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Vergil & Lola Preston 
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Grand Jet., CO 81501 

.J::II" -~ ' 

I--1esa College 
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Charles R. & 
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Rt.l Box 113 
Montrose~ CO 81401 
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Dean Blake Chambliss 
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MINUTES OF NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 
ON OCTOBER 15~ 1981 

On Thursday~ October 15~ 1981~ a meeting was held to discuss 
a proposal of Orchard Group Ltd. to develop the vacant land 
along 13th Street between Orchard and Mesa Avenues and along 
Mesa Avenue between 12th and 13th Streets. Present at the 
meeting were: Robert c. Reece~ Richa~d D. Thompson and 
J. Richard Livingston, developers of the project; Alex 
Candalaria of the Planning Department; and Mr. and Mrs. Fred 
Kaufman, Betty Kirkeby, Mr. and Mrs. Cecil Rorex and Mr. and 
Mrs. Bill Ashcraft, neighboring homeowners to the proposed 
project. Mr. Reece gave a summary of the previous two 
neighborhood meetings and the previous two appearances before 
the Planning Commission. He also gave a summary of the revised 
Outline Development Plan to be presented to the Planning Commission 
on Tuesday~ October 27th. It was mentioned by Reece, that the 
revision of the Outline Development Plan was a result of a 
desire by neighboring property owners to prevent any additional 
residents in their immediate neighborhood, and a desire by the 
developer to enhance the value of subject property. The result 
was a plan which included business uses along 13th Street. Mr. 
Reece mentioned that his and Thompson's inquiries to certain 
agencies about the possibility of vacating 13th Street were met 
with negative responses from those agencies. Eva Kaufman 
responded that she had talked to a couple. of agencies and their 
response was favorable to a vacation, within certain guidelines. 
In polling the people present at the meeting, it appeared that a 
vacation would be desirable to the parties present and Mr. 
Candalaria advised those present of a process which might be 
followed to proceed with a vacation request. He suggested that 
those parties who were owners adjacent to that portion of 13th 
Street to be vacated, should sign a petition to vacate which 
petition would become a part of the formal application for 
vacation. He also suggested that in order for the Planning 
Commission to have an initial vie~<T of agency acceptance of such 
a plan, that the affected agencies sign a confirmation that there 
was no objection to the vacation of that portion of 13th Street. 
Mrs. Kaufman and Mr. Thompson agreed to go together to selected 
agencies to receive or be denied that confirmation. Mr. Livingston 
indicated that the developer's plan in seeking the approval for 
the Outline Development Plan proposal would be: 

1. Seek the zoning change as petitioned, subject to 
the approval of the vacation aforementioned. 

2. If, in seeking the vacation of 13th Street, the request 
is denied, then the Outline Development Plan request 
shall not be subject to receiving an order to vacate 
that certain portion of 13th Street. The homeowners 



present indicated that if the vacation of 13th Street 
was not possible, they would not object to the proposed 
Planned Business zoning. 

It was agreed that a summary of the responses from the adjacent 
landowners and affected agencies be reported to the Planning 
Commission on the 27th of October and to indicate, at that time, 
whether a vacation of 13th Street would be sought. 

Respectfully submitted 
october 26, 1981 

Robert c. Reece 



PETITION 

We, the undersigned, as adjacent property owners, hereby petition 
the City of Grand Junction to vacate that certain portion of 
13th Street that lies between the South right-of-way line of 
orchard Avenue and the North right-of-way line of Mesa Avenue. 
We understand that, in consideration for said vacation, Hall 
Avenue shall receive a cul-de-sac as depicted on the attached 
Exhibits "A" and 11 B11

, which cul-de-sac shall be provided 
at the expense of Orchard Group Ltd. 

George A. Theisen Date 

B.S. The:!.sen Date 

~~/Rh/f1 
BE. TsCr t Date 

Donald K.K. Sufi 

// 
/ 

Date 

td. 
By: Robert C. Reece 
Co-Managing Partner 

Adrienne C.E. Sufi Date 
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As a review agency for the proposed Orchard Group project along 
13th Street between Orchard and Mesa Avenues, and along Mesa 
Avenue between 12th and 13th Streets, we have no objection 
to the vacation of 13th Street as proposed on the attached 
diagram. 

Development Department 

Transportation Engineer 

City Parks/Recreation 

Comprehensive Planning 

~ c:~-11-/~e-/1 ... < cL 
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Date 

Date 
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Date 
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Richard Thompson 
ORCHARD GROUP PROJECT 

City of Grand Junction. Colorado 81501 
October 26, 1981 

With the information provided by the Developer on 10/23/1981, the 
Fire Department will accept the Emergency Access to the development 
as shown on proposed development plan, which would vacate 13th Street 
between Mesa Ave. and Orchard Ave. 

However, it must be brought to your attention that the available water 
in the area is not sufficiant for this development. 

With the information available, it is not possible to compute an accurate 
fire.flow. We would estimate a required fire flow of approximately 
2500 gpm. 

Our records show a fire flow of 1900 gpm, at Orchard and 12th St. 
700 gpm at 1357 Orchard Ave. 
1400 at 13th & Hall 
1400 at Mesa and 14th 
3900 at Texas Ave. and 14th 

I have conferred with Ralph Sterry, 
necessary water could be provided by 
Hall Ave., and Mesa Ave. on 13th St. 
existing 6 inch. 

Utilities Supervisor. We feel the 
installing a .6 inch line between 
This and interconnecting the two 

Interconnect the 6 inch line in Mesa Ave and 6 inch line in Texas Ave. 
on 14th Street. 

However, you should keep in mind that if further development with larger 
structures, these lines and water supply may not be adequate. 

Btn. Chief Wes Painter 
Fire Prevention Officer 

WP/hc 

~nos. Sixth Sr. : i()J/24 2 2~l00 Chief R.T. Mantlo 



• CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, CO-ADO 

MEMORANDUM ·-

Reply Requested 
YesO No 0 

Jane Quimby 
To: (From:)-----------

Date 

10-27-81 
Bill Reeves 

From: (To:) _____________ _ 

Subject: Opposition to 13th Street - Orchard to Mesa Vacation 

I am writing this in behalf of Utility Department, Water-Sewer-Trash and Solid 
Waste. 

We are against the vacation because it blocks access to two alleys and one 
street for which maintenance of three utilities and future requirements put 
this property from public right-of-way to private property. 

1. Sanitation Department will end up with two dead end alleys, one dead end 
street which will mean backing large trucks in small areas and increase 
our liability ten fold. We have just created enough safety and personal 
habits in our employees to reduce this to a figure which the taxpayer can 
live with and afford. 

2. It would also place water line inside private property which would create 
added liability to maintain or replace. 

3. This street has future potential and need for sewer service placement 
within the right-of-way because, at present, the trunk line and laterals 
are becoming overloaded and inadequate in size. 

4. It would require that, in an office area where large numbers of private 
parking is essential, the large trucks would have to enter for solid waste 
service which would be quite hazardous to liability for property damage 
and few parking lots of this nature are built to handle this size equip­
ment and weight. 

c.c. Ralph Sterry 
Wayne Warren 
File 



REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

FILE NO. 70-81 DUE DATE 7/13/81 

ACTIVITY Rezone from R2 to PB 

PHASE ~R~e~z~o~n~e~&~~O~D~P--------------------------~----------------ACRES ____________ _ 

LOCATION Mesa Ave. between 12th and 13th Streets 

PETITIONER __ o~r~c~h~a~r~d:_G~r~o~u~p~L~t~d~·---~B~o~b~R~e~e~c~e~------------------------------------

PETITIONER ADDRESS Box 661, Grand Junction, co 81502 

EN_GINEER 

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 

0 ~ OVERALL COMPATABILITY 

0 !XI CONSISTENCY 

0 gJ AC.JACENT PROPERTY 

0 ~ CHANGE IN THE AREA 

0 ~ TRAFFIC IMPACT 

DATE REC. 

7/8/81 

7/8/81 

7 00(81 

7/10/81 

AGENCY 

Transportation 
Engineer 

City Fire 

Public Service 

COMMENTS 

No comment. 

This office has no objection to this rezone. 
Additional fire hydrants may be required. 
Fire hydrant spacing of 300 feet between 
hydrants required, with possible on-site 
fire pydrants. Our records show 1400 GPM 
flow at 14th and Mesa, which may be inadequate. 
Site and building construction plans must be 
submitted to determine·required fire flow. 

Xhe '·'Rezone $ubmittal'' drawing labels ''new ha.lf 
street improvements· on :Mesa" but no mention is 
made of 13th Street. The property owners to 
the east tried unsuccessfully three times in the 
past three years to get the property owners of 
this parcel to participate in a street improvemen 
district in order to eliminate the neighborhood 
dust problem. This development will only make 
the physical problem worse. 13th Street should 
be fully improved including curbs, gutters and 
sidewalks on both sides. 
Half-street improvements on Mesa should be to 
City Standards and Specifications. 

Electric: No objections to rezone. Developer should 
contact PSCo as to service requirements and locations. 
DM 7/7/81 
Gas: No objections to rezone. CB 7/7/81 

I 
I 
l 
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File #70-81 

7/15/81 

7/15/81 

Rezone from R2 to PB 
Rezone & ODP 

Page 2 

Staff Comments 

Mt. Bell 
Lll.TE 

1) Need detailed landscaping plan at preliminary. 
2) What is a decorative fence? 
3) What about parking for PB - will enough be provided 

to accomodate the usagf} __ proposed as well as for 
existing usag~~ presently on the parcel. 

4) Need adjacent usages shown on plan. 
5) Will the curb cut on Mesa be closed? 
6) Detailed site plan needed at preliminary (height, 

elevation, dimensions, lighting). 
7) Compatibility with existing single family on south 

side - any problems - if so have they been resolved? 
8) Will service drive be paved? 
9) Trash pick-up should be shown. 

10) If street improvement are not done at development 
we would require a POA. 

11) Need improvement agreement at preliminary. 

I 

! 



}1EMORANDUM 

TO: Mesa County Planning Department 

FRDr1: Desert Ridge Corporation 

RE: Rezone from RSF-8 to PB 

DATE: July 27, 1981 

Below we provide a categorical response to the comments 
given by the different review agencies. Since this proposal is 
an Outline Development Plan, many questions cannot be answered 
until a later date and we have so indicated. 

Transportation 
Engineer No response required. 

City Fire To be determined at Preliminary. 

City Engineer Petitioner intends to improve 13th Street 
and Mesa Avenue to City Standards and Spec­
ifications. 

Public Service Developer will contact Public Service for 
service requirements and locations. 

Staff 1. Landscaping plan at Preliminary. 

2. Plan for decorative fence is attached 
hereto. 

3. Petitioner owns entire block from 12th 
to 13th Streets, Mesa to Orchard Avenues, 
and has determined that there is suf­
ficient parking area on the currently 
improved parking area to accomodate pre­
sent and proposed usage. 

4. At Preliminary. 

5. To be addressed at Preliminary but 
Petitioner, at this time, has no ob­
jection to a single curb-cut for emer­
gency vehicles only. 

I 
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Hountain Bell 

6. Detailed site plan at Preliminary. 

7. Meeting was held July 14th with neigh­
boring owners and a work shop will occur 
after the Planning Commission meeting to 
attempt to resolve any problems. 

8. Service drive will be paved. 

9. To be determined at Preliminary. 

10. To be determined before Final. 

11. Need additional information from 
Planning Department. 

No response required. 

I 

I 
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REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

FILE NO. 70-81 DUE DATE 10/15/81 

ACTIVITY Rezone RSF-8 to PB and Orchard Grove - Orchard Center 

PHASE Rezone + ODP ACRES ------
LOCATION NW Comer of ~~esa and 13th Street & S\~ ccimer of 13th St & Orchard Ave 

PETITIONER Robert C. Reece 

PETITIONER ADDRESS P.O. Box 661, Grd. Jet., CO 81502 

ENGINEER ----------------~--------------------------

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 

0 0 OVERALL COMPATASILITY 
Single-family and retail adjacent to this site, compatibility issue should be addressed. 

0 0 CONSISTENCY 

Bus uses and single-family surrounds this proposal. 
0 0 AC.JACENT PROPERTY 

0 0 CHANGE IN THE! AREA 
_ Is in transitional stage due to increased activity on 12th Street and from the College. 

DO TRAFFIC IMPACT 

E e Orchard Ave., 12th Street and Mesa Ave. wi 11 be impacted. 

a ~ 

I a 
!;. 

I 
DATE REC. 

10/8/81 

10/13/81 

10/13/81 

10/14/81 

10/15/81 

10/15/81 

AGENCY 

Transportation 
Engineer 

Comprehensive 
Planning 

City Fire Dept. 

Mountain Bell 

City Parks & Rec. 

City Engineer 

COMMENTS 

There should not be another curb cut on Orchard Ave .. It 
appears that the exiting curb cuts for Skaggs could be 
used. What about sidewalks on 13th St. and Mesa Ave.? 
The "Decorative Fence" should not come to the corners 
of 12th St. & Mesa and 13th St. & Mesa, but be angled to 
prevent sight obstructions. 

No colllllent. 

The Grand Junction Fire Department has no objections to 
this rezone. Adequate fire protection must be provided. 
Building plans must be submitted for approval and fire 
flow. 

We have no requests at this time. Easements will be 
requested when preliminary plans are submitted. 
No comment. 

As stated on mY 7-10-81 review comments for this site 
(and as indicated on this plan) full-street improvements 
on 13th and half-street improvements on Mesa Avenue are 
needed. This plan proposes an access from the existing 
shopping center thru to 13th Street. That access will 
create serious traffic impacts on the residential 
neighborhood to the east. Business offices and the 
related parking lots with access to 13th Street will also 
impact the residential neighborhood with increased 
traffic. These serious access questions and their 
relationship to the City street network should be 
addressed early in the process. 



File No. 70-81 

DATE REC. 

10/15/81 

10/19/81 

10/27/81 

5/29/84 

Rezone RSF-8 to PB and Orchard Grove - Page 2 
Orchard Center Rezone & ODP 

AGENCY 

Staff Corrments 

SIC 

Public Service 
\...o..\'e 

COMMENTS 

1} Need improvement agreement at preliminary. · 
2) )-f stre~t improvement ;i-s po( done at development 

~!}lffd requtre _..AI"-P-~0:-JI:. · 
3) Trash pick-up r.eeds to be coordinated with Bill Reeves. 
4} Detailed site pl an needed at preliminary {height , 

el evation•, ·dimens ion ancl lighting}. 
5) Landscaping detail at preliminary. 
6} Screening and buffering at preliminary. 
7} Setback di.rm!nsions. fo 'r princir>al structures at 

·preliminary need to be on plan. 
8} Drainage detail at preliminary. 
g) Proposed curb cuts may be in question on 13th and Mesa. 

10} Neighborhood imput. 
11} Need low profile fencing and landscaping at street 

corners {Sec. 5-3-2}. 
12} Overflow parking for restaurant or employee may be 

required at preliminary. 
Will need dimensions of loading area and service drive. 
Will employee parki ng be for PB or for Albertson's? 
~Ts Orchard Grove a~ dedi cated R. O.W .. 

' What is exact title for proposal -wi l l it be platted? 
{Subdivision or sell individual tracts?). 

Project must ob tain building permit within 1 year of 
fi nal approval or be scheduled for a rehearing. 

Electri c & Gas: No objections to rezone & O.D. P.; 
however, developer should contact PSCo. for points of 
service & utility easements. THI 10-6-81 CB 10-8-81 

RINKER/QUIMBY PASSED 5-0 A MOTION TO SUBMIT TO CITY COUNCIL FOR 
CONSIDERATION #70-81, REZONE RSF-8 TO 'PB , PETITIONER ROBERT REECE, LOCATED 
AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF 13TH STREET AND ORCHARD AVENUE AND THE NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF 13TH STREET AND MESA AVENUE, WITH A RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL . 

RINKER/QUIMBY PASSED 5-0 A MOTION TO SUBMIT TO CITY COUNCIL FOR 
CONSIDERATION 670-81, ORCHARD CENTER, ORCHARD GROVE, OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN, PETITIONER ROBERT REECE, LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF 13TH STREET 
AND ORCHARD AVENUE AND THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 13TH STREET AND MESA AVENUE , 
WITH A RECOMMENDAT ION OF APPROVAL. 

LITLE/O'DWYER PASSED 6-0 A MOTION CONCERNING ORCHARD GROVE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN, THAT IT BE GRANTED A ONE YEAR EXTENSION FROM 
THE ORIGINAL EXPIRATION DATE, EXTENDED TO APRIL 1 , 1985. 



RESPONSE TO REVIE\v AGENCY COMMENTS 

ORCHARD GROUP LTD - 12th and ORCHARD 

We provide the categorical comments below to the Planning 
Department in response to comments by various agencies. 

Transportation 
Engineer 

Comprehensive 
Planning 

City Fire 
Department 

Mountain Bell 

City Parl·:s and 
Recreation 

City Engineer 

Public Service 

Planning 
Department 

We believe the additional curb cut on 
Orchard Avenue should help channel traffic 
to the proper location rather than moving 
all business traffic down 13th Street for 
access to parking. We agree that the street 
improvements to 13th Street and Mesa Avenue 
should include provisions for sidewalks. 
We agree that the fencing at the corners 
should not be visually obstructed and shall 
be revised at preliminary. 

No response required. 

Deta:.i.led information will be provided at 
preliminary and will meet requirements. 

No response required. 

No response required. 

Developer Hill provide improvements to 13th 
Street and Mesa Avenue as required. Channeling 
of traffic throughout parking areas will be 
addressed at preliminary. Improvements 
contemplated will impact neighborhood surrounding 
this proposal~ but will be limited to general 
office hours. other questions regarding traffic 
impact will be addressed at preliminary. 

No response required. 

1. At preliminary. 
2. At preliminary~ 
3. Will coordinate trash pick-up at preliminary. 
4. Site plan detail at preliminary. 
5. At preliminary. 
6. At preliminary. 
7. At preliminary. 
8. At preliminary. 
9. Address curb cuts atpreliminary in light of 

other considerations. 
10. There have been three neighborhood meetings 

the result of which~ in principle, is the 
proposal. 



.~ .. 

11. At preliminary. 
12. At preliminary. 
13. At preliminary. 
lL~. Employee parking shown is for PB but 

will be detailed at preliminary. 
15. Comment was not understood. 
16. Project is titled 11 0rchard Centern. 

We will decide at~eliminary whether 
to plat as subdivision or not. 

I 

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

'lmcC\" (303) 244-1628 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Participants in February 8, 1983, Public Hearing 

FROM: Grand Junction Planning Commission and Planning Department 

DATE: April 12, 1983 

RE: Follow-up to Public Hearing 

The Grand Junction Planning Commission would like to thank you for your 
cooperation and participation in the public hearing February 8. Copies of 
the minutes are enclosed for your records. 

The information you provided will be used by the City in its capital improve­
ments programming and annual budgeting of expenses for the expansion of 
public services and facilities. Through this hearing process you have shown 
that your projects are still active and being pursued, while, at the same time, 
seven projects are being recommended for reversion to the City Council. The 
net reduction of units/spaces on file are: 

Total of all files reviewed 
Projects recommended for 

reversion 

New net total 

Residential 
Units Acres 

1015 96.94 
15 3.59 

1000 93.35 

Commercial 
Sq. Ft. Acres 

277,398 59.82 
154,975 5.95 

122,423 53.87 

Based on this information, the City will be able to better provide public 
services and facilities for your projects as the development occurs. 

The Commission feels this di a 1 ague wi. th the deve 1 opment community is 
vaiuable. Because our concerns and interests overlap, this exchange should 
be mutually beneficial. 

As follow-up from the February 8 public hearing, the Grand Junction Planning 
Commission clarified areas of concern for the petitioners and their represen­
tatives as to what constitutes start of a project. 



~1emorandum 
April 12, 1983 
Page 2 

A project must obtain a building permit in order to qualify as starting 
construction. Destruction or demolition does not constitute beginning the 
project, nor does site work. Only that work applied for and approved by 
means of a building permit will suffice for starting a project. ' 

If you have other questions or concerns, please feel free to contact this office. 
Your cooperation has been appreciated. 

BG/vw 
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CITY - COUNTY PLANNING 
grand junction-mesa county 559 white ave. rm. 60 grand jct.,colo. 8 150 1 
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· 'lmcl\" (303) 244-1628 

February 13, 1984 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

All Owners/Petitioners 

Grand Junction Planning Commission 
Grand Junction Planning Department 

Enforcement of Development Schedules 

Enforcement of development schedules of previously approved projects is an on-goinq 
concern for the City of Grand Junction. The City Planning Commission will be having 
their annual Extension/Reversion public hearing on Tuesday, March 2lJ 1984 at 7:00 p.m. 
in the City/County Auditorium, 520 Rood Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado. You or 
your representative must be present. 

By using the timeframes expected for development, the City is able to anticipate 
the needs for public services and improvements to provide service for these pro­
jects 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 g.rant 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 ~ 
Enclosures 



This is to inform you that your project File # ___ 'fuO~-B......_.j ____ _ 

Project Name_..sO~rc.!...l..:..\w.;~'f'~cti:;.l.___,.Q-l..-rno~4~====::..._-----------
approved on l\\i6\5\ 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 below: 

Sec. 7-5-3-B-4 
-- (Preliminary Plan) 

A Preliminary Plan, including all required submittal 
material, shall be submitted within twelve months of ac­
ceptance of the Outline Development Plan by the Governing 
Body. If the developer desires an extension, the developer 
shall submit a letter stating the circumstances necessitating 
the extension. The Governing Body may for good cause 
extend the preliminary submittal deadline, or may other-
wise withdraw its acceptance of the Outline Development 
Plan. 

The Grand Junction Planning Commission is requiring the following infor­
mation to be provided to this department a minimum of ten (10) days prior 
to the Special Public Hearing on March 2()

1
1984.* 

Eight (8) copies of: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

Location, current property owner, and representative if appli­
cable. 

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

Development schedule anticipated for completion of next phase or 
buildout: 

An.v work tompleted 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?) 

Extension requested (one year maximum). 

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


