can be used'

ad

on the expansive materials will depend upon the magnitude of

foundation loads exerted by the residential units as well as

the exact degree of expansion anticipated from the soils.

Several foundation types are acceptable for use on the materials.
These foundation configurations would include, but are not

limited to:

b

1) The most common option would consist of the
. engineered no footing design, with the stem
. ) wall resting directly on the ground surface.
: ' The judicious use of voids would be employed to
balance the structure and to increase the contact
. o stresses beneath any very light walls. For most
moderately loaded foundation systems, this voided
stem wall design would probably prove satisfactory
considering the magnitude of expansion pressures
encountered across the subdivision, and the antici-
pated foundation loads for these residential
dwelling units. We would anticipate that the
majority of the foundation systems used on the

. o clays across the subdivision will fall into this

% category.

2) The second option would consist of a drilled pier
and grade beam system with the drilled piers
extended to bear in the underlying Mancos Shale.
This option would be useful in areas of parcel 60

- where shale is 5 feet or more below grade, no
basement construction is planned and the overburden
soils are of low density. The expansive clays do
have side frictional effects which must be taken
into account when designing the drilled piers.

The diameter and length of the pier must be balanced
so that the appropriate load carrying capacity is
developed while maintaining enough minimum pressure
to prevent upward movement of the piers as a result

-14-
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3)

4)

‘'of expansive action. The grade beam would span

from pier to pier and be continually voided
between these bearing points.

A balanced pad and grade beam type of foundation
system would form the third general foundation
option. This alternative would involve the use of
small bearing pads beneath a reinforced concrete
grade beam. The grade beam would be contipually
voided between pads with the foundation loads being
transferred by the pads only, and not the grade beam
between pads. Such a foundation system would be
appropriate in parcel 60 where shale is at or very
close to footings either because of the shallow

depth to the shale (as at Test Hole No. 3) or due

to planned basement construction. This configuration
generally allows the designer to maintain a fairly
high minimum dead load pressure.

The final foundation configuration would essentially
be a combination of one of the preceding alternatives
in conjunction with an overexcavated, compacted,
granular pad. The depth of overexcavation would be
related to the expansion potential of the clays as
well as the nature of the residential units. Typical
depths of overexcavation should range from about

2 to 5 feet. After overexcavation, a compacted
granular pad using non-expansive, non-free draining
soils could be constructed, maintaining a minimum of
95% of the soils standard maximum Proctor dry density,
ASTM D-698. The purpose of this compacted pad is

not to entirely overcome the expansive potential of
the clays, but rather to provide a "buffer" zone
between the clays and the foundations. A designed
foundation system, similar to one of the preceding
alternatives, would then be constructed on top of

the granular pad. Frequent density tests would be
required during pad construction to ensure that an
adequate density level is being maintained. This
option would also be used if any areas of uncontrolled
fill are encountered during the excavation process.

~15-
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If it is desirable to design the
foundation systems for several éténdard model residences which
are planned for this deVelopment, some preliminary design
barameters could be used. Based upon the results of our
éxploration program, it would appear that the engineering
characteristics of the soils encountered during drilling can
be divided into alluvial soil and shale for ﬁurpOSes of pre-

liminary design.

Type Of Allowable
Bearing (Presumptive Design) Foundation
Material Pressures, Psf Types
Maximum Minimum
Alluvial Soils 2,000 500 "Conventional". or
. . Options l.or 4

Shale 5,000 2,100 Options 3 or 4
Shale 10,000 2,100 Option 2

These design values should be interpreted as preliminary in
nature only. The open foundation excavation should be\inspected
to precisely determine the design parameters for each partidhlar
lot.

Regardless of the foundation type
used, it is recommended that the foundation components be
balanced to lower the possibility of differential movemenf.

This balancing will help the buildings move more or less as
single units, rather than in a differential manner. The foun-

dation system should be proportioned such that the pressure on

- ma
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the soil is approximately the same throughout the building.

el K0

The judicious use of voids beneath very light walls will help

.'balance the structure, as well as to develop the minimum design

o

pressures dictated by the expansive clays. Using the criterion

5
B of dead load plus approximately one-half the live load, the

’ contact pressures should be balanced to within +300 psf beneath
- all load bearing walls throughout the residential units. For

the sandier soils, isolated interior column pads should be

designed for pressures of slightly less than the average
selected for the bearing walls. On the Clays, isolated pads
should be designed for pressures of slightly more than the exterior
- wall average. Using whichever criterion is applicable, we
would recommend balancing these internal p;ds on pressurés of
approximately 150 psf more or less than the average of the
> exterior walls.
= o To help ensure that the structure
moves more or less as a single unit rather than in a differ-
ential manner, we would recommend that all stem wails be
- supported by a grade beam capable of spanning at least 15 feet.
This grade beam would apply to both interior and exterior load
bearing walls. Such a grade beam should be horizontally rein~-

forced continuously around the structure with no gaps or breaks

-17-~
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- between the bearing points with some load transfer being allowed

AR N

‘in reinforcing steel unless they are specially designed.

Beams -should be reinforced at both the top and the bottom with

the major reinforcement being at thé top. All interior bearing -

walls shouid rest on a grade beam and foundation systeﬁ of

their own and should not be ailowed to rest on a thickened | i
slab section or "shovel" footing.

A reinforced concrete grade beam is
recommended to carry the exterior wall loads in conjunction
with the aforementioned drilled pier or pad and grade beam
foundation alternatives. This grade beam should be designed
to extend from bearing point to bearing point and should not
be allowed to rest upon the ground surface between these two

points. In the case of very long spans (25-foot or greater),

the grade beam could be designed to only span half the distance

near mid-span; In all cases, the grade beam should be hori-
zontally reinforced continuously around the structure with no
gaps or breaks in the reinforcing steel unless they are
specially designed. Beams should be reinforced at both the
top and the bottom with major reinforcement in all cases being
placed in the bottom of the structgre.

Where the stem walls are relatively

shallow, vertical reinforcing will probably not be necessary.

-18-
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‘However, where the walls retain soil in excess of about 5 feet

‘in height, vertical reinforcing may be necessary to resist

the active pressure of the soils along the wall exterior. To
aid in designing such vertical reinforcing, the following
equiValent fluid pressures can be utilized:

35 pcf for well-drained granular backfill from offsite

borrow -
45 pcf for native (onsite borrow) materials
It should be noted that the above

values should be modified to take into account any surcharge

loads applied at the top of the walls as a result of stored

goods, live loads on the floor, machinery, or any other exter-

' nally applied forces. The above equivalent fluid pressures

should also be modified for the effects of any free water table.

The bottom of all foundation com-

. ponents should rest a minimum of 1% feet below finished grade

or as required by Fhe local building codes. Foundation com~
ponents mﬁst not be placed on frozen soils.

All floor slabs on grade must be
constructed to act independently of the other structurai portions
of the building. These floor slabs should contain deep constfuc—
tion or contraction joints to facilitate even breakage and to

help minimize any unsightly cracking which could result from

~19-~
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differential movement. Floor slabs on grade should be placed

in sections no. greater than 25 feet on a side. Prior to con-

- structing .slabs on grade, all existing topsoil and organics

must be removed from the building igtérior. Likewise, all
foundations must penetrate the topsoil layer. On fhe more
expansive materials, particularly shaie, we suggest using at
least 12 inches of drained granular fill to help mitigate the
possible effects of éoil expansion.

Where floor slabs are used, they may
be placed directly on grade or over a compacted gravel blanket
of 4 to 6 inches in thickness. Under no circﬁmstances should
this gravel pad be allowed to act as a watér trap beneath the
floor slab. A vapor barrier is recommendéd beneath any and all

floor slabs on grade which will lie below the finished exterior

. ground surface. All fill placed beneath the interior floor

slabs must be compacted to at least 90% of its maximum Proctor
dry density, ASTM D-698.

Any interior, non-load bearing par-
titions which will be constructed to rest on the floor slab
should be constructed with a minimum space of 1% inches (2
inches where the slab is within 2 feet of the much more expan-

sive Mancos Shale) at either the top or bottom of the wall. The

i . R




p

]

.

bottom of the walivwould’be the preferred location for this
space. This space will allow for any future potential expan-
sion of the subgrade soils and will preventvdamage to the wall
aﬁd/or roof section above which cou}d be caused by this mové—
ment.

Adequate drainage must be provided
in the foundation area both during and after construction to
prevent the ponding of water. The ground surface around the
building should be graded so that surface water will be carried
quickly away from the structure. The minimum gradient within
10 feet of the building will depend upon surface landscaping.
Bare or paved areas should maintain a minimum gradient of 2%,
while landscaped areas should maintain a Ainimum gradient of 5%.
Roof drains must be carried across all backfilled areas and
discharged well away from the structure.

The existing drainage in the area
must either be maintained or improved. Water should be drained
away from the structures as rapidly as possible and should not
be allowed to stand or pond in the area of the buildings. The
surface drainage across the entire property must be carefully
controlled to prevent the infiltration and saturatiop of the

foundation soils. All backfill around the buildings should be

-21-~
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compacted to a minimum of 90% of its maximum Proctor dry

density, ASTM D-698. Roof drains must be carried across all

‘backfilled regions»and discharge well away from the structure.

A subsurface peripheral drain,
including an adequate gravel collector, sand filter énd per-
forated drain pipe, shoﬁld be constructed around the ogtsidev
of the building at foundation level. Dry wells should not be
used anywhere on this site. The discharge pipe should ke given

a free gravity outlet to the ground surface. If "daylight" is

. not available, a sealed sump and pump should be used.

The recommendations pertaining to
backfill, drainage, floor slab construction, etc., given in
chjunction with the shallow foundation altérnativevwould also
apply to the drilled pier alternative.

Due to the lower density, wet con-
dition of the soil materials encountered at parcel 61 and parts
of parcel 60, cbnsfruction of basements may be difficult and

dewatering techniques may be necessary during construction.

Additionally, problems with basement foundations may be encoun-

tered during periods of strong seepage due to uplift against
the foundation and the possibility of seepage into the base-
ment. While we would not entirely recommend against the con-

struction of basements on this site, it is strongly recommended

!
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-that bésement,or half basement foundations be well sealed and.

" that they be provided with the peripheral drains and underslab

drainage layers described in this report. It is extremely
important that the subsurface drains be properly installed
and in good working order. |

Samples of the soil in the paved.
areas have been evaluated using the Hveem-Carmany method to
determine their suppoft characteriétics. These soils were found
to have a Hveem (R) value of 5. This would indicate that a
pavement section consisting of 2 inches of asphaltic concrete

surfacing overlying 9% inches of compacted aggregate base would

‘be adequate. This design is based upon assumed traffic values.

If accurate traffié data is available, some modification of

these numbers may be required. All base and fill in the

’ parking areas should be compacted to at least 90% of its

modified maximum Proctor dry density (ASTM D-1557).

No major difficulties are anticipated
in the course of excavating into the surficial sife soils that
consist of moderate to low density, fine grained soils. The
upper few feet of the shale can generally be excavated by
conventional methods due to its weatﬁered state. Penetration

of more than 4 to 6 feet into formational material could reguire

-23-
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-using "ripping" methods. Because alluvial soils such;as were
encountered in this investigation typically cave or slough '
from the sides of deeper excavations, it is possible that =
some safety privisions such as the sloping or bracing of the
sides of excavation over 5 feet deep could be necessary. Any
such safety provisions should conform to reasonable industry
been reached and that no debris, soft spots or areas of unusually

safety practices and applicable OSHA regulations.

The soils on this site were found
to contain sulfates in detrimental quantities. Therefore, a
Type II Cement would be recommended in all concrete in contact
with the soil. Under no circumstances should calcium chloride
ever be added to a Type II Cement. 1In the event that Type II
Cement is difficult to obtain, a Type I C;ment may be used,
but only if it is protected from the soils by an impermeable
membrane.

The open foundation excavation must
be inspecﬁed prior to the placing of forms and pouring of con-

crete to establish that adequate design bearing materials have

low density are located within the foundation region. All fill

placed below the foundations must be fully controlled and tested

to ensure that adequate densification has occurred.

.
v
:
!
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It is extremely impértant due.to
the ndture.of data obtained by the random sampling.of such a
heterogeneous material as soil that we be informed of any
changes in the subsurface conditions observed during construc-
tion from thosevoutlined in the bodj of this report. Con-
struction personnel should be made familiar with the contents
of this report and instructed to relate any differences
immediately if encountered.

It is believed that all pertinent
points concerning the subsurface soils on this site have been
covered in this report. If guestions arise or further infor-

mation is required, please feel free to contact Lincoln-DeVore

at any time.
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SOILS DESCRIPTIONS:

SYMBOL YSCS  DESCRIPTION
x .
fy'x; - - Topsoil
N
9 Man-made Fill
o ise:
toioigio) GW Well~graded Gravel
0:0. OO
Q000
2230 GP Poorly-graded Gravel
00900
10|
b It GM Silty Gravel
14

Clayey Gravel

Well-graded Sond

rocrly-graded Sand

,/,{/;/’” SC  Clayey Sand

ML Low-plasticity Silt

' CLL Low-plosticity Clay

™ OL Low-plasticity Organic
- Sitt.and Clay

§90 MH High-plasticty Sift

7 CH Hign-plasticity  Clay

OH High- plasticity i
Organic Clay ,

SM/SC Sitty Sond; Clayey
]

Cloyey Sond, Silty

SC/SM

Silty Sand l ——

datas | Py Peat | d
cq’] ‘J. |
%Lfﬂ. GW/GM Well- groded Gravel,:
T Siity ;
4 5 7 ow/Ge Weil-graded Gravel, | |
SERER Clayey . {
Cowoldlzi GP/GM Poorly - graded Gravel,: |
cpes " Sy g
g?,?,{? GF/GC  Pocrly-graded Gravel,
2 '0“ Clayey
6 bk GM/GC Silty Gravel,
40 Clayey
/i GC/GM Clayey Gravel,
Siity
SW/SM Weli - graded Sand,
Siity
i SW/SC Well-graded Sand,
Clayey
SP/SM Poorly-graded Sand,
Silty
SP/SC  Poorly - graded Sand,
Clayey

ROCK DESCRIPTIONS:

SYMBOL  DESCRIPTION
0L ''Ci SEDIMENTARY RoCks *
:g?.g._;: CONGLOMERATE
SANDSTONE
SILTSTONE
SHALE
CLAYSTONE
COAL

LIMESTONE

COLOMITE

MARLSTONE

"GYPSUM

Other Sedimentary Rocks

1. TTIGNEGUS_ROCKS,
GRANITIC ROCKS

DIORITIC ROCKS
ZABBRO
RHYOLITE
ANDESITE
BASALT

TUFF 8 ASH FLOWS

BRECCIA & Other Volcanics

Other Igneous Rocks

s
HETEMURPUIC ROCKS

i

SYMBOLS & NOTES:
SYMBOL  DESCRIPTION

i9/|2 Standard penetration drive
Numbers indicaie 9 blows to drive
the spoon 12" into ground.

! ST 2-1/2" Shelby thin wall sample

‘ Wo Natural Moisture Content

Wy Weathered Material

Free

N ¥ater | Free water table

VYO Natura! dry density

T.B. - Disturbed Bulk Sample

® soiltype related to samples
in report

15” Wx _{ Top of formation

Form,

@Tesf Boring Location
Test Pit Location

1 Seismic or Resistivity Station.
Lineation indicates approx.
length & orientation of spread
(S = Seismic , R= Resistivity )

Standard Penetration Drives are made.
by driving ¢ standaord i.4" split spoon
sampler info the ground by dropping @
1401b. weight 3¢". ASTM test

des. D-1586.

Samples may be bulk , standard spilit
spoon {both disturbed } or 2-Y2" 1.D.
thin wall (*undisturbed") Shelby tube
samples. See log for type.

The boring logs show subsurface conditions
af the dates and locations shown ,and it is
not warranted that they are representative
of subsurface conditions. at other locations
ond times.

T [HA cL/MmL Silty Clay

GMEISS
SCHIST
PHYI_LITE
SLATE
METAQUARTZITE
e MARBLE
=25
s ‘
74/ HORNFELS
P2y '
# 4% SERPENTINE
TS
\,WE&Q\ Other Metamorphic Rocks
L9 LiNCOLMICcOLORADO: Colorado Springs, Pueblo,
TE%‘%‘{S{;‘E Glenwood Springs, Montrose, Gunnison,

LABORATORY |Grend Junction.— WYO.~ Rock Springs

EXPLANATION OF BOREHOLE LOGS

AND LOCATION DIAGRAMS
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SUMMARY SHEET

Soileample V7/A SAnQY Ster- TR £em Test No. 22/87 ~J_
Locahon_/&e&éan_Lﬁz‘gJéuAu_éa_w Coco Date 12-2# -8/
Boring No . ] Depth

Sample No. z Test by 2os

‘Natural Water Content (w)

—_—

Specific Gravity (Gs) In Place Density (o) __ pef
SIEVE ANALYSIS:
Sieve No. % Passing Plastic Limit P.L. fz %
Liquid Limit L. L. ZzZ.o %
11/2% Plasticity Index P.I. 2.8 %
L} - Shrinkage Limit %
/4 Flow Index :
1/2 Shrinkage Ratio %
4 {22.2 Volumetric Change %
10 240 Lineal Shrinkage %
20 746
40. v 224
20
o —L2a MOISTURE DENSITY: ASTM METHOD
o Optimum Moisture Content - we___%
/ Maximum Dry Density =7d_________ pcf
California Bearing Ratio (av)}—ov %
Swell:__ Days_._ %
- [ o
HYDROMETER ANALYSIS: Swell against psf Wo gain—___%
Grain size (mm) % BEARING:
s . £5:.5 Housel Penetrometer (avl—_____ psf
2. 2of 3.6 Unconfined Compression (qu) psf
Plate Bearing: psf
Inches Settlement.
Consolidation %  under psf

PERMEABILITY:

K (at 20°C)
. Void Ratio

Sulfates ppm.

SOIL ANALYSIS

LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO

LDV-09

D WEST PANTERY




SUMMARY SHEET

Soil Sample A swzy ceay: 7 7o sems saoTest NoO. £R/8 7T
Location e gor 6/~ dipran Vierasa Gesvp Tz Loce. Date /2 255
Boring No. : Depth

Sample No. Z ‘Test by V774

Natural Water Content (w)

.

Specific Gravity (Gs) In Place Density @o) pef

SIEVE ANALYSIS:

Sieve No. % Passing Plastic Limit P.L. Ze3 %
Liquid Limit L. L. 294 %

11/28 Plasticity Index P.I. 2z %

It Shrinkage Limit %

3/4» Fiow Index

1/2¢ L8@.0 Shrinkage Ratio : %

4 29-3 Volumetric Change %

10 95.0 Linecl Shrinkage %

20, 38.7

40 92./

100 94 o0

200 924 MOISTURE DENSITY: ASTM METHOD

WDRO METER ANALYSIS:

Optimum Moisture Content - we ____%

Maximum Dry Density =7d________pcf
California. Bearing Ratio {(av)}— 9%
Swell: Days. %
Swell againsiZ245 psf Wo gain.l4:2 %

Grain size (mm) % BEARING:
o .
=2 £27 Housel Penetrometer (aV)e e ____psf
2205 A3 Unconfined Compression (qu) psf
Plate Bearing: psf
Inches Settlement
Consolidation %  under psf

PERMEABILITY:

K (at 20°C)
Void Ratio

Sulfates ppm.

SOIL. ANALYSIS

LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY
{ COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO

LDV-09

D WEST PRINTLRY




SUMMARY SHEET

Soil Sqmple CL - Swaca [Srery ceav- e sS40 ) Test No. 42,82 T
Locahon_/},gens to 6/ - frDAy VM_._J_QT (ow.Date 2-29-8/
Boring No . Depth
Sample No. 32 Test by Bl
Natural Water Content (W) % :
Specific Gravity (Gs) In Place Density (o) pcf
SIEVE ANALYSIS:
Sieve No. % Passing Plastic Limit P.L. zss %
Liquid Limit L. L. 54 %
11/2! Plasticity Index P.1. 2.9 %
Lk Shrinkage Limit %o
/4 Flow Index
1/24 Shrinkage Ratio %
4 100 & Volumetric Change____ %
10 2.8 Lineal Shrinkage %
20_. . 99.6
40: 95 4
100_ 97.5 »
200_ 9z 9 MOISTURE DENSITY: ASTM METHOD
| Optimum Moisture Content - we___%
Maximum Dry Density -Td_._.___pcf
California Bearing Ratio (av)l—— %
Swell: Days %
i ZIlo H /7D 9
HYDROMETER ANALYSIS: Swell against_Zzze_psf Wo gain 2 %
Grain size (mm) % BEARING::
=22 :/': Housel Penetrometer (av)______ psf
e.eos L Unconfined Compression (qu)em———_psf
Plate Bearing: psf
Inches Settlement
Consolidation %  under psf
PERMEABILITY:
K (af 20°C)
Void Ratio
Sulfaies ppm.
SOIL ANALYSIS LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO

LDV-09




CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS AGREEMENT

In re: Qus*r“r Son Finivea onE N:W. Corner Qque\.'{%ﬁm

‘Name of subdivision or other 1mprovement location EH

‘Intendlng to be legally ‘bound, the undersxgned subdivider hereby agrees to
provide throughout this subd1v151on and as shown on the subdivision plat

of date 19 s the
name of subdivision.

‘lfollow1ng improvements to Clty of Grand Junction standards and to furnish

‘an Improvements Guarantee in the form acceptable to the City for these
improvements.

Estimated
Completion
Improvements Quantity and Urlit Costs Estimated Cost Date
Street grading DN A
Street base u
Street paving i
‘Curbs and Gutters h
Sidewalks " - -
Storm Sewer faciliﬁies i, ,
Sanitary eewers lbwmanholes ;a'lgol A—éﬂ"’ J\S ‘q Ij 83
Mains A0 L& o207 - 4900”7 W
- terals o ouee 2lists _ot50|  ove” "
On-site sewage treatment ON A
Water mains 408 |.£. ?17: 4e1e” "
Fire hydrants . \ a-“l’l-éo [Zoo” L
On-site water supply Dua
"Survey monuments ) "
Street lights "
Street name signs " i
SUB TOTAL ‘ J 18,496

vSuperv151on of all 1nsta11atlons (should normally not exceed 4% of subtotal)

Tao~ :

o ' : )
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS AND SUPERVISION $ 14,226.—

The above improvements will be constructed in accordance with the specifica-
tions and requirements of the City or appropriate utility agency and in
accordance with detailed construction plans based on the City Council approved
plan and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to

start of construction. The improvements will be constructed in reasonable
conformance with the time schedule shown above. An Improvements Guarantee
will be furnished to the City prior to recording of the subdivision plat.

Signature of subdivider

(If corporation, to be signed by President
and attested to by Secretary, together
with the corporate seal.)

Datg:- - ) : 19 .

I have reviewed the estimated costs and time schedule shown above and based
onr the plan layouts submitted to date and the current costs of construction
I take -no exception to the above.’

City Engineer

Date: - ... 19




CITY OF GRANL JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS AG: EMENT

In re: Eosty DSun FiLive one N cornel. 29 4 Prrrerson Rbs,
Name of subdivision or other improvement - location

Intending to be legally bound, the undersigned subdivider hereby agrees to

provide throughout this subdivision and as shown on the subdivision plat

of o : _ date _ 19 ¢ the
name of subdivision : ‘

following improvements to' City of Grand Junction standards and to furnish

an Improvements Guarantee in the form acceptable to the City for these
improvements. g

Estimated.
: Completion
Improvements Quantity and Unit Costs Estimated Cost Date

Street grading s

Street base M

Street paving

Curbs and Gutters "

Sidewalks’ "n

Storm Sewer facilities ) n : /
Sanitary sewers ) 5\-\44.\/\}\0[&5 a.’]1€0 B31Ce” Julj 196>
Mains. A’QO ‘-S'u a D7} ABoo” ! "

Laterals or house

connections . o a0 150 2400 "
On-site sewage tre.atrt;ent KA
Water mains ) 550 1.L. o & " bboOD "
Fire hydrants (A & 1Loo 2400 "

On-site water supply . N A

Survey monuments °

Street lights

Street name signs

SUB_TOTAL — l‘l,‘]{o‘

Supervi%ion of all instéllations (should normally not exceed‘4%'of éubtotal)
Soo . :

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS AND SUPERVISION $ _70,150"

The above improvements will be constructed in accordance with the specifica-
tions and reguirements of the City or appropriate utility agency and in
accordance with detailed construction plans based on the City Council approved
plan and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to

start of construction. -The improvements will be constructed in reasonable
conformance with the time schedule shown above. An Improvements Guarantee
will be furnished to the City prior to recording of the subdivision plat.

“Signature of subdivider
(If corporation, to be signed by President
and attested to by Secretary, together
with the corporate seal.)

Date: . 19 .

I have reviewed the estimated costs and time schedule shown above and based
on the plan layouts submitted to date and the current costs of construction
I take no exception to the above.’

City Engineer

Date: . 19




CITY OF GRANL JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS AGALEMENT

In re: 2061"( S'JN ' e . M-\‘!. Cofhe.? Z“O.D*Pdlfgme:

Name of subdivision or other ipprovement location

Intending to be legally bound, the undersigned subdivider hereby agrees to
provide throughout this subdivision and as shown on the subdivision plat
of Bosty Son Somorvizioss date _ & -3 198 , the
: name of subdivision .
following improvements to City of Grand Junction standards and to furnish
an Improvements Guarantee in the form acceptable to the City for these

improvements.
o i s Estimated
qen et i : Completion
] Improvements Quantity and WUnit Costs Estimated Cost Date
Street gradin N )
: 4
Street base $ ’ =
street paving 2”5 \| \p@s LE .27 P2e,s550° | 1923
Curbs and Gutters (
Sidewalks
’ Storm Sewer facilities - —
s WS
oo | ) v Sanitary sewers 1 »
: ® - —
Mains - | 1445 LFE. oo 14,4507 "
- B
Laterals or house
connections _ - -
On-gite sewage treatment - —_
P 4 - W
vWater mains 1860 LEF. o 172 18, 7120,
. Fire hydrants 5 o ldoo” 1, coo. "
On-site water supply h— )
Survey monuments - —
Street lights — —_
Street name signs _
2 =
SUB_TOTAL . 12,120

Supervisigp of all installations (should normally not exceed 4% of subtotal)
29107 .

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS AND SUPERVISION $ 15,630.

The above improvements will be constructed in accordance with the specifica-
tions and requirements of the City or appropriate utility agency and in
accordance with detailed construction plans based on the City Council -approved
plan and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to

start of construction. The improvements will be constructed in reasonable
conformance with the time schedule shown above. An Improvements Guarantee
will be furnished to the City prior to recording of the subdivision plat.

Signature of subdivider
(If corporation, to be signed by President
and attested to by Secretary, together
with the corporate seal.) ,

Date: 19 .

I have reviewed the estimated costs and time schedule shown above and based
on the plan layouts submitted to date and the current costs of construction
I take no exception to the above.’

City Engineer

Date: . 19




REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY

FILE NO. __85-8] | . DUE DATE ___9/14/8]
ACTIVITY Rusty Sun Subdivision

PHASE Preliminary Plan & Annexation to PR 8.4 ACRES

LOCATION NW corner 29 Rd. & F Rd.

PETITIONER Sego Services c/o Jim Lindell

PETITIONER ADDRESS _842 25 Road, Grand Junction, CO 81501

ENGINEER Paragon Engineering, Inc

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS

(] [J overRALL cCOMPATABILITY

Surrounded by County R-2 built out to approx1mate 4 units
(] [] consisTency . to an acre on North & West side.
Vacant Tand existing on South and EFast. Impact on the
intersection 29 & Patterson Rd= is a major cons1derat1on,
not just for this proposal but all development in this
area. It is a change to higher density from what is
[] [] cHANGE IN THE AREA existing. This is an annexation, seirviced by Ute Water
and City services, creating add1t1ona'| impact on the
city itself.

O [ aApyAcENT PROPERTY

O O Trarric impACT

Qass:icav HIIG SN F
QISSTUGYY HIIA JON SVH

DATE REC. AGENCY - COMMENTS

9/8/81 City Parks & Rec. No comment.

9/8/81 Floodplain Admin. No flood hazard assessment and the influence of the
County flood hazard on this development was submitted.

Grading & drainage plan states under Drainage Notes, that
this development isn't located in-a flood hazard area.

Contrary to the drainage notes, the preliminary plan
shows units to be Tocated within the existing drainage
channel and a floodplain permit will be required. What
is the situation?

Preliminary plan submittal must include a flood hazard
assessment. Recommend no further action on this until
flood hazard is assessed and preliminary plan is
clarified.

9/10/81 City Police ‘This development will create additional vehicles at
29 Rd. intersection with additional accidents Tikely.
Need additional information on security lighting
outside.

9/10/81 Comprehensive Re: Impact statement - character of immediate neighbor-
Planning hood has not changed significantly to warrant a density
of 8.4 units per acre. All surrounding zoning and
densities have 4 units per acre or less. A reduction
in density to conform with the existing deve]opments
would be more acceptable.

9/11/81 G.J. Drainage Drain parallel with 29 Road along east boundary must be

tiled with 24" concrete pipe. Contact this office for
detail.

B




File No. 85-81

RustyWSun Subdivision :

IR

Page 2

Preliminary Plan & Annexation to PR 8.4

.DATE REC. AGENCY

9/11/81 Ute Water

9/14/81 Mountain Bell

9/14/81 Floodplain Admin.
City

9/14/81 City Fire

9/14/81 City Engineer

9/15/81 City Utilities
LATE

9/15/81 Transportation
Engineer

LATE

, COMMENTS °

No objections to Preliminary Plan.

Existing water systems indicated on the plan are correct.
All on-site water lines greater than 4" will be Class

150 AC pipe installed to Ute Water specifications.

No water Tine will be installed in common or landscaped
areas when they could be placed in street or roadways.
This correction requirement for the 6" Tline serving

that section North of Patterson & West of Indian Wash
and the 6" Tine at the North access to 29 Road must be
indicated on the FINAL presentation for UCC Sign-off.
Detailed water line construction drawings must include
all valves, service lines, proposed meter locations,

and typical detail blow ups, and must be submitted

to Ute Water for review and approval prior to construction.
Policies and fees in effect at the time of application
will apply.

Mountain Bell will utilize open space and street
easements for placement of utilities. ‘ :

Due to the indication of regrading of the channel, a
floodplain analysis will be required to show the
effects of both up and down stream prior to preliminary
approval. A floodplain permit wilt be required prior
to any construction. A1l construction will have to
conform to Grand Junction Floodplain regulations. Also
there are indications of bridges (pedestrian?) across
the wash, thus size, dimensions etc. of piping, channel
modifications is required and will need to be approved
by the appropriate agencies prior to final approval.
May be required to go thru 404 permit process.

Hydrant locations-as shown on utility plan are ok.

The water line on development off 29 Rd. to be 8". The
looped 6" 1ine off East Indian Creek is 0K. We will
need address system on buildings. Hydrants will have
to be installed before construction starts on the
different phases. Fire flow will be required.

This office has no objections to preliminary plan
and rezone, if above conditions are met.

I am not sure if the street improvements shown at 29 &

F Roads fit Mesa County's proposed intersection °
improvements. 1 assume a power of attorney will be
granted for that portion of 29 Road which is not
improved as part of the intersection and that the
property will be assessed for the 29 & F Road intersection
improvements. Access and internal traffic circulation
look reasonable. Pedestrian circulation looks good.

I assume an easement will be granted for Indian Wash

as a public drainway. Internal sanitary sewer layout
looks fine. These sewers should be 8 inch public sewers
Tocated in 20 ft. wide easements. Some of the buildings
proposed are in the designated 100 year floodplain

and a permit will be required. Hydraulic analysis of
Indian Wash must accompany the permit application.

None.

Developer should be aware of Mesa County's Plans for a
raised median on Patterson Rd. that would preclude
left turns from Indian Creek Dr. onto Patterson and
would impact traffic flow in Indian Village.
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File No. 85-81 Rusty Sun Subdivision Page 3
Preliminary Plan & Annexation to PR 8.4

.

DATE REC. AGENCY COMMENTS
9/15/81 Staff Comments 1. Power of Attorney for )% Street improvements on
Patterson & 29 Road.

2. Does the petitioner intend to develop the County
Park Tland.

3. Does the petitioner own Indian Village File'l & 27

: 4. Pedestrian. .. circulation through the County Park land,
has this been coordiated with County Parks and Rec.

5. Is the 6' wood fence along the northern property line
a solid. wood fence? :

6. Need detail landscaping on County Park land.

7. Need elevation drawing of typical building.

8. Need to detail open space.

9. Need to detail traffic circulation.

10. 100 year floodplain needs to be designated.

11. Need detail amendities.

12. Need lighting detail.

13. Trash pick-up coordinated with Bill Reeves.

‘14. Bike racks?

15. Will parking be designated fcr individual units?

16. A1l parking areas to be striped & paved.

17. Any over flow parking?

18. Low profile bushies/growies at entrys.

19. - Fire access ok? *
20. Wi1l need floodplain analysis.

21. Will this be 2 separate filings or phasing involved?
22. Any covenents?

23. How will landscaping be maintained.

24. How about neighborhood imput?

Project must obtain Building Permit within 1 year of

approval or be scheduled for a rehearing.

9/18/81 Public Service Electric & Gas: Private drives, open space and common
LATE area be designated as open space and utility easement.
LLW 8/12/81 HT 9/16/81
9/21/81 County Parks Monies on him or property.
LATE We feel this should be under private open space.
1) Too small and inaccessible.
sIc 2) More appropriate as private open space.

3) Wash needs to be improved in coordinate with drainage

district, since more user access would be available.
9/21/81 Additional Staff 1) Half street improvements on 29 Road and Patterson Rd.
Comments should occur at the time of development.

2) .What is the proposal to the drainage ditch that Ties in
the Right-0f-Way on 29 Rd.? It should match the i. |

existing pipe drainage to the north.

3) What is the intent of the petitioner to mitigate the
intersection on 29 Rd. and Patterson Rd.? This
proposal will impact it significants.

4) How is the proposed site going to drain? This :
information should have been submitted at preliminary,
but shall be submitted at final.

5) Need a clarification of units that is proposed. In the
impact statement it states that 46 units will access
off of 29 Rd., 12 units access onto East Indian Creek
Dr. and 12 units on East Indian Creek Rd and Patterson.
These add up- to 70 units' as opposed to 62 units on the
site plan.

6) Also impact statement says that 12 units will access
into East ‘Indian Creek Dr., but the plan doesn't show
any.

9/29/81 TRANSMEIER/DUNIVENT PASSED 3-2 (RINKER AND LITLE AGAINST) A MOTION TO SUBMIT

#85-81 PRELIMINARY PLAN, RUSTY SUNN SUBDIVISION, BY SEGO SERVICES/JIM LINDELL,
LOCATED AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 29 AND F ROADS, TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR
CONSIDERATION, WITH A RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO STAFF COMMENTS.

TRANSMEIER/DUNIVENT PASSED 3-2 (RINKER AND LITLE AGAINST) A MOTION TO SUBMIT
#85-81, ZONING OF RUSTY SUNN ANNEXATION TO PR 8-4 TO CITY COUNCIL FOR
CONSIDERATION, WITH A RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO STAFF COMMENTS.




RESPONSE TO REVEIW SHEET COMMENTS -

File No.: 85-81 *

Item: Rusty Sun Subdivision ' \
Phase: Preliminary Plan and Annexation to PR8.4

Location: North West Corner 29 and Patterson Road

Agency Response
City Parks and Recreation Had no comment at this time. .
County Flood Plain Administrator ~ The submitted development plan does not

lie within a flood hazard area as identified
by the United States Army Corp of Engineers.

Several of the units within the site were
initially submitted lying within the 100 year
flood plain. Referring to the subsequent plan
shows some revisions that removes all resident-
ial structures and one pedestrial bridge from
, * the 100 year flood plaein limits due to the Indian
- . Wash.

Detailed flood hazard assessments will be
submitted with a final development plan. This
is due primarily to the nature of the planned
unit development review process. = Any changes
made by review agencies or planning commission
could result to changes in a submitted flood
hazard assessment.

City Police City Police comments were informational in
nature revolving around additional traffic
at 29 and Patterson Roads. Petitioner will
submit detailed information on security lighting
with the Final Development Plan.

Compréhensive Planning The impact statement clearly indicates the
‘ changes of the immediate neighborhood.
‘ These include: ~

1) The establishment and approval of the
existing Indian Village, Darla Jean,
and Karen Lee Subdivisions.

2) The establishments and their approvals
of multiple family zones within one half
mile of radius of the site, including
Sunrise Gardens, Pepperidge, and Wood-
smoke.

3) Samtary sewer mains and domestic water
mains have been extended into the area.

4) 29 and Patterson Roads have been class-
ified as major arterials.

5) The establishment of a neighborhood
commercial shopping center located South
East of 29 and Patterson Roads.

Grand Junction Drainage Drain ditch paralleling 29 Road will be abandoned
. and diverted to a point further North of its
present discharge. As indicated on the submitted
grading and drainage plan. Any tiling will
be done with a 24" concrete pipe.

Ute Water _ Ute water had no objections to the Preliminary
' Plan. The balance of their comments were
informational in nature to be utilized in the

preparation of the Final Construction Drawings.




Agency

Mountain Bell

City Flood Plain Administrator

City Fire

City Engineer

City Utilities .

Transportation Engineer

Public Service

City Parks

Planning Staff

Regponse

Comments were informational in nature.

Refer to response to comments previously
stated to the County Flood Plain Administra-
tor. Additionally, the southerly most bridge.
has been removed from the development plans.

Had no objections to the Preliminary Plan
and Rezoning and found the hydrant locations
shown on the utility plan to be ok.

The proposed street improvements shown on
29 and Patterson Roads, fit the Mesa County
proposed intersec’aon improvements.

It is petitioners intention to construct the
additional roadway requirements for 29 Road
adjoining the site in question.. The balance

"of 29 Road along the Wash will be part of

the County street improvement plans for 1982, .

Easements w111 be granted for the drainage
channels to the Indian Wash.

- Revised plan indicated that all buildings are

removed from the designated 100 year flood
plain.

Had no comment.

Petitioner is aware of Mesa County's plans for
street intersection improvements to Patterson
Road and 29 Road.

Comments were informational in nature.

It is the petitioner's desire to maintain the
smaller open areas as private open space.
It is the petitioner's intention to maintain
the existing County Park as public lands.
Further, to improve that area with a
pedestrian walkway and removal of some of
the vegetation, in particular, the under
growth.,

1) Petitioners are willing to do actual
half street improvements adjoining
subject property along Patterson and
29 Roads. :

2) Petitioner intends to develop the public
park land by installing a pedestrian
walk way and general clean up, pruning
and removal of undesireable vegetation.

3) The petitioner does not own Indian
Village Filings one and two. Most lots
within filings one and two have been
sold and owned by numerous different
individuals.

4) Pedestrian circulation through the park
land was coordinated with the County
Parks and Recreation at the time of the
Indian Village approval several years ago. .

5) The six foot wood screen fence along the i
Northerly property line is to be a solid
cedar wood fence.




Agency

Planning Staff Cont.

Additional Staff Comments

N

Response

- 6)

7
8)
9

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)
15)
16)

1

18)

19)
20)

21)
22)

23)
24)

1

2)

3)

Landscaping on the public park land will
consist of pruning and msaintenance of
existing trees and shrubbery presently
located within the site.

Find attached elevation perspective
drawing of a typical building.

Detailed landscaping plans will be provided
with the Finsl Development Plan.

Traffic circulation can be found on the
previously submitted Preliminary Develop-
ment Plan.

The 100 year flood plam is designated

on the submitted grading and drainage
plan.

As previously stated, landscaping details
will be submitted w1th the Final Develop-
ment Plan,

Parking lot lighting as well as walk lighting
details will be provided with the Final
Development Plan.

The Final Development Plan will indicate
the trash pick-up locations as coordinated
with Bill Reeves.

Bike racks will not be provided within
the development.

‘Parking will be designated for the individ~-

ual units.

All parking areas will be striped and
paved.

Overflow parking can be found adjacent
to each individual unit.

Landsecaping plan and final development
will indicate low profile landscaping at
entries.

Fire Department has indicated far access
is ok.

Additional detailed flood plain analysm

- will be provided with the final plat and

plan.

Final Development Plan will be submitted
for the entire site .

Covenants, conditions and restrictions
will be recorded with the Final Plat and
Plan. These will be completed in accordance
with suggested FHA VA guide lines.
Landscaping will be maintained by the
Corporate Homeowners Association.

The Petitioner has met with the neighbors
on an individual basis and received their
imput. Generally their imput consists

of a concern over the total number of
units proposed. ,

It is the petitioner's intention to construct
half street improvements on 29 Road and
Patterson Roads adjoining the site in
question during time of development.

The submitted grading and drainage plan
shows that the drainage ditch that lies
within the right-of-way of 29 Road will

be foreshortened and discharged to the -
Indian Wash utilizing a 24" concrete pipe
matching the existing drainage pipe to ‘the
north.

1t should be pointed out that Mesa County
has completed site development plans for
major intersection improvements to 29 and
Patterson Roads. This intersection includes

signalization and total channalization.




Agency

Additional Staff Comments Cont.

L)

5)

A ;

Response

Once this improvement is completed,
additional traffic generated by this
development could adequately be handled.

The submitted grading and drainage plan

shows that the site draining at four
various points along Indian Wash. Also,
accompanying the submitted grading and

" drainage plan are detailed drainage

calculations. Additional refined grading
and drainage plans will be submitted

with the Final Development Plan.

Sixteen townhome units are planned to
access East Indian Creek Drive. Forty-
six townhome units are planned to access
from 29 Road bringing the total requested
units to sixty-two.
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REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY

FILE NO. 85-81 N DUE DATE 2f15-82
ACTIVITY Rusty Sun - Filing #1 ' '

PHASE Final B ACRES

LOCATION NE corner of East Indian Creek Drive & Patterson

PETITIONER Jim Lindell

PETITIONER ADDRESS 843 25 Road

ENGINEER _Paragon

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS

[] [0 oveERALL COMPATABILITY 1. Setbacks (min.) be shown on plat.

1.

2. Parks issue needs to be resolved.

, 3. Some on street parking in question.

0 [0 consisTeENCY 4. Is there adequate traffic movement in NE corner to

v prevent backing out into each other? :

[] [] ADJACGENT PROPERTY 5. Any screening/buffering along north prop..line?, along
Patterson?

6. Need max. hts. stated. (i.e. "not exceed (x) ft.)

7. Trash -p/u coordinated with city sant. eng. S

8. Any lighting proposed along the wash?

9. Any common access through filing #1 to the wash from
the west to the east except along Patterson? (public/
private?)

10. Fire access to units 6, 7, and 8 need to be checked.

11. Any change in covenants for park or other items in
question? If so need amended copy.

12. Project must obtain building permit within 1 year of

final approval or be scheduled for a rehearing.

[ [} cHANGE IN THE AREA

[] TrAFFIC IMPACT

GISSTIQAY NII@ S¥H D

AISSTAGPY NIIg ION SYH

DATE REC. AGENCY COMMENTS

2/16/82 City Utilities The City will not be able to provide trash pick-up on
the portion of the driveway called Rusty Sun Court.
There is no place for the trash truck to turn around.
Pedestrians will have to walk in the private drive-
ways. Will parking be allowed along the edge of the
private driveways? If so it will be a problem for
traffic circulation. Sewer taps are not allowed into
manholes. Easements should be provide for sewer lines.
City will not be responsible for repair of private
driveways due to damage from heavy trash trucks and
sewer maintenance vehicles. Ingress-Egress easements
must be provided for trash service.

2/16/82 City Fire This office will accept the final plans as submitted
on second review on final plat plans Feb. 2, 1982.

2/16/82 City Police ) We have no objections.

2/16/82 Ute Water No objections to project. A direct communique will be
sent to the engineer to correct minor discrepancies
between the presentation and Ute specifications.
Policies and fees in effect at the time of application
will apply.

2/16/82 Transp. Engr. 20 degree parking on a street (even a "private" drive)
is not very good, but is even worse on a curve.
Rusty Sun Court is a dead end with no turn-around.
Is it necessary for the south entrance onto E. Indian
Creek Dr. be skewed?
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Page 2 B

85-81 Rusty Sun Filing One 2/15/82 !

Date Rec. Agency Comments “
2/16/82 F]oédp]ain Adm. . Because there will be development and possible

modification to Indian Wash within a 100-year FP, a
. City Floodplain Permit will be required prior to any .-

construction, modification or alteration of Indian

Wash and Rusty Sun. A Floodplain Permit application
can be picked up from the FP Adm. in the Development
Dept. A $40.00 FP Permit fee is required as well as
FP analysis. This should be submitted prior to final
plat recording and no building permits can be issued
prior to securing the permit.

Jolsz  Maked Sww
2halsz Loke- ’Pm

2123182 Lode Poxks 3 Rea
3/5/82 GJPC Minutes MOTION: (COMMISSIONER LITLE) "IN REGARD TO FILE #85-81, RUSTY
of 2/23/82 SUN SUBDIVISION FILING #71, FINAL PLAT, I RECOMMEND THE FILE

BE FORWARDED TO CITY COUNCIL WITH RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL .

SUBJECT TO CONSIDERATIONS OF STAFF."

THE MOTION. WAS SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER O'DWYER.

CHAIRWOMAN BUIMBY REPEATED THE MOTION AND CALLED FOR A VOTE.

THE MOT%QN WAS APPROVED BY A.VOTE OF 5-1. (COMMISSIONER RINKER &
~ OPPOSED

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER LITLE) “MADAM CHAIRMAN, IN THE CASE OF

FILE #85-8T, RUSTY SUN SUBDIVISION FILING #1, CONSIDERATION OF
FINAL PLAN, I RECOMMEND THAT WE FORWARD TO CITY COUNCIL WITH A
RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL WITH CONSIDERATION OF STAFF COMMENTS."
COMMISSIONER O'DWYER SECONDED THE MOTION.

CHATRWOMAN QUIME%’ﬁEPEATED THE MOTION AND CALLED FOR A VOTE
WHICH CARRTED 5-1. (COMMISSIONER RINKER WAS OPPOSED)
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REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY

FILE NO. 85-81

ACTIVITY _ Rusty Sun Filing #1

. DUE DATE 1/15/82

PHASE Final Plan

ACRES

_ LOCATION NW corner of 29 Rd. and Patterson Rd. "

‘PETITIONER Sego Services c¢/o Jim Lindell

"‘PETITIONER ADDRESS 843 25 Rd., Grand Junction, CO 81501

ENGINEER Paragon Engineering

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS

O [0 overAaLL coMPATABILITY
[ [] consisTENCY

] ] ApJACENT PROPERTY

(] [] cHANGE IN THE AREA

O O Trarric impAcT

QISETUGOY NIIE SVH
QISSTMaGY HIIE ION SYH

DATE REC. AGENCY
Staff Comments ‘

COMMENTS

1)

This filing #1 is quite different than the approved
preliminary plan. If approved per preliminary why
the change? It is ridiculous to spend time reviewing
a preliminary under the assumption the final will
have 1ittle or minor changes. There are major
changes here which will require full re-review

by the various agencies. This creates problems
which the agencies shouldn't be forced to do.

They make their recommendations based on the
preliminary plan to be incorporated into the final
plan. The changes on filing #1 are not the

result of the review agencies comments, but in

fact are changes by the petitioner. The quality of
this filing #1 is not of final phase development
and should be considered a preliminary phase 1.

Need to resolve parkway issue per CC prior to final
submittal to Grand Junction Planning Commission.

example: 16 approved units now requesting 21 units

No parking on private drive should be allowed.
Realignment of roads needs re-review, from 2 to 1 access.
Turn-around needs re-review,

No dimensions for drive provided and some driveways
inadequate.

Set-backs have changed from 17' to 10' on north side.
Signage may have sight-distance problem.
No detaited signage submitted.

Under utilities notes - it states "locations shown
are proposed and do not reflect the final design"
This is the final plan and plat.

Continued on next paae




File No. 85-81 Rusty Sun Filing #1 Page 2

Final Plan
‘DATE REC. AGENCY COMMENTS
Staff Comments 9) The 1st drive-way has changed from 35' to 20' off
Continued - intersection of E. Indian Ck Dr. and private drive.

There are more problems which haven't been resolved
prior to final and thus this proposal should not be
considered for final recommendation.

1/12/82 City Fire We would request that the proposed private street be
S interconnected to Patterson Rd., allowing two means of
emergency access to the development and one additional
fire hydrant be installed where the private drive connects .
to Patterson.

The dead end 8 inch 1ine to be interconnected to the
existing 18 inch main in Patterson to provide a Tooped
Tine.

Your estimate fire flow of 1500 GPM is not adequate. We
believe an estimated flow of 3000 GPM must be provided.

Building plan showing construction, type, sq. footage,
site, etc., must be provided so a fire flow can be "
computed.

The 22 ft. finish mat is not of a sufficient width, must
be increased to allow 30 ft. finished mat. +

1/12/82 G.J. Drainage 0.K. need tiling agreement for balance of Sub.
1/14/82 Mountain Bell Easements are adequate as shown.
'1/15/82 City Engineer Public Improvements Guarantee is on Mesa County form

and not to the City. Neither Improvements Agreement
nor Guarantee are signed by anyone. This layout is
totally different from the Preliminary Plan submitted
in September 1981, and is much poorer design from
standpoint of access and vehicular internal circulation.
Some of the parking stalls will require very awkward
manuevers to enter and/or leave. . No pedestrian
facilities are included with this filing, therefore if
other filings do not occur, no pedestrian facilities
will be available. As stated in September comments, the
floodplain of Indian Wash must be respected and
addressed via permit procedure. Two accesses to
Indian Creek Drive should be provided as indicated on
the Preliminary Plan. Power of Attorney for F Road
Improvements should be granted. The last manhole and
part of the sanitary sewer penetrates. Lot 8 so an
easement will be necessary there. The waterline with
this new plan is not looped as was shown on the

-~ preliminary. The sanitary sewer as shown on this
latest plan will require cutting F Road which I
understand was awarded for construction last week-
(29 & F Road Intersection). In my opinion this plan
is significantly different from the Preliminary Plan.

LATE. REVIEW SHEETS

1/18/82 Transportation Engineer
1/18/82 City Utilities
1/19/82 Mailed Summary to Petitioner and Engineer.

2282, (e &0
t@i& Ribie SZW\QQ
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February 22, 1982

RESPONSE 'TO REVIEW SHEET COMMENTS

File: #85-81
Phase: Final

Item: Rusty Sun, Filing No. One

Agency

City Utilities

City Fire

City Police

Ute Water

Transportation Engineer

Y

Response

1. A concrete trash pad will be
provided at the entrance to "Rusty
Sun Court". There will be no need for
a trash truck to enter the court. An
insert in the Covenants will be made.
2. As per discussions 2-22-82 with the
Planning Department, sidewalks will not
be provided as per the final site plan.

3. There is no on-street parking proposed.
None shall be allowed on the private
roadways.

4. The sewer plans have been revised,
eliminating the taps into manholes.

5. The sewer mains as shown lie in
easements.

6. The structural section is engineered
for the private roadways just as it is
for dedicated city streets.

7. The private roadways are designated
as ingress, egress and utility easements.

Indicated their acceptance of the plans as
presented.

Had no objections.

Indicated no objection to the project and
that minor technical discrepancies would
be resolved.

1. Because of the limited amount of
traffic on Rusty Sun Circle, the developer
elected to propose overflow parking spaces,
located at 90° on a curve.

2. A "back-in" turn-around is shown on
the plans to facilitate exiting from
Rusty Sun Court for lots 6, 7, and 8.

Indian Wash area.

3. See "Transportation Engineer (1)
response.

4. As noted in "Transportation Engineer
(2)", the back-in space shown shall
facilitate movement in Rusty Sun Court.

5. A 6-foot wood fence shall be installed
along the 160 foot north property line.
The berming and heavy landscaping shown




Transportation Engineer Continued

Floodplain Administration

City Engineer (Late)

Staff

3. The center line of Rusty Sun Circle
is radial to the curve on East Indian
Creek at the intersection point.

The developer is not proposing any
construction, modification, or alterations
to the Indian Wash channel for Filing
No. One

1. Indian Wash shall not be improved
by the petitioner in any way other than
"clean up"

2. The developer shall escrow $60.00

per undeveloped centerline foot for
Patterson Road improvements (see attached
letter) drainage, irrigation, signage.

3. Editorial comments on driveways and
sewer layouts were made.

4. Mesa County is reconstructing the

29 and F Road intersection at this time.

As a part of that work, they are regrading
Indian Wash adjacent to Rusty Sun, Filing
No. One. When the reconstruction is
complete, the flood plain will have been
modified so that the development site

is not impacted. The channel shall

be surveyed and a new flood plain

exhibit shall be drafted.

5. A guarantee of public improvements
shall be recorded with the final plat for
Rusty Sun, Filing No. One.

1. Minimum setbacks can be shown on the
plan; however, the developer intends to
re-plat around the units after they are
built.

2. The developer wishes to cleanup the
Indian Wash area.

3. See "Transportation Engineer (1)
response.

4. As noted in "Transportation Engineer
(2)", the back-in space shown shall
facilitate movement in Rusty Sun Court.

5. A 6-foot wood fence shall be installed
along the 160 foot north property line.
The berming and heavy landscaping shown




Staff (Continued)

5. (Continﬁed) on the plan shall
provide buffering from Patterson Road.

6. Building heights shall not exceed
25 feet.

7. Curbside trash pickup has been
approved by Bill Reeves. Units 5, 6,

7, & 8 (fourplex in NW Corner) will
carry thier trash to end of private

drive where developer will create a pad
for trash cans to set, only on trash
pickup days. Covenants will be changed
to cover this situation. Therefore,

the trash truck will not have to back

up drive.

8. No improvements shall be made in
Indian Wash with Filing No. One.

9. There is an existing pedestrian

.- walkway - from Indian Wash to East
Indian Creek Drive immediately north of
Rusty Sun Filing No. One.

10. The Fire Department has indicated
their acceptance of unit, main & hydrant
layout for Rusty Sun Filing No. One.

11. Yes - Covenants will be amended to
cover part seven above. This will
require residents of units 5, 6, 7, and
8 to carry trash cans down their drive
to a specially designated area (perhaps
a small concrete pad) on trash days.
There will not be any park improvements
to Phase One.

12. Building permits shall be applied for .
immediately upon approval of the final
plat and plan.
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Lincoln DeVore
1000 West Fillmore St.

Colorado Sorings, Colorado 80907
{303) 632-3593

Home Office

August 24, 1981

Jim Lindell
842 25 Road
Grand Junction, Colorado 831501

Re: File No. 41103J
Surficial Geology
Rusty Sun Subdivision
Grand Junction, Colorado

Gentlemen:

At your request, personnel from this office have conducted a surface recon=-

naissance of the onsite geology in order to determine the general engineering
geological constraints for construction on the site. Following are our find-
ings:

The site is located primarly in the northeast 1/4, of the northeast 1/4, of
the southeast 1/4 of Section A, Township 1 south, Range 1 east of the Ute
Principal Meridian and contains about 10 acres. The site lies at 29 Road
and Hermosa Court, northeast of the city of Grand Junction.

Topographically, the site slopes gently to the south-southwest. Elevations
on the site range from 4690 in the soithern portions of the tract to 4700 in
the northern portion of the site. The site is bordered on the east by an
irrigationditchwhich feeds across the site and empties into Indian Wash,
which borders the western edge of the site. Some small piping was noticed
outside the site area along Indian Wash. These pipes are outside the site
and should not cause problems in construction on the site.

Geologically, the site is underlain by the Mancos Shale, which consists of

a siltstone of marine deposition which nnderlies the ground surface at about
15 to 20 feet. Due to the deposition of alluvium over a probable irregular

bedrock surface, thickness of the deposit will vary. A subsurface investi

gation would provide the necessary soils profile for this tract.

602 East 8th Sireet
Pueblo, Colo 8:00°
(303) 546-115C

P.O. Box 142~
Glenwood Sp ings, Colo 81601
(303) 945-60: )

86 Rosemont Plaza
Montrose, Colo 81401
(303) 249-7838

P.0O. Box 1,82
Grand Junction, Colo 81501
(303) 242-8968

(307) 382-2649

P.0. Box 1643
Rock Springs, Wyo 82901

#8581




Jim Lindell

Surficial Geology

Rusty. Sun Subdivision
Grand Junction, Colorado
August 24, 1981

Page Two

S 0 B

If any questions arise, or if we can be of further service, do not hesitate
to contact this office.

Respectfully submitted,

LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY, INC.

Re Kirk Lyons
Staff Geologist

RKL :klm-
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LincolnDeVore
1441 Motor ‘
8@5%$£§¥$’Cm°8w01 December 31, 1981

Paragon Engineering, Inc.
2784 Crossroads Blvd. Suite 104
Grand Junction, Colorado 381501

~Attn: L. F. Hanson

Re: Subsurface Soils Investigatien
Rusty Sun (Mr. Jim Lindell)
Parcels 60 and 61, Filing 2
Indian Village
Grand Junction, Colorado

. File No., 42187J

Gentlemen:

As you requested, we have drilled five (5) test holes on the above
parcels and performed laboratory testing for the proposed Rusty Sun
Development. The results are now in the process of evaluation and
compilation in a report that should be issued ir its final form near
the end of next weet, (about January 8, 1982), or the beginning of
the following week. Pending final release, this letter is intended
to provide a brief a .d preliminary report of our findings.

Foundation soils at these parcels consist of alluvial silty clays of
low to moderate density overlying weathered Mancos Shale. The
formational bedrock occurs at depths of 3 to 13 feet across parcel
60, with the shallowest depth at the north part of the parcel.
Maximum allowable nressures will vary across this parcel and, in
many areas, minimum press:ires as high as 2200 psf will he required
due to the proximity of the shale. '

At parcel 61, more moderate densities and pressures are anticipated,.

No shale was encountered, the foundation soils consisting of

alluvial and some residually weathered siltv clays of moderate to low
density and generallv higher moistnre content than the parcel 60 soils.

At this time, the use of shallow foindations of more or less conventional
type (i.e. those typically used in this area) is anticipated. In some
arcas, lightlvy loaded buildings on the shale may reqiire use of the

grade beam and pad foundation system to co-centrate loads to resist

the potential swell.

-,

Colorado Springs, Colorado Pueblo, Colorado Grand Junction, Colorado Glenwoed Springs, Colorado Evanston, Wyoming




Paragon Engineering, Inc. ‘ _ !
Subsurface Soils Investigation
Rusty Sun (Mr. Jim Lindell)
Parcels 60 and G1, Filing 2
Indian Village

Grand Junction, Colorado
December 31, 1981

Page ~2-

We wish to stress that this letter is intended to provide a general,
preliminary report of our investigation. A final and complete soils
investigation report is forthcoming that will provide more detailed
information and recommendations. We urge vou to use this letter only
as a very general gnideline and to await the final, detailed report
before proceeding vwith actual foundation designs and related work.

If any questions should arise concerning this letter, please do not
hegsitate to contact this office at your convenience.

Respectfully submitted,

LINCOLN-DeVORE TiSTING LABORATORY, I'C,

B‘f:% %/
/@arxéy. Krzisnik, PeLEe
Seni¥r Engineer

GMK/ca




PARAGON ENGINEERING, INC.

2784 Crossroads Blvd., Suite 104
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 (303) 243-8966

March 8, 1982

City/County Development Department
559 White Avenue Room 60

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Attn: Alex Candelaria

Re: Rusty Sun Subdivision 85-81
Dear Alex;

As regards the Open Space fee for Rusty Sun Filing No. 1, we submit
the following calculations:

- Appraisal (both parcels) by Carl Hochmuth = 176,120.00
- Total Acres = 6.29
- Value/acre = 28,000.00
- Filing No. One 2.319 acres x 28,000 = 64,932.00
- Open Space Fee @ .05

$ 3,247.00

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these figures.

Respectfully submitted,

L.F. Hansen
Planning Assistant

LFH:crl
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PARAGON ENGINEERING, INC. | !

2784 Crossroads Bivd., Suite 104
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 (303) 243-8966

March 16, 1982

RECEIVED MESA GOUNTY

DEVELOPHMEN T |
Mr. Bob Golden E MENT DEPARTMENT

City Flood Plain Administrator
City of Grand Junction MAR 161982
250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Mr. Golden:

Please find enclosed a marked up blueline print of a Revised Grading
plan of Rusty Sun #1 showing we will not be working within the 100 year
flood plain. As we discussed, after construction is completed by the State
and County on the 29 and F Road improvements, we will survey the area and
determine what changes have occurred and work out appropriate measures, if
any are required.

Rusty Sun Filing #2 will be submitted with appropriate documentation
showing what effect, if any, it will have on the 100 year flood plain so
you may determine if a permit will be required for that phase.

Mr. Lindell, the developer, will be working with the City Parks
Department on what will be done in the wash. We feel that this work
should be handled under a separate agreement regarding flood plain permit
and flood plain modification when it is known what work is going to be done.
When firm plans have been agreed to a proper study of their impact can be
made.

I hope this information and approach will be agreeable to you. If
you have any further questions, please give me a call.

Very truly yours,

W&W

Keith E. Powers

KEP :emb
Encl: As Noted
cc: Mr. Jim Lindell
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‘Anbersha

- CORPORATION

355 Bonny St.
Grand Junction, Colo. 81501
(303) 243-6588

e

Grand Junction Planning Commission

Dear Sirs,

As discussed in our meeting of March 15, 1982, between Alex, Ken Idleman,
and myself, Rusty Sun L.T.D, the developers of a piece of property on the
Northwest corner of 29 Road and F Road, agree to do the following in re-

lation to the cleaning up and re-grading of Indian Wash:

1., Rusty Sun L.T;D. agrees to pay a fee of $150.00 (One Hundred Fifty
and no/100 Dollars) per unit to the City of Grand Junction for im-
provements to parks and facilitles, that either occur now or may
occur later, in the city. This fee will be paid upon the closing
of each unit that is purchased from Rusty Sun.

2. Rusty Sun L.T.D. agrees to obtain a flood permit from the city for
any work that is to be done in Indian Wash.

3. A plan, organized with Ken Idleman and Ron Rish, will be submitted

before any work is to be performed in Indian Wash,

Rusty Sun would like the Grand Junction Planning Commission to realize
that our open space requirements were met back in 1978 and that the $150,00

per unit 1s over and beyond any requirements that are imposed on Rusty

Sun L.T.D..
Sincerely
(k/{cg;Zifieﬁéa>f
JWL/1g James W. Lindell
Managing General Partner
Rusty Sun L.T.D.
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"PARAGON ENGINEERING, INC.

2784 Crossroads Blvd., Suite 104
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 (303) 243-8966

RECEIVED MESA COUNTY

January 5, 1982 DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

JAN 05 1982

Grand Junction City Council
City Hall .
Grand Junection, CO 81501 - _ .

Dear Counéil Members:

Mr. Golden with the Development Department has brought to our attention
your concern in regards to the public open space within the Rusty Sun
proposal.

In 1978, Sego Services, Inc. granted approximately 3 acres to Mesa County
as public open space requlred with the development of Indian Village, Filing
No. Two. It was agreed upon at that time that the County would construct
and maintain a pedestrian pathway along the Indian Wash. At such time as
the development adjoining the Wash was completed.

The petitioner for the Rusty Sun proposal intends to complete the following
improvements to this open space presently owned by the City of Grand Junction:

(1) Removal of all trash, debris, dead or diseased‘ trees or vegetation.

(2) Grade for proper drainage and gravel a 4' wide pedestrian pathway
running the length of the Indian Wash adjoining the Rusty Sun proposal.

(3) Revegetate with native grasses any areas which are disturbed during
pedestrian path and debris removal.

(4) Provide security area lighting.

(5) Construct all necessary drainage controls, improvements along the
Wash as necessitated by development of Rusty Sun.

(6) All construction plans will be submitted for review by the City of
Grand Junction prior to actual construction.

Park 1mprovements will be phased concurrent w1th the construction of
all units within Rusty Sun. Final park improvements will be completed at the
same time as final construction of the last units within the proposal. At that
time, it is the petitioner's understanding that the City of Grand Junction's
responsibilities will be as follows:

(1) Ongoing maintenance of pathway.

(2) Removal of any additional trash or debris buildup.




Letter to Grand Junction City Council
Page 2
January 5, 1982

(3) Acceptance of any liabilities possibly incurred in the same manner
..as currently established for other City parks and recreational areas.

The attached exhibit illustrates the value of the Indian Wash adjoining
Rusty Sun as it relates to a north-south pedestrian system within Grand
Junction. Should the Council feel that this is not an acceptable proposal,
the petitioner is willing to accept the three acres presently designated as
public open space as a part of the Rusty Sun proposal, to be privately owned,
operated and maintained by the Homeowners Association for Rusty Sun.

A member of our firm and the petitioner will be present at the scheduled
City Council Hearing to discuss the proposal in detail and address any question
which may arise.

Sincerely, ,
/. ]t
/// /)», 2 ,711: 19 kh o
L L) 7
Thomas A..Logue

TAL:crl

Enclosure
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CITY - COUNTY PLANNING
grand junction-mesa county 559 white ave. rm. 60 grand jct.,colo. 81501

Pt (303) 244-1628
: February 13, 1984 '

TO: A1l OQwners/Petitioners

FROM: Grand Junction Planning Commission
Grand Junction Planning Department

RE: Enforcement of Development Schedules

Enforcement of development schedules of previously approved projects is an on-aoing
concern for the City of Grand Junction. The City Planning Commission will be having
- their annual Extension/Reversion public hearing on Tuesday, March 2p. 1984 at 7:00 p.m.
in the City/County Auditorium, 520 Rood Avenue, Grand Junction, Co]o}ado You or

your representative must be present.

By using the tfmeframes expected for development, the City is able to anticipate
the needs for public services and improvements to provide service for these pro-
Jjects and surrounding areas. The City can also schedule those capital improvements
required to be completed in conjunction with the project development itself.

The hearing will not be a re-review of the project for technical issues. It will
be a discussion of anticipated timeframes for project buildout, and the likelihood
of the project itself. Any project discussed without the Owner/Petitioner or re-

presentative present at the special hearing will be automatically recommended for
reversion.

If an extension is requested by the Owner/Petitioner, the Grand Junction Planning
Commission may grant an extension for one year. If the Owner/Petitioner requests
a reversion, the Grand Junction Planning Commission will recommend reversion of
that project and/or zone.

Enclosed is your project violation of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development
Code. Also enclosed is the required submittal information for the Grand Junction
Planning Commission to review.

We appreciate your continued cooperation in this process.

If you have any questions, please contact the City Planning Department at 244-1628.

Thank you.

BG/tt  X5C

Enclosures




An . . !

.

This is to inform you that your project File # 25-83\
Project Name :E§L§A<x\ Suve Sub. Flttvh%ui¥l
approved on iS‘Ul B2 by the Grand Junction City Council,

is now in violation of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code.

It violates the development schedule process as indicated belowr:

Sec. 6-9-2C A1l final plats shall be recorded within one year from the

(Final Plat) date of final approval. Failure to record within this time
shall require re-review and processing as per the final
plat processing procedure.

Sec. 7-5-4-C-5 Following the approval of a Preliminary Plan, the applicant
’ (Final Plan) shall file with the Department a Final Development Plan and
Final Subdivision Plat in accordance with the approved
development schedule. Approval of a Preliminary Plan is
effective in accordance with the subdivision regulation
(Chapter 6). An approved preliminary area may be finalized
by more than one final plan and plat.

The Grand Junction Planninn Carrission is requiring the following infor-
. mation to be provided to this <e~artment a minimum of ten (10) days prior
to -the Special Public Hearing on March 7 1984.*

~Eight (8) copies of:

a) Location, current property owner, and representative if appli-
cable.

b) Brief discussion of current status of the approved project.
This should include the feasibility, 1ikelihood of buildout, or
anticipated changes to the approved plan.

c) Development schedule anticipated for completion of next phase or
bui]dout.'. '

d) Any work completed to date on ‘the project to fulfill the next
development process requirements. (i.e. if final approval,
when is plat to be recorded, or if preliminary approval, when is
final plan to be submitted?)

e) Extension requested (one year maximum).

* Any packets not received or received after this date may result in
automatic reversion.




