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Dear Mr. 

soc 



.. ' 

I \ . 

\\ !1) 
\ ;\,.,.,.,/ ·-·« 

STARDUST CUSTOM CABINETS, INC. 
2734i Bt Road 

Grand Junction, Colo. 815'03 

.Tune 4, 1981 

Grand Junction Planning & Zoning Commisson 
250 N 5th Ave. . 
Grand Junction, Colo. 815'01 

Dear Sir: 

In October of 1978 we purchased two lots on Sherman 

""' Drive with the intention of building a cabinet shop. 

The property was zoned H. 0 ... and would allow a1 shop 

on the property. Today we learned that H. o. z-oning 

will no longer a·llow a cabinet shop on that land. 

The price of property has gone up so much now that 
not 

we· wouldAbe able to build if we have to buy land 

elsewhere. We have bids in now for a building and 

had planned to build withi~ the month. 

We have nine employees now and would employ more 

when our new building would be ready. This is an 

asset to the community and the city in providing work. 

We would also like to be able to return to the city 

a spirit of cooperation, but this change will really 

be hard for us to make. Is there any consideration 

you can make so we can still build our building? 

We appreciate any help we can get from you. 

Sincerely, 



Public Works and Utilities 
250 North 5th Street 

• 
September 29, 1981 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

ATTN: Mr. Jim Patterson 
Director of Public Works & Utilities 

RE: Yeager building, waterline extension 
(#352.3) 

Dear Mr. Patterson, 

We understand that there have been negotiations between the 
City Fire Department and the Utilities Department to reach 
some agreement for eventual upgrading of the waterline in 
Sherman Drive, to provide adequate fire protection for our 
proposed building at 401 Sherman Drive. 

We understand that the City has plans to extend a 6" water­
line from 27 Road, east along Sherman Drive, to the wash 
which presently crosses and divides Sherman Drive. 

This letter is a statement of our intent to extend that 6" 
line from the wash, east along Sherman Drive, and connect 
it to the existing fire hydrant located at appoximately 
414 Sherman Drive. We understand that this work is to be in 
accordance with City construction standards, with similar 
pipe size and type, and at our expense. 

We assume that the entire project can be done at the same 
time and that the City will indicate line locations. 

It is also our intent to sign a "hydrant agreement", as 
requested by the Fire Department, wherein we will agree to 
connect the existing hydrant to the newly extended 6" 
waterline. 

We understand that the City will, upon receipt of this 
letter of intent and the executed hydrant agreement, grant 
approval for the proposed building project. 
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• 
Mr. Jim Patterson Page Two 

We also understand that until such time that this line 
extension is made, fire flow available from the existing 
adjacent hydrant is not considered adequate for normal 
fire protection, nor is the pressure and flow available 
adequate for operation of the building's intended sprinkler 
system. 

STATE OF COLORADO) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF MESA ) 

\ 

On the 29th day of September , 19 81;- :i-<.tne-:: , _. 
- -

foregoing Letter of Intent was acknowledged before:- Iiie-~ by-::1 . 

Peter M. and Marie L. Yeager 
My Commission Expires July 22. 1984 

Witness my hand and offici 

1 

I 
iii 



Reply Requested 
YesO NoD 

,_.y OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLOR. 

MEMORANDUM 

Date 

10-6-81 

To: (From:) Mr. Alex Candeleria From: (To:), __ R_a_l~p_h_S_te_r_ry...!!--------

City/County Development City Utilities Superintendent 

Subject: Yeager Building, Waterline Extension 

I did go out on Orchard Mesa and look at the existing fire protection for the 
purposed building to be located at 401 Sherman Drive with Wes Painter of the 
Fire Department. The existing fire hydrant flow is not adequate for the required 
fire protection on the purposed building. 

We did talk about a fire tap to the Ute line off of Bt Road and were told that 
they (Ute) were not desirous of allowing a tap for fire protection at this location. 

The conversation then went to the City extending and upgrading the existing line 
in Sherman Drive. The present line starts at 27 Road as a 4 inch main and drops 
to a 2 inch line at Miriam Drive and does not run east of the drain ditch which 
cuts Sherman Drive between Miriam Drive and Fletcher Drive. This line is pur­
posed for upgrade in 1982. However, the funds for this project have not been ap­
proved by the City Council at this time and will not be until the Budget for 1982 
is approved. 

While Peter and Marie Yeager have agreed to set the required fire hydrant and to 
extend their fire line to the west side of the drain ditch which cuts Sherman 
Drive at their expense and the City crews will then make the final connection at 
this point. 

I do feel that the City should not be held liable for damage to this property or 
other properties in the event that the purposed Yeager Building was to burn in 
the interum period of time for upgrade of this water main. I, otherwise, have 
no objection to their purposed agreement with the City. 

c.c. Gerald Ashby 
Jim Patterson 
File 
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Re: New 



• 
City of Grand Junction. Colorado 81501 

FIRE HYVRANT PLACEMENT AGREEMENT 

TO: County Co~.6.io11e.M 
Me.-6 a County, Co.toJtado 

TO: Cily Cou.11e-U 
Cily o n GJta11d J unwo 11, Co .to Jtado 

I 

1 (we) agfte.e. to p.tac.e.,(.;~LI n.i!te. hyd!tant(.6) 011 mtn.imwn 8 .<.nc.h .6.ize.d 
.t.ine. on .tot oft pattc.e..t'on .tand .toc.ate.d at 400 Sherman known as the 

Yeager building 

HydJta11t(.6) and .6u.pp.ty Une.-6 to be. .toc.ate.d M .6how11 be..tow: 
The Fire Department will allow this building to be constructed with the understand­
ing the owner will extend a 6" or a•• line from the existing hydrant in front of the 
building west along Sherman Drive and across the wash that separates Sherman Drive · 
and intercepts with the new City line (6" or 8") which will be extended from.27 Road 
down Sherman Drive to the east side of the wash that separates Sherman Drive. 

This line to be installed at the time the new City line is installed. We are aware 
there is inadequate fire protection water at this time. 

The. U.11de!t.6ig11ed atte.J.Jt that they atte the agent 6oft, Oft atte the owne.ft on ftec.oftd 
on ~bove de.J.J~Jtibed pftop~Jtty and that they .agftee not to oc.c.u.py th.i-6 bt.U..tcUng 
u.ntil .6u.c.h time M fteqtu.fte_d hyd!tant-6 afte -tn.6taUed and .6u.c.h in.6ta.t.tation 
.i-6 ac.c.e.pte.d by the. GJtand Jtmc.tion F.ifte. Ve.patttme.nt. 

Agfte.ed: 

/ 

/) I 
, / -.;/ / 

/ 1//!_/ ({ (':/ ~j , 

.J Owne.ft 

Ac.c.e.pte.d: 

GJtand J u.nc.tio n F-Lfte. Ve.pafttme.nt 

i ill' !JPp: ~nuS. Sixth St. Clr<md .JtJIJction, ColorLJdo B 1 ~l01 303/242-2900 Chief R.T. Mantia 

I 
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.. .. • 

There is no irrigation water available to this property. 
Desert landscaping is being proposed, as shown on the site plan, 
thus requiring minimum of potable water. Due to non-availibility 
of irrigation water, the developer is asking for less than the 
75% of the front yard be landscaped. 

The approval of this plan will be in keeping with the 
surrounding area. Access is readily available from two major 
arterial roads, services are available adjacent to the property. 
Schools will not be affected. New jobs will be created with the 
expansion of an already established business. 

Respectfully submitted, 

I 
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R'EVIEW SHEET SUMMA:I=iV 

FILE NO, 86-81 ------------ DUE DATE _9.:..../1.;...4..:../_81 ___ _ 

ACTIVITY The Yeager Building - Development in HO 

PHASE ___ F_in_a_l ___________________________________________ ACRES _________ _ 

LOCATION Approx. 400' N. or B.5 Rd. - Lots 15 & 16 on Sherman Drive 

PE:TITIONER Peter M. & Marie L. Yeager 

PETITIONER ADDRESS 2734 Bla Rd., Grand Junction, CO 81501 

ENGINEER Colorado West Surveying 

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 

0 0 OVERALL COMPATABILITY 

0 0 CONSISTENCY 

D. 0 AD.JACENT PROPERTY 

0 0 CHANGE IN THE AREA 

0 0 TRAFFIC IMPACT 

DATE REC. 

9/14/81 

9/14/81 

9/14/81 

9/15/81 

9/15/81 

9/15/8~ 

AGENCY 

Mountain Bell 

G.J. Fire 

City Engineer 

City Utilities 
LATE 

Transportation 
Engineer 

LATE 

Public Service 
LATE 

Seems compatible with surrounding area. 
Not a high impact proposal. 

COMMENTS 

We have no requests. 

Water supply in area is inadequate with 300 to 400 GPM 
available. water ltne size must be increased to the 
area to provide adequate water. This building would 
be considered to be an H-3 occupancy, and an H-3 
occupancy over 3000 sq. ft. must be sprinklered. The 
available water is not adequate to supply a sprinkler 
system. 
We recommend you contact Jim Patterson, Public works 
Director, City of Grand Junction and Charles Stockton, 
Ute Water District. Plans must be submitted to compute 
required fire flow. Adequate line size, minimum 
8 inch and Fire hydrants must be provided. 

A power of attorney to the City Clerk for street 
improvements to Sherman Drive should be provided. 

None. 

Drive entrance should be at least 5' from the property 
line to allow for adequate curbing in the future. 
Parking dimensions on the four spaces next to Sherman Dr. 
appear to be a couple of feet too short. 

Electric: No objections to final plat. IJ.1 9/4/81 
Gas: No objections to final plat. HT 9/8/81 
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File No. 86-81 

DATE REC. 

9/15/81 

9/21/81 

9/29/81 

The Vt!ager Building - Development in Hu 
Final 

Page 2 

AGENCY 

Staff Comments 

Additional Staff comments 

COMMENTS , 

1. Is the elevation of the building 100'. 
2. Power of Attorney has been submitted. 
3. Petitioner is requesting less than 75% front yard 

landscaping. H.O. zone requires 75% is required. 
Final outcome should be determined by Grand Junction 
Planning Commission. 

4. 6' solid wood fence will be done at time of 
development. 

5. Lighting detail needed. 
6. Trash pick-up should be coordinated with Bill Reeves. 
7. Loadfng area needs more detail. 
8. ·space in front is undersized, recommend that it be 

utilized as landscaping area or designated as no 
parking. 

9. Parking should be paved and striped. 
10. Fire access thtough the security gate needs to be 

checked with Fire Dept. before approval. 
11. Sign detail needed. 
12. Begin construction clause - 1 year. 
13. Aisle width in front in question and should be 

designated as one way! 
14. Revised plan should be submitted prior to City 

Council public hearing. 
15. Square footing needed. 

Project must obtain Building Permit within 1 year of 
approval or be scheduled for a rehearing. 

1. Po~.s peti:ttoner i:n1;en~ to 1\!We t~o curb cyts on 
Sherm&n Drive? 

2. At present Sherman Drive is a gravel road, is the 
petitioner intending to improve thei~r half that 
front Sherman Drive or are they intending to provide 
a Power of Attorney? . 

3. Although there is vacant land to the north, but also 
there is residential use to the northwest, north of 
Sherman Drive and east of this proposal. It should be 
screen and buffered to the resident uses. 

4. There is commercial use to the west and south of 
this proposal. 

5. Are utilities intended to be overhead or underground. 

DUNIVENT/TRANSMEIER PASSED 5-0 A MOTION TO SUBMIT #86-81, DEVELOPMENT 
IN H.O., THE YEAGER BUILDING, TO CITY COUNCIL FOR CONSIDERATION, WITH A 
RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO STAFF COMMENTS. 

I 
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835 COLORADO AVENUE • 303 245-2767 • GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 

Grand Junction Planning Department 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Dear Planning Staff: 

September 22, 1981 

Re: Yeager Building 
File No. 86-81 

This is in response to the review comments for the Yeager 
Building. Each agency will be responded to separately. 

Mountain Bell, City Utilities, Public Service, gas and electric­
No comment or no objections. 

Grand Junction Fire -
Colorado West Engineering and petitioner will meet with Fire 
Department to iron out details. Colorado West Engineering will 
make sepatate response to Fire Department. 

City Engineer -
Power ot attorney has already been submitted for Sherman Street 
improvements. 

Transporation Engineer -
Plan has been revised to show the 5.0 foot from property line to 
driveway. The four parking spaces at the front of the building 
have been eliminated. 

Staff comments -
1. The finished floor evevation (100.0 feet) is a relative 

number used to show drainage patterns. The elevation 100 
was relative to 18" above the existing centerline of 
Sherman Drive. The building height is only 25.0 feet 
more or less. 

2. Power of attorney as you say has been submitted. 
3. Since this proposal is being submitted under the old 

regulations, we are requesting the planning commission 
let the petitioner landscape less than 75% of the front 
yard. The revised plan shows 63% landscaping. 



Yeager Building - review comments - sheet 2 

4. 6.0 foot wood fencing is proposed on the plan. There 
is an existing 6.0 foot chain link fence on the South 
with screening slatsUK, There is an existing 6.0 foot 
wood fence on the Dlt~ A so 1 i d 6. 0 foot wood fence 
will be constructed at the time of development. 

5. Lighting details shown on revised plat. 

6. Trash container ts for private carrier and placed as 
per their request. Since the City cannot or will not 
provide the proper container for the developer, the 
developer has no choice but to use a private contractor. 

7. The loading zone is only a concrete slab, thus providing 
a smooth surface for the operation of fork lifts. 

8. The front yard has been designed and landscaped as shown 
on revised plan. 

9. Paving around the building would be unwise at this time, 
since there is no engineering design on Sherman Drive. 
Paving at this time could create drainage problems. The 
developer however, agrees to provide dust control measures. 

10. Fire access through the security gate will be no problem 
as the gates will be open completely to allow maximum 
drive width. A minimum of 15.0 feet on the North side 
and 25.0 feet on the South. 

11. The only sign will be attached flush to the building. 

12. The developer wishes to start construction immediately 
after approval. 

13. The aisle is designated on plan as one way by arrow. 

14. Revised plat accompanys this letter, 

15. Square footage of building and lot are on revised plan, 

If there are any further questions, please do hot hesitate to 
contact us. 

Respectfully submitted, 

'tt/~.fl~ 
William G. Ryden 

WGR/lr 

I 
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Mr. Jeff Smith 

RECEIVED MESA COUNTY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Colorado West Engineering 
835 Colorado Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Jeff: 

Re: Sherman Drive Waterline 

• 
i)ty of (1rand JunU . C(;lor·;y_'u 81501 

January 13, 1982 

As requested, I have reviewed the detailed construction plans for the above 
as submitted January 4, 1982, and have the following comments: 

1. Add the following notes to the plan: 
11 All construction sha 11 be in accordance with City of Grand Junction 
Standard Waterline Details Drawing W-1 and General Contract Conditions 
for Public Works and Utilities Construction GC-37, GC-50 and GC-65. 11 

11 The contractor shall contact the City Utilities Superintendent, Mr. Ralph 
Sterry, (244-1568) prior to any disturbance of existing sanitary sewers 
or waterlines. 11 

2. Specify a restrained plug at the south end of the line since it is unknown 
how many years it may be until the line is extended southward. 

3. Label the bend angles. (degrees) 

4. Show control stationing on both the plan and profile views. Show control 
ties used to establish the stationing callout stations on plan view on 
all valves, hydrant, tees, bends, and pipe ends. 

5. Show all existing underground utilities in Sherman Drive including the 
existing 4 inch waterline. We have 111 =20 1 topographic maps which you 
may use. If you need them, contact Joe Beilman. 

6. Fisher Drive is plotted incorrectly. The centerline should intersect 
your waterline. Station 7+72.89 based on the sanitary manhole next to 
the ditch being at 9+42.8 as shown on your plan. 

7. Move the tee and valve at Fisher Drive to 7+84.64 in order to accommodate 
the futur·e waterline extension in Fisher Drive, 

I 
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... • 
Mr. Jeff Smith Page 2 January 13, 1982 

8. End the work at 9+31 and delete all proposed work west of that station 
from your drawing. The City will do that work and we will detail every­
thing west of 9+31. 

When the above comments have been addressed, submit the revised plans for approval 
prior to construction. 

Please remind your client, the Yeagers, that pressure test results certified by 
a Professional Engineer who witnesses the testing and a mylar-type as-built draw­
ing must be submitted to the City prior to acceptance of the facilities. 

RPR/hm 

cc - Joe Beilman 
Bob Goldin 
Jim Patterson 
Ra 1 ph Sterry 
File 

Very truly yours, 

~J ~; / /()!lfJ 
A\__~~~<~.//. _/1 LteJ; 
Ronald P. Rish, P.E. 
City Engineer 

I 
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City-County Development Dept. 
Grand Junction, Colo. 
Att: Bob Golden 

Dear Bob, 

• 
February 3,1983 

ul" 
We have sold the property on Sherman Drive where~were 
planning to build the Yeager Building. We could not 
justify building with financing so high. We did not feel 
we could go before the board again after our option had 
run out. We inquired about the industrial bonds the city 
was helping othe~with but were told they were such a hassel 
we would be better seeking financing elsewhere. 
With the city forcing us to put in a 1200 to 1400 ft. of 
water line to supply the sub division with water it made 
the building costs more than we wanted to take on. 
We are grateful to the people of Grand Junction and the 
Mesa County area for their support and patronage. The 
City and County fathers do not seem to be faverable to 
small business. 
Bob we do appr~ciate all you have done for us on this 
project and the project we tried to do a few years ago, 
for housing foRwheel chair and Senior citizens, which did 
not go through either. We will keep on trying and one day 
we will make it. This does not seem to be the time. 
Thanks for your concern. 

Sincerely, 
Marie 1. Yeager 

1-EP Ll. 1983 

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

(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 dialogue wi.th the development community is 
valuable. 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. 
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Memorandum 
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. r 

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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