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Remaining items, (not selected for scanning), will be marked present on the checklist. This index can serve as a quick
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Files denoted with (**) are to be located using the ISYS Query System. Planning Clearance will need to be typed in
full, as well as other entries such as Ordinances, Resolutions, Board of Appeals, and etc.
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LEGEND & NOTES
FOUND SURVEY MONUMENTS SET BY WESTERN ENGR'S.

° NO. S RE-BAR
- SET NO. § RE-8AR W/CAP IN CONC. BY LS. 16413
L 2 FMHESAMBRASCAPNBLKALUM.EAP

SURVEY ORIENTED WTH FOUND MONUMENTS

BEARINGS BASED ON S5.89°59°30°E. ALONG THE
SOUTH UNE OF SECTION 27

4 NOFIOTIOW . 132807  ( ORIGH OF BEARNGS ) H ROAD

SOUTH LNE
51/2 SN /6 sw/4

APPLETON MEADOWS MINOR SUBDIVISION

DEDICATION

KNOW ALL MEN Y THESE PRESENTS:

That the undersigned, WLLIAM L SHUMAN and RCONEY K. SNYDER ars the cwnars of that redl property situcted in the

County of Mesa, State of Colorado, and is described i Book @t Poge  thru  of the Meea County Clerk and

Rococyers Offics, ond being situgted in the S1/2 SWI/2 SWI/4 Section Z7. Township 1 North, Range 1 West Ute Waridan.
the occampanying plat, aroperty

- l‘gb-mnt-pcmuhg.noobﬁsuss’n‘:au?l.sah-tnmw‘u‘:«hs\lmds‘umn.
tm“l%lug-‘hguhmwmumt—u'm-svﬂsw/ts!v/‘s-:aenﬂh
beor 30N and @i beanga contoined herein 10 be relgtive tharste; thonce NOUT9'24'E 584.47 fest to the North
mnmﬂ/:svn/‘sn/cs-eﬁenn:msuse’u’:anumqmgm.nmnmums:/zsvn/qsmﬂ
Sec. 27; thenee SGCOF'Z4W 337.12 fest; thence NEGIZOS'W 50.62 feat; ihence S7ESZ33°W 170.60 fast: thence
SEAT It W 241.96 feet; thance S4SZ4'21°W 100.88 feet to the point of degioning. centoining 4.403 Acres os described.

88001
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jon of o part of Meso County, State of Colorodo.
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Tha forsgoing instrument was batore me this, day of AD., 199, by WILLIAK L SHUMAN

i l;wwlrw-
i
i

Notary Public

CLERK AND RECORDERS CERTIFICATE
STATE OF COLORADO
sS

COUNTY OF MESA
lmye-rﬂflnmnmhm“\—ﬂ.dhmym oeteck M this day of

at
. 199_ and e duly recarded in Plot Bock No. Poge.

860.81

COUNTY PLANNING COMMSSION CERTIICATE

AD., 199_ County Plasning Commismion of the County of Mesa, Colorada.

l Approved thie_______ day of.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMWUSSIONER'S CERTIFICATE
AD., 199_ Board of County Commismioner’s of the County of Mesa, Celarada.

Tharman
Approved this, day o,
Chairman.

| i SURVEYOR'S CERTIICATE

Lwlmmmmmmwammmmmqmd-md
mqum&m«mmmmwmmwumymcw

Max E Morrie, QED. Surveying Systems inc. Date
. WMWWLS\“‘J
Smsﬂ/‘s‘:“;l
APPLETON MEADOWS MINOR SUBDIVISION
SECTION 27, TIN, RI%. Ul Located in part of 51/2 SWi/4 SWI/4 Section 27
TIN, RIW, UL -
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EL RIO VILLAS
MESA COUNTY, COLORADO

DEVELOPED BY:

m&mm@ CONSTRUCTION €O, DENNIS WILTGEN
2115 ZION mimmwmm;
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
PHONE: {303) 242-2203
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SITE ANALYSIS

Location - The subject property consists of 4.8 acres located North-
east of 25 Road and H Road in Mesa County. The property is located in
an area Northwest of Grand Junction known as the Appleton area, and
lTies in part of the SWi of Section 27, Township 1 North, Range 1 West
of the Ute Meridian.

Existing Land Use - At present the subject property is vacant of
structures or dwellings. A1l of the property has been under cultiva-
tion.

Surrounding Land Use - The surrounding land use has traditionally been
agricultural in nature. However, in recent years nearby subdivision -
approvals have changed the character of the neighborhood. The most
predominant land use surrounding the site consists of "estate type"
single-family homes ranging from 2 to 20 acres in size. Nearby subdi-
visions include:

DENSITY
NAME NO. OF LOTS AREA (D.U./AC.)
East Appleton Estates 10 47.2 0.21
Sage Run 11 73.3 0.15
Bushwood 2 20.0 0.10
Canaan Hills 3 17.06 0.17

Corcoran Wash Ties a short distance from the Southerly property bound-
ary. The wash is considered to be a major wash and is tributary to
Leach Creek.

Access - Access to the subject property is gained from 25 Road which

is currently classified as a collector by Mesa County. H Road which

is also classified as a collector road is located less than 100 feet

South of the property. H Road is improved to rural standards West of
25 Road, while it remains unimproved East of 25 Road. Interstate 70

is located slightly more than 11 miles south of the site.

Utility Service - The site lies within the following utility service
districts:

Sewer: None (outside 201 sewer service area.)
Domestic Water: Ute Water Conservancy District.

Gas: Public Service Company of Colorado.
Electric: Grand Valley Rural Power Lines

Phone: U.S. West Communications.

Irrigation: Grand Valley Irrigation Company.

Because of the lack of centralized sewage collection lines in the
area, sewer service is provided by septic tanks and absorption fields
to existing dwellings in the area.

Water service to the site is availakle from two existing water mains
adjoining the site. An existing 3" main is in 25 Road and a 24" main
is in H Road. Both are maintained and administered by Ute Water.
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Electric power, natural gas, and phene services are available and ad-
joining the site along 25 Road.

Soils and Geologic Considerations - The Soil Conservation Service has
identified a single soil type within the property and one soil type
which adjoins the property to the South. An Rf, Ravola Very Fine
Sandy Loam has been identified by S.C.S. within the site. No severe
limitations exist for this soil type, and is considered to be within
the Prime Agricultural Lands designation. The Rs, Rough Gullied Land
soil type is located a short distance South of the subject property
along Corcoran Wash. Soil limitation are classified as severe due to
steep slopes and flood potentials found within this type.

Flooding from Corcoran Wash is an identified geologic hazzard. De-
tailed discussion regarding the flocd potential are found within the
Site Drainage section of this narrative.

Site Drainage - Other than possible influences from Corcoran Wash the
subject site is not adversely affected by off-site flows. Storm water
generated on site is carried on the surface to Corcoran Wash.

Corcoran Wash is tributary to Leach Creek and has been analyzed in the
publication "Drainage in the Grand Valley" May 1981, by Armstrong En-
gineers and Associates, Inc. According to the report an estimated 100
year flow of approximately 210 cfs can be expected in Corcoran Wash at
25 and H Roads. Also according to the report, the storm runoff is
either within the banks or can pass an existing culvert at 25 and H
Roads with minimal ponding.

At the time of the 1981 drainage report a five (5) foot diameter
culvert was in place under 25 and H Road. Since that time the Ute
Water Conservancy District has placed an 81" x 59" corrugated metal
arch pipe upstream from 25 and H Roads.

Since the cross-section area of the arch is 26 square feet compared to
19.6 square feet for a 5 foot diameter culvert the arch pipe is not an
additional restriction.

“"The Grand Junction, Colorado Flood Hazard Information", report of
1976 prepared by the Corps of Engineers does not cover this area.
Plate 16 of that report comes adjacent to the property on the south.
This plate shows 500 year sheet flow parallel to 25 Road. However, it
does not indicate any 100 year flow in the area near 25 and H Roads.

Other offsite drainage is expected to come onto the site from the
North. This drainage basin is small (less than 10 acres) and will
contribute negligible flows.

Due to the minimal influence of off-site drainage from the North and
the small acreage of the subject site, total storm water generated is
not considered to be significant.
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Irrigation Water - Irrigation water is currently delivered to the
property from Headgate 94 of the Grand Valley Highline Canal. It en-
ters the property in an earthen ditch near the Northwest corner of the

property which is scheduled for piping in the near future. The land
owners currently have 3 shares of Grand Valley water available.
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PROPOSED LAND USE

General - The proposal calls for the division of the 4.4 acre tract
into two approximately equal sized single-family estate lots. It is
anticipated that the property will be sold for homesites with homes
being compatible with the new homes recently constructed in the sur-
rounding area.

Access - Both of the proposed lots will utilize a single common
private drive to 25 Road. Construction of the new driveway entrance
will be done in accordance with current "Mesa County Road and Bridge
Specifications" for private drives. The proposed driveway will
utilize an existing drive which has provided agricultural access to
the property during the past. The lengthening of an existing culvert
will be required.

Utility Service - Each lot will require new and separate water, elec-
tric, gas and phone services which are proposed to be extended from
existing mains and Tines adjoining the site.

It is estimated that the total sewage disposal requirement for the new
Tots will be 1575 gallons per day. The proposal calls for the
utilization of individual sewage disposal systems consisting of septic
tanks and absorption fields. Results of soil evaluation and
percolation tests indicate that the site would be suitable for indi-
vidual disposal systems on each lot. These results ave been transmit-
ted to the Mesa County Planning and Health Departments.

Approximately 1600 gallons per day of domestic water would be required
when total development is complete. It is envisioned that both lots
will utilize the existing 3" water main in 25 Road.

Fire hydrants will not be provided as part of this proposal. Policy
No. 3 of Mesa County's Land Use and Development Policies does not re-
quire the installation of fire Tines and hydrants due to the low den-
sity of the proposal. A fire hydrant is located south of the site
along "H" Road.

Grading and Drainage - The only site grading that will occur will be
around each individual structure by each individual builder and owner.
Care should be taken in adequately grading each building site to pro-
vide positive drainage away from each building.

Irrigation, Water - Using Table 4-A-3', Fruita Zone 1, for alfalfa and
Table 4.15% for urban lawns in Grand Junction the total irrigation wa-
ter requirements for Appleton Meadows are as follows.
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Lot Assumptions - (Typical for each lot)

Total Area 95,832 sf
House & Garage 2,500 sf
Driveways, Patio, etc. o 4,000 sf
Lawn, sod 2,500 sf
Misc. areas 4,890 sf.
Alfalfa 81,942 sf

Therefore, there are:

2 x 2,500 sf = 5,000 sf or 0.15 acre of sod, and
2 x 81,942 sf = 163,884 sf or 3.76 acre of alfalfa

The following tabulation indicates the total acre feet of water
required to irrigate 5,000 sf Qf lawn to maintain a lawn quality of
80% of maximum from Table 4.15".

MONTH IN/DAY AC. FT./MONTH FOR 5000 SF
May 0.20 0.06
June 0.28 0.08
July 0.31 0.09
August 0.24 0.07
September 0.17 0.05
October 0.09 0.02

The following tabulation indicates the total acre feet of water to ir-
rigate 3.76 acres of alfalfa using Table 4-A-3'.

MONTH IN/MONTH AC. FT./MONTH FOR 3.76 AC.
May 4,52 1.42

June 6.6 2.07 v

July . 7.94 2.49

August % 6.14 1.92

September 3.66 1.15

October 0.87 0.27

According to the Tri-River Area Cooperative Extension Service, one
share of Government Highline water equals 1.14 ac. ft./month.

Based on the above assumptions and tabulations the maximum irrigation

water requirement for the two lots within Appleton Meadows would occur
during the month of July and would be 2.58 acre feet. Therefore the 3
shares of water available to the property would be sufficient in terms
of quantity to properly irrigate the building sites.

The proposed irrigation delivery system will consist of the con-
struction of a new eight inch diameter underground pipeline along the
east property line of Lot 1 to a standpipe. Overflow will discharge
to Corcoran Wash. A two inch diameter riser will be provided at each
lot.

1 y.5.0.A., S.C.S., Colorado Irrigation Guide

2 Water Requirements for Urban Lands in Colorado by R.E. Danielson, et
al, CSU, Fort Collins, Colorado
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PROJECT NARRATIVE
FOR
APPLETON KENNELS

GENERAL - The enclosed maps and statements are provided as a require-

ment of the Mesa County Development Regulations for a minor subdivi-
sion.

The proposal calls for the ultimate development of 4 commercially
zoned lots on 7.4 acres. Lot sizes range from 1.0 acres to 3.7 acres.

Since each vacant lot will be sold separately, it is impossible to
determine what future uses will occur when subdivision development is
completed.

LOCATION - Appleton Kennels Subdivision consists of 7.4 acres located
northwest of 24 Road and F Road. The Grand Junction City Timits 1lie
east of the property. The site is located in part of the SEi, Section
5, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian.

EXISTING LAND USE - The property is comprised of a single parcel of
Tand which is zoned C-Commercial by Mesa County. The dominate feature
on the property is an existing kennel facility operated by the peti-
tioner. The balance of the land is vacant of structures and is in a
fallow state.

SURROUNDING LAND USE - The surrounding land uses are considered to be
of high intensity in nature. The predominate land use is
non-residential. A1l of the property surrounding the site is zoned

commercial by Mesa County. Established land uses adjacent to Appleton
Kennels includes:

]

NORTH
Delta ImpTement Sales
Scrap Iron Sales

SOUTH
Pipe Trades Educational Center
Ryder Truck Rental
Himer Drilling Co.
Mesa Mack
F Road
Redlands Parkway Bridge

WEST
Cummings Diesel
Highway 6 & 50

EAST
Mesa Mall
Large Vacant Retail Building
24 Road
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ACCESS - The proposal calls for the utilization of F Road and 24 Road
as primary access routes to the site. An existing gravel driveway
from F Road to the Kennels will remain and is designated as a "common
driveway" for the adjacent lot to the east. It is difficult to accu-
rately forecast the number of vehicles that will utilize the site due
to the unknown nature of the future commercial uses which may be
established on the site. The Colorado Highway Department's Trip

Generator for "General Light Industrial" uses indicates 52.4 average

weekday vehicle trips per acre. 388 vehicle trips per day would be
realized when the site is fully developed.

Roadways and their functional County classification in the area of the
proposed subdivision follow:

NAME FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
F Road Urban Major Arterial
24 Road Urban Major Arterial
Highway 6 & 50 Urban Major Arterial
Redlands Parkway Urban Major Arterial

UTILITY SERVICE - The proposal calls for the utilization of existing
utility mains Tocated within the adjoining roadways for future
service. The accompanying utility composite plan depicts the location
of utility services in relationship to the subject property.

r

Ll

UTILITY SERVICE am ?j 5
MATRIX -% z s

1515

UTILITY DISTRICT <|Zz|©
SEWER VALLEY WIDE SEWER ° |
WATER UTE WATER CONSERVANCY DIST. | @ Q
GAS PUBLIC SERVICE CO. OF COLORADO | @ §§§
ELECTRIC | PUBLIC SERVICE CO. OF COLORADO |® §
PHONE U.S. WEST COMMUNICATIONS o N

IRRIGATION | GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION CO. o\
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SOILS AND GEOLOGY - A geologic investigation report prepared by a .
Colorado Professional Geologist has been transmitted to the Mesa

County Planning Department and State Geologist under separate cover.

Results within the report did not identify any major geologic hazard

existing within the property. The report also did not identify mill
tailings deposits within the property.

DRAINAGE - A drainage study has been transmitted to the Mesa County
PTanning and Engineering Department. Results of the drainage study

indicate that the subject property is not prone to flooding in the
event of a 100 yr. frequency storm.

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE - The rate at which development occurs on the va--
cant Tand within Appleton Kennels Subdivision is entirely dependent
upon Mesa County's future growth and commercial needs.
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FOUND SURVEY MCMAMENTS SET JY STHERS

ST NQ. 5 RE-BAR /AP L5 6413

FOUMD MESA COUNTY BRASS CAP

KNGW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

The farmgang nstrument o betore me this. doy of AD, 199_ by CHARLES JOSS wtal

My commission sxpires:

STATE OF COLORADD )
) ss
COUNTY OF MESA )

{ tarany cartty thot this xtrument was fled b my offcs

edock .M this______doy of.
AD, 199_. and is Ay recorded Page

COUNTY SRANNNG COMESSION CERTIFICATE

Appreved this_______ dayof__________AD. *99_ Casty fewing Cammissicn of the County of kewa Calerwde.

SCARD OF COUNTY COMMSSIONER'S CERTFICATE
Approved this________dayof___________AD, "99_ Fcarw of Camly Commmissoner’s of the County of e, Soarock.

SRVEYOR'S TRTFICATE

i3 pigt of APPLETIN KENNELS SBUIVISON, o subdvision of & part ot =w Cawnty
afu-mdcnmmmmdumya—m-m,m—mnm urvey of swe.

Veax E Marria, G.ED. s.n-msm
Registerad Profesmicndt Lo WLS 16613

APP] IN_KENNELS SUBDIVISION

[ STATD N T SE1/4 SEI/4 SECTION & TS T8 M WESA SOLNTY, 2O
I

IARMSTRONG

199 ___

| || S=/CONSULTANTS INC:
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MESA_COUNTY  RISVIRW_SHEET ( K .

Mesa County DManning Department
P.O. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo UloO” -H022

O KCK R AR CE KKK KK AR R OK b A b K K AR ¥ K Ok Sk 3K 3 OK S OR HKOKSK KKK A K KA KR IOK ACK 3K K ¥ MOk K OK ¥ OK KR

The attached application has been sent Lo your office for your review and
comment.a.

.

#*¥PLEAST RETURN YOUIL COMMENTS DY ONE WEEK DBEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
MCPC llearing Date

BELOW.
'.[.Z'_Qo_ MCC llearing Date:
File Number:

broject Nang: £ af~ZZKSa_l/aﬂg_CJmf£S,.-J£nam( SHenc. jait_i«b

Phase:

L7
Common Loca(fon 30.36 V.3 %09’ Llracks /2 K,é.c_aﬁ_ﬂljamllgz)_

Engineer - Name: ___
Addresas:

Phone: . —- mf;_. T
Pelitioner - Name: J p- _gél L‘C-__[’Qﬂ.f_zlflt[ Zor. _CQ._}_ _ﬁaﬂmﬂﬂm
Address: LGY0 [bolar. Or. A
Grgpd. Junttidn, Co KlS05. i
Phone: ﬂy/_ 5/ 3.3 C
REVIEW AGENCY REVINMW AGENCY COMMENI'S (PLEAGE TYDPRE)

lixioting services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Eamements required?

/ ¥
Relocation necessary?
Improvements agreement adequatoe?
Aa-builta required for release?
Financing required for extensiona?

1// . Yean No
Qé amf/ Ie proposal within service area?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerna and specific requirements:

- See attached -

+H+PLEASKE REFER IO “GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTSG“ FOR SPECIFICS +4

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed. by:

Date:

g?i%gﬁﬁ TO OBJECT OR COMMENT DY f%lgéz_fi? SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR

/

I




REPLAT MESA VALLEY ESTATES RENAME STONEGATE SUB.
REVIEW COMMENTS

Bill cheney, Utilities Engineer
‘March 5, 1990

Subdivision is located in Central Grand Valley Sanitation District.
Any change in density or service will require their approval.

J. D. Newton, City Engineer
March 2, 1990

1. How can it not be advantageous to install an irrigation
system?

2. Why is the right-of-way width not adequate for a sidewalk?
Maybe more should be dedicated.

3. What utilities and street improvements are built?

Karl Metzner, City Planning
March 5, 1990

55' right-of-way should be adequate for construction of a sidewalk.
This is an urban density development and should provide urban
improvements. If more right-of-way is necessary, it should be
dedicated by the developer.




v

MESA COUNTY REVIEW
C14-90-2 STONEGATE SUBDIVISION
FILING 2 - REPLAT OF MESA VALLEY ESTATES

City Utility Engineer 10/16/90

1. Cleamonts will not be allowed at Sta. 2445 Line A or Sta HoS
Line B. '

2. Now line designation does not fit previously approved plans.

3. Water line appears to be too shallow and no encasement details
are shown where water crosses over sewer with less than .18"
vertical separation.

4. Lines are shown that were not part of original approval,
therefore a new "utility composite" will be required.

5. Stationing should be from lower manhole to upper manhole to
allow for future extensions on same stationing unless
stationing matches street stationing.

6. Stub from M# 17 to north will need to be capped since it is
not going to be used for a future extension.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 10/8/90

The only changes to the original plat, as noted on the attached
letter, are cul-de-sac radii and street names, I have no comments.

CITY ENGINEER 10/19/90

L]

What is the plan for storm runoff? No drainage facilities or storm
detention areas are shown on the plans. Where does the drainage
from this development outlet?




KC@’%L& |
w&********************W***************w********km*****************m*******m*****
MESA.QOUNII_REVIEW_SHEEI
Mesa County Planning Department
P.0O. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-502
m*******m****m************m******t*******************m**************************

The attached application hasm been sent to your office for your review and

commentis. ~
FXPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONK WERK DBETORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. ’

(G X o )
MCPC Hearing Date: _,l%é&*__; Me€ Hearing Date: /CD/OcQ‘/Q(D
File Number: _Ct1Y-9n%q { ’

Phase:
Common Location: mmEbCLﬂhwfimugﬁA

Project Name: Oione aate Su\aaki_v..si&ig.m.___lf\_\.ba ) _..-AQ;._TWR?_-Q._\..M?.__ S

Engineer - Name: ___ e s e N
Address: ___ e e s e -
Hmne:-_w_mwm*mwmw
Petitioner - Name: __ ‘&,S_ AE__.-._L&{B\'\ e Co AN 'tV ..c,g\.:.\ln.mu_ﬁ_CD‘-‘
: Address: __ /L,Y0) . mf;DPAgx‘ ey KISDS.
Phone: ___ DY |- % S5 )
REVIEW AGENCY REVIKW AGENCY COMMINTS (PLEAGE TYPR)
N ’ Yesn Ho
(:ET»<ST \)‘1\r¥i€$§ Is proposal within service area? [
- Existing services adequate? S s
) . Connection to serviceo required? e I
(§.E§_ :;>(ann\k Eamsements required? I ——
7

Relocation necessary?

Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensiong?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

//!/ 4 07{?/’/’ & wg’ Yl T e o 7?",»*’/‘-*/'?'“(‘;/77 /%/42%/////’(%%’ )
/}/'/ff / V70 ,,///‘) f/[ /?”?szﬂ P At

B bldhba Fodss frid
K7 - 19/8/50

A444?7¢ ;s 75&’/4zé”‘ fC;r’¢{7§yk” /ﬁZnn>/9C /Ué 4éﬁw/~4;€;

/;ci/i/)g_j - d 5/1//»—; %7[},./7/"4 GG S e f/7|>L./n Py %/éh;_

&/74év2£ 44?¢ar ,éé; ¢q£;?hﬂé e Apvin FLg ﬁééWQﬁ4éﬂk&ﬂﬁ7écﬁkfégg%’é?
| 7 PO, o s
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FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS™ FOR SPECIFICS++

+H+PLEASE REFER TO “GUIDELINES

Revliewing Office:

Réviewed by:

— — Dale:
FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT DY _

] e SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR
OFIICE.




‘ g WHITE CONSTRUCTION CO. !
Lo ‘ 1640 Poplar Dr.
Darlena Moncrief Grand Junction, Colorado 81505
President - (303) 241-8153

(

October 2, 1990

" Mr. Bennett Boeschenstein
Mesa County Planning Dept.
750 Main Street ,; R

. .Grand Junction, CO 81501 ' ~'ﬁ~ \

Re: Stonegate SubdiViSiOﬂ*l;:”ﬁmv

liDeéf*Bénnett:

I hereby make application for the replat of Mesa
Valley Estates' 68 previously platted lots into Stonegate
Subdivision Filing No. 2. At this time my plans are to
develop the 68 lots in four phases as outlined on the
enclosed area plat. Of course, future sales will determine
the feasibility of this plan. However, I do intend to
develop the 17 lots shown as Phase I as soon as possible.

My engineer only made minor changes on this recorded
plat, mainly regarding the cul-de-sac radii as you requested.
In addition, the street names have been changed to reflect
the Stonegate theme.

As with the first filing of Stonegate, my intention is

~ to construct homes in the 1300-1800 square foot range and
fence each home with 6' cedar privacy fencing.

My sales' expectations have far surpassed my initial
estimate and, in fact, I have 2 homes pre-sold for Filing
No. 2. Therefore, I am anxious to get started as soon as
‘possible and would appreciate your expedient action to
fassist me.

‘551ncerely yours,

WHITE CONSTRUCTION CoO.

WW\ OW%A/

"Darlena Moncrief, /Pre51de{y




*******-‘k**************‘*****************‘***-‘V.*‘***ik-‘k***-**********************?ﬁ*****
MESA_CQUNILIUWIKW._NIEET
Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022
********Zk***********************************************************************

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
c,omment,s.

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE

BELOW.

pcC
MCPC Hearing Date: __r_\/%__ Me€ Hearing Date: /0//& / 0
File Number: _C1Y-90%8
Project Name: Stone aote Qu\noln viston FEiliuva 2 RE'D lax__o%
Phase: SO Mesa N qn?.s L_,%‘\‘ba: es
Common Location: __ 50 = ¥ Pag ST

Engineer - Name: _

Address: . R .
Phone: .. __.___
PeLitioner - Name: T.YF.___ Wie C‘»V\%‘\‘PU c.;\‘\_Qm__QD
Address: __ /40 =R, lax G XISOsS.
Phone: __ 041X 152
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPR)
N ) Yes No
G’»SL O\“’i | TFles Is proposal within service area? [ [
- Existing services adequate?

5 . Connection to services required? :,, . e
6‘ A ; (CLVUMK liapements required?

Relocation necessary?

Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required Jor release”?
Financing required for extensions? _

Impact on capacity or Bupply:

Other concerna and specific requireménts:

¥

+P+PLEA 3 REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS™ FOR SPECIFICSH+

Reviewing Office:

Réviewed by:- Date:

FATLURE TO OBJl'CT OR COMMENT BY _ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR
OFVICHE.




>0?*******************************************ikiﬂ**:l-‘*ik*****714****-‘t****4‘-*********‘****
MESA_COUNTY REVIKW_SIUEy
Mesa County Planning Department

P.0O. BDox 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81602-5022

*****JIG**ik**ik*:li*2k;#*;***:k**1:*:f:******"l~**********************************************

Thé attached appllcation hasm been sent

Lo your office for your review and
commenta.

‘**PLE/\SE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONIi WEEK BEVONE THE MCPC HEARING DATE

BELOW.
ucC ’ .
MCPC Hearing Date: __l%é&*__m MEC llearing Date: _/69/9&1//9(3
IFile Number: _CJY-9n%Q o 4 ’
Project Name: Stoneaole ()Ubuiiv:§jjJ¥njz“i ,“m;L;jjangggr__qﬂ;m__“_
Phase: D e PeDa N alls M- Eﬁmts e :
Common Location: mmfbglmﬂam}?mmu”_Ash_mmwmmmﬁnwmm_h_mmw__mww-___Nm_ﬁ_m_m_____~
Englineer - Name: _ e s e
Address: ___ S et o e e
Phone: ___
Petitioner - Name: _ﬂfitﬁuiitQQJM-lioﬂ
‘ Addresg: __ ) _ON . KISoS
Phone: ___ 04X (52
RERVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEAGE TYPID)
(:;T T y Yen HNo
A ,S: O“l\\'\“l?g I proposal within service area? ____\,:_/___
- lixisting services adequate? e —
. Connection to servicen required? v e
(5 A QQ:D(QﬂK\K‘ llamements required? S L
; Relocation necessary? —\
Improvements agreement adequate? __3(__ —
Aa-bullls required for release? _AZZ" —
Financing required for extensiona? _ ? e

Impact on capacity or supply:

6’77’4&"7[ &@‘\A«a/’ gnamﬁﬂ Uﬂ[{?}’

1

e o égtbezjeonceﬁné ;nd speoifié requireménbﬂ:
ct l{ow @l
( lmmmonts coill notAad Sta. 2SS Line A oy S (toS Cre B,
7. Now fiua a@e;}fnqﬁ‘m\ cbes not Lt freviously Quyroved plomg.

3. w"'k" /;‘\-2. ﬁ/?/zaa’_g 1é éﬁ- 740 ;44//»44) Ne ho @CQSQM f&?éu./s dre féau)—v\
whane ooder Cresias over fower coifh foss (8" Verfocal sepapuition.

. Z:'»w.s g 54:&#44 MA‘/WEV& h_,f /a,vf o7£ O,.:'j},.q/ ﬂ///bua// 7%9#2){)&@4‘
.“u7¢ﬁfytﬁanyky%€ “;uiﬁ'ém.ﬁvndﬁaoﬂ i

SN %'Aon?g 5Goul &—(Qm (o0 em srran Ao[c 75 wpprs man bole 7é a//.».),é;.,- \
74,1,441«6 e}:)[e/»\gmj. o Szvne 574\7420'\“:_5 (,{n/ess 514.1(71:».)»\_5 W\a{o&es 514‘0211 5&7‘-5\4.‘:5.

b 5l bomrm G 17 Ao 1107 bl will meel & be Coppedd since if i5 ot qeing Fe
" e Used 17 o fatane exfems . ’

+HEPLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES ronR REVILEW AGENC
Reviewing Office:C?C£y* ELJDG» (J)owk;
Réviewed by:'Eb\Lk CZJA9L1Q¥

Y COMMENTSG™ FOR SPECIFICS++

DaLe:.QQ;&EEﬁQL___
FATLURYE 'TO OBJECT on COMMENT BY

e . GHALL CONSTITUTR APPROVAL BY youn
OFFICE.




*************************************m********m****m**m***m****************m**
MESAH. COUNILY  RKV.IKW,_SHECT
Mesa County Planning Department

P.0. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo B1502-5022

k*****tk**********************************************# KA KR KK KKK K AR KK KKK K

The attached application has been gent Lo your offi

ce lor your review and
comments.

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BETFORE THIE MCPC HEARING DATE

BELOY.
MCPC Hearing Date: S5/ 7 20 MCC Hearing Date: &4-/7-5)
File Number: i ,

Project Name: GREENFIELD RUN SUBDIVISION . o
Phage: ONE STEP ODP/PRELIMINARY

Common Location: _2955 "F" ROAD GRAND_JUNCTION, CQ. 81504 .

Englneer - Name: _.M_Q.:LL&I_U.E.XL&SLS,_ML.."&QEERI..ﬁ.t.._.CuO.B.URﬂ....JaNG INEER
Address: __1018 COLORADO AVE. GRAND JUNCTION. CO., 81501
Phone: _. 303 241 2370

Petitioner - Name: HERITAGE _ELDER_CARE. A COLORADO_GENERAL.PARTNERSHIP.
; Address: 2324 SEVILLE CIRCLE, BOX 4411, GRAND JUNCIION. B1t03

Phone: 303 243 7224 .

REV1IEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)
: Yen No
é;x7T£;97eQTY# Is proposal within service area? e -
' Existing services adequate? 4 -
) Connection to services required? R S e v e e
Lasements required? R S e
Relocation necessary? e —
Improvements agreement adequate? e 2o (?
. / As-builts required for release? . S

Financing required for extensionn? _ _ 4 N

=3 vé?(?)/wé»t/ @/‘M Z/a/éyé

Impact on capacity or Bﬁpply:
/UQWL Aéhouﬂq CLy96Mlhly
Other concerns and speciflc requirements:

' . k ee, o s Y v /ﬁmﬁq_/
/p%”;z% 74/?742ha / d&ﬁ¢5€7’f§h«cﬂ€; ;é;l Cafhjf;¢«21¢dnﬂ, /2»525255 57{¢u¢230

Lo subrmitled fo Lokh C2utons Q/\Mﬂd/@}/ @mcﬂ(g%y A
C?/Vprvbﬂﬁﬂ a '

. C)ﬂséuaﬁ‘m« O?Z%u.»bq/ 7% Le 't acespolomce. i O;Ly 07[' 6),‘ ¢
VévchQIV\ " Shombai ol s el ék%ziﬁﬁaaisamsi

+++PLEASE REFER 'TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS™ FOR SPECIFICS v+
Reviewing Office: /ZLQK%> (Javi s

Reviewed Ly: 25527 C?Zﬂmey Date: S=rf 98

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 62;!£EZZL_SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE.




k***************************************m*******************************m*****
MESA_CQUNAY. RIKV.ILW._ SILSET
Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo B1502-5022

K**************tﬁ***********************************: R OKCK K KKK K KK K AR OK KK K K K KK

The attached application has been sent Lo your office for your review énd
comments.

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. - ‘

MCPC Hearing DW MCC Hearing Date: (2”2 FX
File Number: <5 Vo)

Project Name: _GREENFIELD RUN SUBDIVISION
Phape: ONE STEP ODP/PRELIMINARY —_ e
Common Location: _2955 "F" ROAD GRAND_JUNCTION, CO. 81504, . .

Lngineer - Name: __Q.E.D. SURVEYING SYSTEMS: ROBERT S. COBURN, ENGINEER
Address: __1018 COLORADO AVE. GRAND JUNGTION, CO., 81501
Phone: __303 241 2370

Petitioner -~ Name: HERIIAQE_ELDER_QARE*_A_CDLQRADQmGENEXALMRARINERSHJRW————~—
Addresa: 2324 SEVILLE CIRCLE, BOX 4411, GRAND JUNGTION, 81502

Phone: 303 243 7224 .

REVLIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPER)
Yon No

1 J2q OF '4( Is proposal within service area?
/ Existing services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Easements required?
Relocation necessary?
Improvenents agreement adequate?
- k As-bullte required for release? o
Financing required for extensions? _

Impact on capacity or shpply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

+++PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Offilce:

Reviewed by: Dale:

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY lﬁ&l&?}aijHALL CONGTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE.




- e o )

GREENFIELD RUN SUBDIVISION
REVIEW COMMENTS
File # C25-90

J. D. Newtdn; City Engineer
May 11, 1990

1. To what standard will the streets (Greenfield Circle East and
West) be constructed?.

2. Where and how will storm drainage be collected and outlet?

Bill Cheney, Utilities Engineer
May 11, 1990

1. Sewer plans for the proposed subdivision will require approval
of Central Grand Valley Sanitation District and the City of
Grand Junction. Sewer will have to be constructed to City
"standards and specifications.”
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The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

Ll
«GPC' Hearing Date:

. g oy
FFile Number: / L

P:‘o;ecszifne. a.fons cX 77'ara /0@/0 - /7////29 22/
Phase: Reuised A na 4
Common Location: __J3047A. 1)’/‘000’&26( /:‘,a?/__foadﬁgt

L- 1 -— N M fJ‘Z /
ng neer[\ddr:zg fé;;g_" fa//,jbdc_ Co. J}/J—Q’)é

Phone:

I’ebitionerﬂadggl:;: f H _____ ?{ e_.f_ f% /é;_y/ fj,’%ﬂn(?ifﬁc/aﬂmj_@[’d

cm 7'0/7 02, 0L

Phone: -GZ%Z 9 —
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEAGE TYPR)
/ Yesn No
szﬁ/ 7/C/£97/2447 Is proposal within service area? R —_—
7 4?;7 Existing services adequate? I R

Connection to services required?
Easements required?

Relocation necessary?
Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release? -
Financing required for extensionn? _ ___ —eme——r

4

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

- See attached -

+++PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY CUMMFNT”" FOR SPECIFICS+4

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by: Date:

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY gfbééz_s%b SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE.
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The attached application has been sment to your office for your review and
comments.

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE ‘THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

4Y.LL

Hef;e'llearing Date: _Lﬂ MEE~Heaning—hat-e :
File Number:

Project Name 5’& a.fon.s gX 7, aLa_f Caln - 7, ///y_ﬂf/
Phase: LG
Common Locatlon T __0UXP fonadwa ..l [ Hoad e

Engineer ~ Name: fJZ rer 7L A28
, Address: /20 /6/ 70._. /a//.)‘adc_ 0. F/576
Phone: ‘Vé

Petiti = N f [_QZ:’ @, 77 4;‘4 ) 2282
T vaarens: 2B, Zessso, 788 prptans Rosgtpmenr 2o
.mn Taﬂ aﬂ, o f
Phone: aZf/aZ._? 47 .

RFVlEYJﬁFhNCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEAGE TYPE)
Yon No
L2 gt Is proposal within service area? A S —_—
Existing services adequate? X R
Connection to services required? . R
Lasements required? I .
Relocation necessary? A
4 Improvements agreemenl adequate? e X
Aa-bullts required for release? X . —
I"inancing required for extensiong? _ _ z

u

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and spocific requiremente:
ne Sewen /\ fr.Sf faﬂ Hans Hevew becn ES&CE‘/

for Fraal /f/’rm/e/ ane) Wi'll need To be be for
iT can be eyeepPled /‘nte The S2lou S)’JE‘M

+++PLEASEE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS#+
Reviewing Office: i lp.g T wnlon wj Jﬁﬁenmlzna’enf

Reviewed by:

Date: L= A7 9&

FAILURE TO ODJﬁgz d?ijMML iy BYsiJé; 5&9 SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR
OFFICE.




THE SEASON AT TIARA RADO, FILING #1
REVIEW COMMENTS

Bill Cheney, Utilities Engineer
.March 5, 1990

SEWER

1. The sewer was installed and accepted into the 201 system in
1984. Since there has been no usage for the past 6 years, the
-line will need to be pressure tested by the developer prlor
to belng placed into service.

2. The lift station at the end of the cul-de-sac has never been
accepted. It will need to be tested and made fully
operational prior to acceptance. -

3. Manholes will need to be thoroughly cleaned by developer prior
to acceptance.

J. D. Newton, City Engineer
March 1, 1990

1. Where is the utilities composite referred to in the submittal
statement?
2. What kind of landscaping plan is it that doesn't require

water? What a shame to abandon an existing irrigation system.

3. There is no room for on street parking on either of the
proposed street sections. Will parking be provided elsewhere?

4. Why no sidewalks on proposed streets?

The proposed street section looks o.k. as long as no one has to
drive, park or walk on it!!!

Karl Metzner, City Planning
March 5, 1990

With potential shortages of portable water due to the drought, it
seems short sighted to abandon an existing irrigation system that
uses untreated water.
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P.O. Box 20,000-5022
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The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

*XPLEAGE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORLE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

ULl
MEPE l[learing Date

- /Y-, MEE-H l L .
IFile Number:
Project Name:

Pr WLZIMQZQ@Q.;MW/
Common Looation: - Sic?h Diraciioiy 2 ) Hosid e

E esr - Na st it YR
nain °”Addre'2‘3 % /(cg/gyjﬁa?zjadg_ 00 .56
Phone: é.

Petit :LonemA:1 dgzzg o.e_'i?a—c{ ér 2,4 j’%%ﬂfﬂﬂ tﬂcazé,emca.{_@m

. f fcr.)‘an RNy
eand, - _.‘//7 Qﬂ/ C)
Phone: a’!.z_j -

REV1EW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEAGE TYPR)
3 Yes No

Is proposal within service area?
Existing services adequate?
Connection to services reguired?
lLasements required?

, Relocation necessary?
Improvements agreement adequate’?
As-builts required for release? :
ffinancing required fOf extensionsg? _ _ opemm—mmer

Impact on capacily or supply:

Other concerns and speciflic requirements:

- See attached -

+++PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS™ FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by: Date:

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY QEZEZLEEQ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE.




A AR A KRAKAA A ARAK R AR AA A K KAK IR KA AR AK KA K KA AR R KKK ***w*w*****
thA_QOUNII_RLVlEW_SULhL

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Dox 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022

*****:ﬁ**lk***************************I********************************************

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

#*PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
DLL?y

U0l

MEPE Hearing Date:
File Number:

2-/Y-90 MSE~Hoaminu—bate :
Project Name: a.5ons GX 7, ,uzm_f oo~ 7, _///g_ﬁé/
Phase:'et&fca’
Common Locatlon _,.SQ(l.fb Lroadtia WL [ Hoad die..
Engineer - Name: (liZdbter ﬁi/lﬂ‘-’

Address: /20, /t//a_ ralised e Co 45576
Phone: Vé

pet.n,ionerl\adgzlgg Pge __1:_922 jf 2 _/f?f' ﬂ:‘_aﬂ ¢ ey, ﬁ(.é,easz_ﬁw

7/cf.ran St

cand, 00, (o0 P
Phone: /¥%2- 9 ) ~
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENYTS (PLEAGE TYPID)
Yesn No
Is proposal within service area? X
Existing services adequate? X
Connection to smervices required? X
Lasements required? X
Relocation necessary? A
’ Improvements agreement adequate? X
As-builts required for release? X
Financing required for extensions? __ 7

Impact on capacity or supply:
Other concerns and specific requirements:
ﬂz Sewen /\ ;‘T.Sf 7‘—04 ,Va,d Nevew been ﬂSécEq/

for Fraal APPryye/ and! Wh'll need To be hefor
JT can be evcepled /nto The Seddew 5/572/://

+++PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS™ FOR SPECIFICSH+
Jaslewalen _Superinlendenl
@M Date: Z""Q?"‘?ﬁ

T d?jioMMhNT BY‘gijéz_ékg SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by:

FAILURE TO OB
OFFICE.




THE SEASON'AT TIARA RADO, FILING #1
REVIEW COMMENTS

‘Bill Cheney, Utilities Engineer
March 5, 1990

SEWER

1. The sewer was installed and accepted into the 201 system in
1984. Since there has been no usage for the past 6 years,. the
line will need to be pressure tested by the developer prior
to being placed into service.

2. The 1ift station at the end of the cul-de-sac has never been
accepted. It will need to be tested and made fully
operational prior to acceptance.

3. Manholes will need to be thoroughly cleaned by developer prior
to acceptance.

J. D. Newton, City Engineer
March 1, 1990

1. Where is the utilities composite referred to in the submittal
statement?
2. What kind of landscaping plan is it that doesn't require

water? What a shame to abandon an existing irrigation system.

3. There is no room for on street parking on either of the
proposed street sections. Will parking be provided elsewhere?

4. Why no sidewalks on proposed streets?

The proposed street section looks o0.k. as long as no one has to
drive, park or walk on it!!!

Karl Metzner, City Planning
March 5, 1990

With potential shortages of portable water due to the drought, it
seems short sighted to abandon an existing irrigation system that
uses untreated water.
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Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-5022 -
.Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022

*****************************************************************************

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments. '

" *XPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. -

MCPC Hearing Dﬁzﬁw MCC Hearing Date:

File Number:
Project Name: __ Mirage & 5/afes

Phase: ewllopment Clor . L IC0CL s PG )y
Common Location: _ OJJ.;...ﬁmd.-«..anl..«ﬂfl/./(t:.foad i

Engineer - Name: (272 .Stron ﬁ.(’a.d.fklﬁﬂdf.&:ﬂ Imﬁ._-dl_z‘ak_ﬁmlnga.c
- Address: Jﬁ_KOo&_aﬂ.(.j_._éz:andi_z‘anc;IIOJJ,__CQ._JEL.ZO v
Phone: __a&l¥2.-Q/01. ..
Petitioner - Name: _,Qa/d B sfee ce
‘ : Address: ,/?_.O_._ﬂax,.._é.QQQ_’__JJS;_‘,_é'tﬂﬁd.._Z.'(‘_f..y O £ISa2

Phone: 4‘//;3232_

hﬁE;VIEW AGENCY bREVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEABE TYPR)

: Yos No
Is proposal within service area? e —_
éy’ Ixisting services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Fasements required?
Relocation necessary?
Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requifémanta:.
Sce ATACHED

+++PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++
Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by:

Date:

g?%%gﬁﬂ TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BYwﬁéhHLz:iZ)ﬁﬂALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
TH i .
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MESA_COUNTY REVIEW_GUERT

Mesa County Planning Department
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 :
Grand Junction, Colo B81502-5022

****************************************************************************#**‘

The attached application has been sent Lo your office for your review and
comments.

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMINTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. ‘

MCPC Hearing Dage: /- /& - 90 MCC Hearing Date:
File Number: 52;553

Project Name: _Alirage Cstatfes

"~ Phase: _OQFfF7, lewédn ._.mta_xf_-tg[d.a_.- «l&fc//m/ﬂaf V_
Common Locatlon: _oZn Y2 ,Kpaaa’a . ﬂ;ﬂ/_/(g_ﬁnnn’ 7

Engineer - Name: (4 Ké&i}.’l_’aﬂ ~(b.ﬂ£ﬁ./)€ﬂAJ(S_._,.Z}?AL__JZZ.Z'ZI.._'-—Em.[n
Gt

Address: _2¢s / o Aue,.,. nd. TunCt >t S0l
Phone: _e2od il L Cr—Eeand . Tunctlon, Lo &

Petitioner - Name: _ﬂa/c f /?:'C’CC .
: Address: ,ﬁa._ﬁax.._.éOQQ.'_.{.Z.&_*Gz:aﬁd...ﬂ.fi, o PISaR

Phone: o7 t//._323£ R
REVIEW AGENCY REVIKW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPR)

. Yes N
Qdé:/_l_%b‘&(_@ftﬁa proposal within service area? °F LO/

Existing services adequate?
Connection to services required? . -
Tamements required?

Relocation neceassary?

Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for releasge?
Financing required for extensions?

\

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

Water - Llte Iofer

Sewer = Leocokion Is o mile wesf of e Eol Freiliby founcton, Gl

m*‘eé‘k@ /s aot Mz‘ui»&P 7% frbw'de. Sewren —{%wayﬁ '4‘46
Zol! system.

+¥+PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEIW AGENCY COMMENTS" [FOR SPRCIFICS++
Reviewing Office: ///Zté'/“c (/‘J""é—;

Reviewed by: [5¢ C?4euey - CGUA%Y&%%%@&% : Date: /~Z3-%o

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY oZ=Z3-P0siaLL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR
OFFICE.
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Grand Junction Planning Department
250 North Fifth Street ‘

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668
(303) 244-1430

MIRAGE ESTATES REVIEW COMMENTS

January 23, 1990

City FPlanning Department Comments:

1. Proposed fill may require a Corps of Engineer’'s permit if the
area 1is defined as wetlands.

8]

Any official change to the 100 year flood plain designation
regquires approval by FEMA.

3. Development should require a flood plein permit to investigate
impacts of fill on flooding potential of adjacent properties.

4. We recommend a paved public street to county standards.

4

January 1&, 17%0

J. D. Newton, City Engineer Comments:’

I see no reason why the streets in this development should not be
constructed to county residential standards within dedicated public
right-of-way. No longitudinal street profiles or pavement
structure/design calculations are shown on plans.




PROJECT NARRATIVE
FOR
MIRAGE ESTATES
MESA COUNTY, COLORADO

DECEMBER, 1989
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Dale Reece Armstrong Consultants, Inc.
P.0. Box 6000-335 861 Rood Avenue
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SECTION I

SITE ANALYSIS SECTION

Introduction - The purpose of the site analysis portion of this narra-
tive is to identify the physical and technical characteristics of the
subject site for potential future development. The analysis evaluates
site assets and constraints.

Location - Mirage Estates consists of 68.5 acres located midway between
20 and 21 Roads south of River Road. The property is not locat-

ed within a County identified planning district. Mirage Estates is
located in part of the North 4 of Section 35, and the South % of Sec-
tion 26, Township 1 north, Range 2 west, of the Ute Meridian.

Existing Land Use - The site is irregular in shape, approximately 3000
feet long east-west and 1200 feet wide north-south. Two single family
structures and associated out buildings are located within the
boundary of the property.

Two primary land uses have recently occurred, or are presently occur-
ring on the property. The historic use has been grazing of livestock.
Most of the property is pasture land. A major gravel extraction and
processing facility has utilized about 25% of the site as recently as
last year. As a result of the gravel extraction, a small lake of ap-
proximately 10.0 surface acres can be found adjacent to the southerly
property line.

A major wash known as Hunter Wash forms the easterly boundary of the
property. Hunter Wash is approximately 11 to 12 feet deep and aver-
ages 30 feet in width.

The topography of the property generally slopes frbm north to south at
a rate of approximately 0.75%. The total change in elevation between
the highest point on the property to the lowest point is 16 feet.

Figure I, an excerpt from the Mesa County Zoning Map, indicates that
the property is currently zoned P.I., Planned Industrial.

Surrounding Land Use - Surrounding land uses range from moderate to
high intensity. The accompanying Surrounding Land Use Map shows
surrounding land uses and their Tocation with respect to the subject
property. Figure I illustrates surrounding land use zones. A survey
of the existing land uses in the area reveal the following land use
types: '

Type 1 Housing - A 1imited number of dwellings are found in
the area. The closest of which is located near the NW
property corner on a small non-productive acreage.

Type II  Non-Residental - Two major non-residental uses are
identified on the Surrounding Land Use Map. An exist-
ing gravel extraction and processing facility is sited
on land adjoining the subject property's westerly
boundary. The Persigo Waste Water Treatment Plant is
;ocgted almost 1 mile west of the property along River

oad.
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Type III Transportation Uses - The Denver and Rio Grande Western
: Railroad main Tine and Interstate 70 make up two of the
most obvious uses adjoining Mirage Estates.

One surrounding land use does not fall within any of the above types,
is a large tract of vacant, non-productive land west of the subject
site. Additionally, the Colorado River is located south of the
property across Interstate 70.

MISC18 I-2




Access - Public access to Mirage Estates is gained from River Road
which is currently classified and constructed as a rural local road by
Mesa County. U.S. Highway 6 & 50, accessed by River Road and 20 Road,
is currently classified as a principal arterial. Access to Interstate
70 can be gained at the Highway 6 & 50 interchange located
approximately 2 miles driving distance from Mirage Estates.

The following table illustrates capacity of major arterials and local
roads in the area.

AVERAGE DAILY DESIGN

CLASSIFICATION TRAFFIC (ADT) HOURLY VOLUME ROW WIDTH
Principal Arterial 7,800 1501-3000 100'
Rural Local Max. 500 See ADT 40'-50"'

Source: Mesa County Engineering Department

Utility Service

Domestic Water - An existing 2" watermain is located within River Road
adjoining the subject property. The existing main is owned and op-
erated by the Ute Water Conservancy District. Water supplies are
sufficient in quantity to meet domestic needs. A utility map
depicting the Tocation and size of the existing main accompanies this
narrative.

Sewage Disposal - Mirage Estates does not lie within an identified
sewage service area. The closest point of possible connection for
sewer service is at the Persigo Waste Water Treatment Facility located
about 1 mile east of the site. Due to the site elevation in relation-
ship to the plant, pumping would be required. As a result of the
major expense for construction of a pumping facility, six soil eval-
uation and percolation tests were conducted on the subject site. Lo-
cation of each test pit are shown on the accompanying utility map.
Individual test results have been transmitted to the Mesa County
Health and PTanning Departments under separate cover.

Natural Gas and Electricity - Natural gas and electric lines are
located within the road right-of-ways adjoining the subject property.
According to the Public Service Company of Colorado, the gas supplier
and Grand Valley Rural Powerlines, the electric supplier, both have
capacity for extensions to the site at such time as development oc-
curs.

Telephone - U.S. West Communications provide telephone service to the
area. At this time, underground and overhead phone lines are located
within River Road and are available for extension into the property.
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Irrigation - Irrigation water is supplied to the property by the Grand
Valley Irrigation Co. An existing earthen ditch enters the property
near the northwest corner and flows east along River Road to Hunter
Wash where it is discharged. With proper irrigation management,
sufficient water is available to irrigate the site at such time as
development occurs.

Soils and Geology - The Soil Conservation Service has identified two
soil types within the property. Ba, Billings Silty Clay and Bc, Bill-
ings Silty Clay Loam. Soil limitation within these soil types will
require additional geotechnical investigations due to their poor
supporting capacity, high shrink-swell potential and slow permeability
characteristics. In terms of agricultural suitability S.C.S. has
determined the Ba type is a Class IIIs soil and that the Bc soil type
is a Class IIs land. The areas of each soil type have been identified
on the accompanying Site Analysis Map.

Flooding from the Colorado River is an identified geologic hazzard.
Detailed discussion regarding the flood plain are found with the Site
Drainage section of this narrative.

A Gamma Radon survey was conducted in 1979. Results indicated mill
tailings deposits were not evident on the site.

Site Drainage - Other than the influences from the Colorado River the
subject site is not adversely affected by off-site flows. Storm water
generated on the site is carried on the surface to two points, Hunter
Wash and the existing lake. Overflow from the lake is carried thru an
existing 24" diameter culvert to an existing slough located
immediately west of the property.

As previously stated, portions of the property would be affected as a
result of flooding from the Colorado River. Limits of flooding are
identified on the accompanying Grading and Drainage Plan. Utilizing
plates 35 and 36 from the U.S. Corps. of Engineers Fruita, Colorado,
Flood Hazzard Information dated November, 1987, it is determined that
the maximum flood elevation as a result of a 100 yr. frequency flood
would be 4,508 feet above sea level. Flood velocities would be lTow
within the property due to backwater flow conditions which would enter
the site from Hunter Wash. Interstate 70 prevents direct flood flows
entering the subject property from the rivers main channel.
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Mesa County Land Use Policies

In 1982 the Board of County Commissioners adopted Land Use Policies as
a portion of their Comprehensive Master Plan, These policies have
been updated and amended seven times since their initial adoption. Of
the 29 total policies, 20 appear to apply to the subject site. These
policies generally address issues such as utility service, vehicular
access and other site development standards.

Policies which appear to have direct effect on the future development
of the site follow:

e e

Policy
Section No. Title

1 Introduction

2 Availability of drinking water in
new subdivisions and other
developments.

3 Minimum fire flows.

4 Fire response time.

5 Proximity of new residential
development to commercial
services.

6 Standards for sewer service.

7 Coordination of long-ranged
school planning and development
patterns and coordination of
development approval and school
capacity.

8 Standards of street width.

9 Land use and site planning
standards.

10 Public Hearings before the
Planning Commission.

11 Policy and cooperation with
municipal governments.

12 Time limits for commencement for
development following approval.

13 Policy on utilization on
irrigation water for
non-household uses by
developments in the areas which
have historically utilized
irrigation water.

14 Drainage requirements for
new development.

15 Policies and cost sharings by
the developers and land owners
and parks and other major
public improvements.

17 Agricultural land use policies.

18 Energy Policies.

19 Environmental resource and
hazards policies.

25 Master plan of schools.

26 Master Plan of parks.
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Emergency Services

The following emergency services are available to the subject site:

Service Center Agency Location

Police Mesa County Sheriff's Dépt.
6th Street & Pitkin Avenue

Fire Protection Lower Valley Volunteer Fire
, Dept., Fruita, Colorado

Medical St. Mary's Hospital (air :
service), 7th Street & F Road
Community Hospital, 12th
Street & Walnut Avenue
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SECTION II
PROPOSED LAND USE

General The proposal calls for the development of 19 acreage sized
estate lots on a 68.5 acre tract of land. Lot sizes range from 1.5
acres to 8.4 acres. The resulting density would be 0.27 dwelling
units per acre. Twenty four percent of the total land area, or 16.7
acres, has been reserved as private open space. The primary focal
point of the private open space is an existing 10.0 acre lake which
would be expanded to 13.5 surface acres. The lake would be available
for the private use of the future residents which reside within Mirage
Estates. The balance of the open space consist of the Hunter Wash
drainage channel and an area of Tand between the lake and Interstate
70. The private open space adjoining the lake would be utilized as
maintenance access and buffering between the development and
Interstate 70.

During the site planning process, several design elements are incor-
porated as part of the proposed land use plan in meeting several

goals.
1) Achieve a desirable environment for future residents.
2) Provide maximum security and safety.
3) Compatibility with surrounding land uses.
4) Mitigation of potential adverse impacts created by the
railroad, Interstate 70, and non-residental Tand users.
5) Maintain a sensitive design in relationship to the existing

100 year Colorado River flood plan.

Key design elements incorporated within the Mirage Estates plan
include:

a) Utilization of the Take and larger lot sizes to provide
buffers between the railroad, Interstate 70, and Tand uses
located to the east.

b) Utilization of private drive to provide adequate
accessibility to each lot.

¢) Minimal disturbance to the 100 year flood plan limits.

d) Two access points provided on River Road.

LAND USE SUMMARY

48.9 acres/71.4%.
16.7 acres/24.3%
2.5 acres/3.6%
0.4 acres/0.7%

Area in lots

Area in private open space
Area in private drive

Area in outlot

68.5 acres

Total area

Density 0.27 du/ac.

Access

The proposal calls for utilization of River Road as a primary access
route to the site. In the interest of safety and proper traffic cir-
culation, the proposal indicates two connecting points along River

Road. Due to the low intensity of development, it is proposed that a

40 ft. wide private drive be designated as access_to_lots within Mi-
rage Estates. Improvements to thé private drive includes the

MISC20 IT-1




construction of two 11 ft. driving lanes with 4 ft. shoulders and
shallow drainage channels lying adjacent to each side of the roadway.
According to the Colorado State Highway Department's trip generator,
it is estimated that approximately 144 vehicle trips per day could be
expected once the site is fully developed. A1l new vehicle trips
would utilize River Road.

Utility Service

Domestic water, gas, electric and communication services is proposed
to be extended to each building site from existing service connections
Tocated within River Road. Electric and communication lines would be
buried underground.

The proposal calls for utilization of individual septic tanks and ab-
sorption fields as a means of sewage disposal. Two functioning
systems can be found within the development. Six soil evaluation and
percolation tests were conducted throughout the property. Test
results indicate perc rates within acceptable health department
guidelines.

This proposal calls for utilization of the existing irrigation ditch
located along River Road and the lake as a source of irrigation water
for all Tots within the project. It is envisioned that individual ir-
rigation pumps will be installed at the lakes edge for those lots
which adjoin the lake. Those lots which do not adjoin the lake will
utilize the existing source found along River Road.

Grading and Drainage

The site will be graded in a manner to provide positive drainage away
from the buildings foundations. Storm water generated on the site
will be carried on the surface to the proposed private drive and the
existing lake. The following drainage calculations estimate developed
flows based on the accompanying grading and drainage plan, utilizing
the rational method.

Q = CIA

BASIN A A=17.2 L = 1175 V = 1.25"/sec. T =16 min.
C = 0.25 I10 = 2.0 I100 = 3.25
Q10 = 3.6 c¢fs Q100 = 5,85 cfs

BASIN A, & A2 A =292 L = 1590 V =1.0"/sec. T = 26.5 min.
C =10.25 I10 =1.6 1100 = 2.4
Q10 = 3.7 cfs 0100 = 5.52 cfs

BASIN 82 A=6.8 L = 1115 V=1.25"/sec. T =15 min.
C =0.25 110 = 2,1 1100 = 3,25
Q10 = 3.6 cfs Q100 = 2.6

BASIN B, & 82 A =15,7 L =182 V =1.25"/sec T = 24 min.
C = 0.25 I%0 = 1,65 I100 = 2.6
0100 = 6,5 cf 0100 = 10.2 cfs

MISC20 I1-2




The grading proposal calls for the filling of several areas throughout
the site. Embankment is required in order to insure that adequate
building sites are created which will not lie within the limits of the
100 year flood plain. Other than a small area located near the
westerly property line, typical fill requirements generally fall in
the range of 1 to 14 feet in depth. A major fill is located in
existing Tow lying area on the property which will consist of about 5
ft. of a controlled fil1l. Fill material will be generated from the
proposed lake expansion.

Development Schedule

The rate at which development occurs within Mirage Estates is entirely-
dependent upon the community's future growth and housing needs. The
proposal calls for a phased development. Phase I would consist of 7
building sites. Site construction on Phase I would begin immediately
upon acceptance of the final plans by Mesa County which is anticipated
to be in the spring of 1990.

Land Use Policies

0f the 22 policies identified within the site analysis section of this
narrative affecting development of the site the following require
special note;
POLICY 2 - DRINKING WATER
Available and to be provided by Ute Water
POLICY 3 - MINIMUM FIRE FLOWS

Policy does not require minimum fire flows due to the Tow density of
the proposal. v

POLICY 4 - FIRE RESPONSE TIME

Development Tocated within existing fire protection district. Re-
sponse time is 5 to 8 minutes.

POLICY 6 - SEWER STANDARDS

Percolation tests results indicate that the land is suitable for the
construction of absorption fields and septic tanks.

POLICY 8 - STREET STANDARDS

The proposed private drive will be constructed in accordance with cur-
rent County road specifications.

POLICY 9 - LAND USE STANDARDS
The proposal utilizes "Planned Unit Land Development Concept".
POLICY 13 - IRRIGATION WATER

Existing sources would be utilized for irrigation of open areas.

MISC20 I1-3




POLICY 14 - DRAINAGE REQUIRMENTS

As a result of development, historic drainage patterns will not ad-
versely be affected. :

POLICY 19 - ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE

Even though the proposal 1ies within an identified 100 year flood
plain from the Colorado River, affects of site development on the
river are considered to be minimal.

MISC20 IT-4
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PRELIMBARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
MIRAGE ESTATES

DEVELOPED BY: DALE REECE, PQ BOX $000-334, GRAND ANCTION, 0O SISG2, 241-3038
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i . File No g : ‘ 3
' Receip’.
Date Received

Mesa County Received by. .
YO0000 Development Application OO0O000000

We, the undersigned, being the owners of property ‘situated in
Mesa County, State of Colorado, as described on the attached
Legal description form do hereby petition this:

ACRES PHASE COMMON  LOCATION ZOr TYPE OF |USAGE
O wusuine ney [9V2 Boed Line 7/
@ ruis iminany )
SUBDIVISION O 1w and Piver Pood
LAT/PLan @)ess| 7

7//
RZT +oFPRa2
REZONE‘. 8.5 / From m»»= 7o
CONDITIOUQEO/
BuLk
DEvELOPMENTO /

HigHway // ’

DEVQE(IJE:;‘\E&?‘O- % _
.
I\MENDLE)GO Z A7 /727
7
SPECIAL
UseQl,.
7/ // 7 O oad
71 O R.0.u.
Vacation' O //A //%/, Basement

Indicate Primary Contact Person for Correspondence: (Check appropriate O )

W

PROPERTY OWNER ‘ DEVELOPER ‘ REPRESENTATIVE .

Date . Leece. frmstrong Consuttonts, the. 5 Tom Logus
Name Name 7 Name v
Po. Box 4000« 335 Grond ST co. BlSol LGl £ood Mve., Grond Jonefron, 0. 81301
Address Zip Address Zip “Address Zip
Jos - 24/~ 3838 JOF - 242~ o101
Business Phone Business Phone Business Phone

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittal,

WE HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE ‘TRAT WE HAVE PFAMLILIARIZED OURSELVES WITH THE RULES AND RECULATIONS
WITH RESPECT 10 THE PREPARATION OF THIS SUBMLIUTAL, THAT THE FORECOING INFORMATION 18 TRUE &
COMPLETE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE, AND  THAT WE ASSUME TIIE RESPONSIBILLTY TO MONITOR
THE STATUS OF TILS APPLICATION AND FHE REVIEW SIHEET COMMENTS.  WE RECOGNTZE THAT WE OUR-
SELVES, OR OUR REPRESENTATIVE(S) MUST BE PRESENT AT ALL HEARLNGS. IN THE EVENT TUHAT TUE
PETITIONER IS NOT REPRESENTED, THE LTEM WILL BE DROPPED FROM THE ACENDA, AND AN ADDITIONAL
FEE CHARGED TO COVER RE-SCHEDULLING EXPENSES BEFORE IT CAN AGAIN BE PLACED ON ‘FlIZ ACENDA.

ﬂn«f/f- Tyt (2/27/87
Signature of(gefsdn completing application Date

y2/27/82

Signature(s) of property owner(s) Date .
(Attach additional sheets if neccssary)




L, . ~ - R

TYVE LEGAL DESCRIPTION(S) BELOW, USING ADDITTONAL SUERETS AS NECESSARY. !
USFE SINGLE SPACING WI'THI A ONE INCH MARGIN ON EACH SIDE.

. FOR DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

LEGAL DESC. CHECKED AGATINST DEED OK  RETURNED FOR CORRECTION.

/

Beginning at the Noxtheast corner of aa.d N', Section 35, T.IN,R. 2 W, u.m.

whose East Tine bears S 00° 00' 00" W and all bearings conta1ned here1n to be’
relative thereto. '
thence N 89° 07' 00" W 1015.25 feet to the true po1nt of beginning, also being
the Southerly right.of way of River Road,

thence leaving said Southerly rignt of way and continuing N 892 07' 00" W '249.%0

feet,
thence $ 03° 00' 00" W 1011.21 feet,
thence S 60° 41' 38" W 80.17 feet to tne Northerly right of way nf Interstate

H

Highway 70,
thence along said right of way M 617 36' 45" W 1235.92 feet,
thence along the arc of a curve to the rignt 114.40 feet, with a rac:.us of 7539.40

feet, and a central angle of 00% 52' 10", and whose long chord bears N 60° 44' 28" W
114.40 feet,

thence N 32% 59" 28" W  109.13 feet,
thence along the arc of a curve to the rignt 1463.93 feet, viith a vad1us of 7489.40

feet, and a central angle of 119 11' 58", and whose long chord bears N 549 30' 17" W
1461.60 feet,

hence N 179 12' 16" £  658.7% feat,
thence N 80% 33' 14" £ 122.u53 feet.
theace N 78% 57' 21" £ 120.18 feet. ,
thence N 88° 17' 23" £ 131.45 feet,
thence S 72° 45" 01" £ 180.18 feet.
thence N 16° 07' 19" £ 117.35 feet to the Southerly right of way of River Road,

thence a]ong said right of way S 57° 32' 20" £ 2121.27 feet,
-thence § 56~ 15' 00" E  290.51 feet to the true point of beginning.

Saia parcel contains 68.46 acres more or less.




Linda Rodrigues
3088 Bookcliff Avenue
Grand Junction, CO 81504

Donald Moore
2044 Hwy. 6 & 50
Fruita, CO 81521

Ralph Heiny ,
592 Starlight Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81504

Albert Kovach
2038 Hwy. 6 & 50
Fruita, CO 81521

J.D. Lundsford
2481 Commerce Blvd.
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Alfred Rolliston
2054 Hwy. 6 & 50
Fruita, CO 81521

John Honstein
2659 G Road
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Potter Investors
2636 Hickory Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81506

Lonnie Dyress
2644 Chestnut Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81506

E. Elsie Hearn
407 Lahoma
Burtlesville, OK 74003

Carl A. Hardrick
Box 335576
Northglenn, CO 80233

Graves 0il & Butane Co.
Box 2077
Farmington, NM 87499

Junior A. Cole
59002 Hwy. 50
Gunnison, CO 81230

First National Bank
201 N. Main Street
Gunnison, CO 81230
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'~ MESA COUNTY REVIEW
#C1-90-6 TEXT AMENDMENTS - DAY CARE

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 10/16/90

No comment.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 10/16/90

None. . Propbsed amendment looks good.
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l****#*t**#**********t#**#*************#*************#*********#**********#**T

MESOA_COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Denartment

P.0. Box 20,000-5022

Grand Junrtinn, Cnlao 81502-5022
lht***tl*#******##***t***********#**********#**#**m*#*t****t**#k*****t******t*

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

¥X¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
-~ BELOW. .

-3 /O’JS_- C) MCC Hearing Date:

Areadmedls - @ﬂy Care,

MCPC Hearinqg D?f
File Number:
Praoject Name:
Phase: -
Common Location: —

X

Engineer — Name: e
Address: e
Phone:

Petitioner - Name: 707&54—- FOUJ\% ’p/dnﬂlﬂa

Address:s
y an ol (‘O 4150}
AH 1307

Phones

NEVIEW NAGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

4 YES NO
Is proposal within service area?
Existing serv1ces adequaLe?
Connection to services required?
Easements required?
Relocation necessary?
. Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDRLINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Offices ()‘éj- F“é/f\c. War&g
Reviewed by: [E (( C)éeuev

Date: [O-/6-90

FAILURE TO ORBJECT OR CO ﬂﬁ@
orr e MMENT BY SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-35022
Grand Junction, Colo B1502-5022

KR o 30K 0K K 80K 380K 0K ok K 0k 360k kK 3 08 3k 0K 30K K 0K 080K 0K K0k K K K K 0K 0K 0K 0K FOK 3K K KOk ok ook koK Ok Kok

The attached application has heen sent to your office for your review and
comments.

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YDOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARINB DATE

" BELOW. .
/O’—/S~~ O MCC Hearing Date:

Arendmedts - 79»4y Lare,

MCPC Hearing Date:
File Number:
Praoject Name:
Phase: -
Common Location: ~———

eX

Engineer - Name: o
Addressa: —
Phones: -

Petitioner - Name: / ZQ CL PD(LI’T’/\/ ’f/ojnﬂﬂa
Address: S
L CO _HBDl
Phone: 2’*)’4" [/n'30> ’

REVIEW NABGENCY REVIEW AGENLY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

YES NO
Is proposal within service area?
Existing services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Easements required?

Relocation necessary?

. Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

+++ PLEASE REFER TO “GUIDRELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++
Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by: Date:

gg;?ggF TO ORJECT OR COMMENT BY ”"i’ ZQ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YDUﬁ
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STAFF PROPOSAL
3 October 1990

Project: C1-90-6 TEXT AMENDMENTS TO'THE MESA _COUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE - DAY CARE

Petitioner: Mesa County Planning Department

An amendment to Section 9.1.5.D Use Matrix to add

/4/16}8(] (::()LJr)ty’ “"Large Day Care Home" as a Conditional Use under

Human Care/Treatment Facilities and under Section

' L 11.1.2, Words and Phrases Definition of "Large Day
F%C]rwr)"wgg Care Home ."

E>EEF)erTrTWEBr\T a. Section 9.1.5.D ADD "Large Day.Care Home" as a

Conditional Use under Human Care/Treatment

750 Main Street Facilities in all residential and agricultural

P.O. Box 20,000-5022 zone districts. REPLACE '"Nursery

Grand Junction, Colorado Schools/Preschools/Day Nurseries” with '"Day

81502-5022 Care/Child Care Home." ADD Day Care/Child Care
Home as an allowed use in agricultural zones.

(303) 244-1636 CHANGE ‘“Large Commercial Day Care Centers (More

than 7 children) to read "Day Care Centers."

Comments: This will bring the terminology regarding
day care facilities in line with that used by the
State Social Services Department, and reguire a
conditional use permit for day care homes
considered "large" by the State, because of the
potential impacts on a residential neighborhood. ‘
Other day care homes will continue to be allowed
uses in residential districts per the current use
matrix. Also see the definitions proposed below.

b. Section 11.1.2 DEFINITIONS, WORDS AND PHRASES
DELETE "Nursery School” and current definition.
CHANGE "Day Care Home " to "Day Care/Child Care
Home" and revise the definition to read "A
residence in which children are received for less
than 24 hour care as further defined by the
Colorado State Department of Social Services.

ADD "Large Day Care Home" and define as follows:
"A residence which receives children for less than
24 hour care and meets the Colorado State
Department of Social Service s definition of Large
Day Care Home. The number of children and hours
of operation are regulated by the State Department
of Social Services."

ADD"Day Care Center” and define as follows: "A
facility in which child care is provided as a
commercial business; is the primary use of the
facility; and which “meets the State Department of
Social Service’s definition of Day Care Center.
The number of children allowed in the facility are
regulated by the State Department of Social
Services."”

Comments: These definitions bring the Code in line




STAFF PROPOSAL - C 1-90-6
Page 2

with the terminolgy used by Social Services and
allow the definitions to change as revised by the
State. Currently a large day care home allows 7
to 12 children and must be upgraded to meet fire
and building codes. A day care center is now

defined as a commercial operation for 12 or more
children.

MCPC Recommendation: 10/18/90

MCC ACTION:




o OX
RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTI
PLANKING DEPARTMENT

A HOR A K ROR R kKKK KR R O KKK OR K OK R KK ¥R IOK Y ok thf’J“Ng*&lQQQ*V**V 'J'ﬂ#‘*:{l‘***ii*****

MIESA _COUNTY.. REVIEW . SHERT

Measa Counly Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000--5022

. Grand Junctilion, Colo 01502-5022

A A AR AR A KRR A K A RO KK R A oK K K R KR Sk A KR o AR AKR AR A AKX

The attached appllcalion has been sent to your office for your review and
commenti.s.

HADPLIEAGE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS DY ONE WEEK BEVORE THE MCPE HEARING DATE

BELOW.
MCPC Hearing Date: _AELQZLLZA? H1CC Heurina\wahe:
pile Nuwber: = C1-90-4 TEXI AMENDMENTS TO THE MESI
odect Name: . COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE I —— —
Phage: T Petitioner: Mesa County Planning Dept. e e et e e
Common Location Subject: Rezones ‘ e et e e e e
R ~ {Copies are available for public inspection
Enpineer - Name at 730 Main Street, Grand Junction, Colorado [

hddress. Monday through Firday, 8:00 a.n. to 4:30 p.m. e

IPhone:

Petitioner - Name:
Address:

Phone:

REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMRNTS (PLEASE TYPR)
é- T Yen Ho
A B S 1a propoaal within service area? [ e
- lixioting services adequate?

Conneclion Lo oservices required?
asements requlired?
Relocation necessary?

Y Improvements agreement adequate?
As-buills requived for release?
Financlng required for extengions? .

o
Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:
Jﬂﬂa/ yﬂ///ﬂf/ waffﬁcé/a/{s e &‘%dlaz//&ra/
/ﬂ///ﬁ {U /ﬂ/fﬂwz/ %4-1/(/75;/ W/ 7 /(7//44‘/9/7&5/&7‘
&fé’. /0 f;//’fft« %7&?’//5%{/‘3.

+HPLEAGE REFER TO “GUIDELINES 1FOIL REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTG™ FOR SPECIFICS k-
Reviewing Office: NC;_"mxézéﬁazaaﬁaa_mm_mm__,

Reviewed by: _%/2?__47/{_’(&-—“ Date: %/g/-ZQ___

FALLUKE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT LY oo/~ ¢D SUALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL DY YOUR
OEFICK. '
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NVesa County
Planning

Department

750 Main Street

P.O. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colorado
81502-5022

(303) 244-1636

2TAFF PROPOEAL
22 May 1990

Project: C1-90-4 TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE MESA,QQUNIX’
LAND DEVELOEMERTE . COLE )
Petitioner: Mesa County Planning Department

a. vection 3.10 - REVISE TO READ "An application for
A change ot zoning generally will not be approved
unless the proposed change is to a planned unit

deve lopmeni, district which meets the criteria for
review of planned development proposals (Chapter 5
of thiz Code) and is consistent with the Statement of
Objectives for Planned Unit Developments (Section
5.1.2 of this Code). A change in zoning to an
established zoning district, other than Planned Unit
Development.. may be allowed only if the rezone
application ia in conformance with the adopted Mesa -
County Master Plan and meets the criteria for review
nt rezoning applications in Section 7.7 of this Code.

Comments: This section currently limits rezone
applications to PUDs and to residential zones in
apecial circumstances. The proposed amendment allows
greater Tlexibility to land owners and establishes a
method orf implementing suggested rezones found in the
Mesa County Land Use and Development Policies (the

County Ma=zter Plan).

L. ADD SECTION 7.7.5 Criteria for Review of
Rezone Aprplications” Any proposed rezone shall be
reviewed utilizing the following criteria:

A. The compatibility of the proposal with

surrounding land use and zoning.

B. Availability of services required by the

PrOpGSal .

. Errors in the existing zoning at the

time coriginally adopted.

0. <hanges of the character of the area.

E. tConformance with the adopted Mesa County Master

Flan and all provisions of this Code.

F. Community need for the rezone.

Comments: Addition of this section would establish
the criteria for review of rezone applications
consistent with the prorposed amendment to Section
A4.10 abhave.

c. ADD Section 6.4.9 -" Administrative Review of

Approved Develorpment Permits When required in this
Code or as a condition of approval of a development
rermit the County Planning Department shall conduct
administrative reviews of the approved project.
Adminizstrative reviews will be conducted on a
pericdic bazis as regquired in this Code or as
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STAFF PROPOSAL - ¢ 1-90-4

Page 2
specified as a condition of approval.

An adminictrative review shall consist of a
report to the Board of County Commissioners including
but not limited to the following:

- a brief review of the development;

- a summary of the current status of the
wroject:

- & list of any complaints received to date;

- a recommendation for the future of the
project. ’

An administrative review shall be held before the
joard at a public hearing after publication of legal
notice per Section 3.14 of this Code. The original
app!licant or owner of record of the development shall
he notified of the hearing and must be present or
represented at the hearing before the Board.
Motification shall also be given to applicable review
agencies and all property owners within 500 feet of
the subject property.”

Comment: Addition of this section clarifies and
formalizes= the current administrative review
process for approved development permits.

d. ADD Section 10.1.3.C "Administrative Review -
Administrative reviews are required for all
conditional use permits. Unless otherwise stated

in the conditions of approval for a specific permit,
an annual administrative review shall be required.
The administrative reviews shall be conducted in
the mannsr described in Section 6.4 of this Code.”

Comments: This addition to the Code reflects current
rractice and formalizes the process as described
above.

MCC ACTION:




" MESA COUNTY REVIEW
C71-89 SILVERADO II '
ANNUAL REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 11/15/90

No comment.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - David Thornton 11/14/90

We concur with County Planning Staff's recommendation.
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MESNH COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-~50722 .
Grand Junction, Cola B81502-~5022

The attached application has been sent to Your oftice for Your review and
comments,

K¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS py ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HCARING DATE

BELOW,

. C71-89 SILVERADD 1] - ANNUAL REVIEW oF CONDITIONAL USE PERHIT

MCPC Hearing Date: _ Petitioner: Kesa County Comnissioners T ———
File Number e Location: 38¢ 28 Road, Grand Junctiun, Colerade :
Project Name: an annual review of a conditional use permit for a salvage yard

Phase:

on approximately 6.5 acres ip a Planned Unit Jevelopment {PUD)
2one. County Coamissioner Hearing: 11/20/90,

Common Location:

Engineer - Name :
Address:
Phone:

———

Petitioner - Name:
Addresg

e

Phone:
——— )
REVIEW nGENCY REVIEW NGENCY COMMENTS (PLENSE TYPE)

. YES NO
%; ,/iléz?a<n4ﬂ Is proposal within service area?
({ . Existing services adequate?

Connection to services required?

Easements required?s h—_~.
Relocation necessary?

.Improvements agreement: adequate? )
As-builts required for release?

Finanring required for extensions?

Z//é' 04 /WWZ d/df‘& CJA%/I on capacity or supply:
!

;N%g&%ﬁlﬁm/ iz ;ﬁ&f;mbu
,pﬁtkkﬁ'.whg/ tjéé¢gm%’ Joncerns and specific requirements :
his propest |, e

- JQM; Hat ;-ZAJM);/
/WANM%@J~ﬁu$UI’”ﬁ
p&%MFAJ Qmﬁok%w”j

e Commeret | f%ﬂkllf

Aceﬂé%f A —here ix < ‘ '
be. - Sortf Line odonsion

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR RrvIpw AGENCY COMMENTS " For SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office:

. T
Reviewed by : Date:
———— - —
FATLURE To ongecr op COMMENT By _//-/4" 50 SHALL CONsTITUTE APPROVAL BY vouR
OFFICE, :




Mesa County
Planning

Department

750 Main Street

P.O. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colorado
81502-5022

(303) 244-1636

STAFE REVIEW
8/9/5%2

A. PROJECT: C71-89 Silverado II Salvage yard
Rezone and Conditional Use Permit

Petitioner: Silverado II
Location: 380 28 Read, Grand Junotion

A request for approval of a zone chanse,
preliminary/final plan for a salvage yvard,
auto repailr facility, and vehicle and
recreational vehicle storage area and to
approve a conditional use permit for the
salvage yvard.

B. SURROUNDING LAND USK AND ZONING Calvage
vards, open fields, Flanned Industrial and
Commercial Zoning, AFT soning, Flanned
Development Overlay Zone

C. STAFF RBEVI1EW This iz a proposal for a
salvage yard on 28 road south of D Road.
The area already has two salvage yards (1)
the non-conforming salvage yard south of D
Road and the 3tate Home and (2) the
Whitewater Salvage Yard south of this
property.

The area south of D Road and along the 28
Road Corridor is typified by salvage yards,
industrial and commercial uses as well as
the State Home on D Road, the Mesa County
Animal Control Center on 28 Road. and the
State Youth Detention Center on 28 Road.

Thaere are no geographic specific policies
for this area other than the 28 Road
corridor policy which =tate, "Bince access
is difficult, since the construction of 29
Road is many yvears away. and since this 1
an area of transition, each project here
will be looked at onh a case-by-case basis.”

This policy was developed in response to
strong sentiment by the residents that no
specific land use be favored 1n this area.

The 28 FRoad corrideor has developed as an
institutional/ industrial corridor with a



mixture of non-conforming salvage yards and
agricultural uses., The Whitewater Salvage
Yard is an improvement on the D Road salvage
vard in which cars are gpilling over into

the drain. This salvage yardl(D Road) has a
new owner who expects to clean up the yard
and pull the cars out‘of the drain.

The proposal here envisions a fenced
salvage, storage, repair yard set back from
28 Eoad by a parking lot and landscaping.
The yard would be fenced on all sides by a 6
foot wood screen fence., A better choice
here would be an earthen berm with security
fencing and evergreens planted on top
(junipersg or similar salt tolerant shrubs).

Otherwize, the site plan is well thought out
and addresses all of the issues such as
drainage, sewer (8"), water (27").

Salvage yards are a necessary netal
recycling industry. With zeveral of the
salvage operations being purchased as part
of the Riverfront Project, there needs to be
a place for these uses or the auto bodies
will end up in fields, yards and on streets
through-out Mesa County . The 28 Road area
and the Industrial zone northwest of D Road
and 28 ERoad are sultable gites for salvage
yards especially if they are properly
buffered and maintained as this one appears
it will be.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Approval subject to a earth berm with a
security fence and screen planting of
evergreens around the south, east and north
sides of the yard instead of the wood
privacy fencing, and review agency comnments.
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l*#***t********#**#******#******t************************#************i#*##**#l

NMESNH COUNTY AEVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-50322
Grand Junction, Colo B1302~5022

lh*f***********#***#*******************************t**#*##***#************#t**t

The attached applicalion has been sent to vyour office for your review and
comments. ‘

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMHENTS BY ONE WEEK UEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW,

. C71-89 SILVERADG 1] - ANHUAL REVIEW OF LONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
MCPC Hearing Date: _ Petitioner: Hesa County Commissioners

File Number: Location: 380 28 Read, Grand Junction, Colorado
Project Namet an annual review of a canditional use permit for a salvage yard
Phase: o4 approsimately 6.5 acres in a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Common Location: —— zone, County Comkissioner Hearing: 11/20/90,
Engineer - Name: —_—
Nddress
Phone:
Petitioner -~ Namae:
Address:
Phaone:
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW NGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

v

) YES NO
24; Z{Mléj&ﬂ’ﬂJﬂ<g9é%J Is proposal within service area? v

Existing services adequate?

Connection Lo services required?

Easements required? .
Relocation necessary?

. Improvements agreement adequate? T
As-bullts required for release? -
Financing required for extensionss

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

. +++ PLEASE REFER TO “GUIDELINES FoR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office: /ézl&ﬁs éthv%?- [1?iéi§ej .
Reviewed by : /Z//( C)émlv- ﬂz‘[ﬂ“/'y gh fhnon Date: [~ /5= 20 .; .

FATLURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT py a4,
OFFICE. :

SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL. py YOUﬁ
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l****##***#**************************************#***#***#******k***#***#**#*t#*

MESA_COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-~5022

kW*#&**####***************##****#*&K*****************K#******#*****#***#******#&

The attached application has been sent to vour office for your review and
comments.

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR CDMﬂENTS BY DNE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date:
File Numbetr:
Project Name:
Phase:

Common Location:

I . MCC Hearing Date:

C29-89 VIRGINIA ACRES - REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Virginia Acres Subdivision - Conditional Use-Gravel Pit
Petitioner: Mesa County Planning Department

Location: C1/2 & 30 Roads, Brand Junction, Colorada.

fn action to review the conditional use pernit for gravel
extraction processing on 17.7 acres in an AFT zone,
Flanning Hearings 9/20/90. Commissioners Hearing: 10/23/90.

Engineer - Name:
Address:
Phone:

Petitioner - Name:
Address:

Phone:

REVIEW NGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

YES NO
Is proposal within service area?

d(‘i’w :
ZL&ZE? Existing services adequate?
\ Connection to services required?
AT Easemen?s required?,

' Relocation necessary?

. Improvements agreement adequate?

As~-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

*

Impact on capacity or supply:

: Other concerns and specific requirements:
[ oo 35 coitfin, Cobnt ooty Labley Somibtir, Pistoet. [loase condut
T o f;/ Commetr 7N secra. i

7. fraa 15 Sered by Ute piofer sr b Lootor. Condct o
; yé;,» CZ')u/uewd/.

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing foice:/zi;ak9CAJl%é§- Cf%éy

Reviewed by: /Zf// C/éeuc:/ -~ l/?zr/(??’ 5/_44«. Date: i—' /Z— /2,
FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT EY<7“é%L#”ﬁ§ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE, ' :




MESA COUNTY REVIEW
C29-89 VIRGINIA ACRES SUBDVISION
REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

City Planning 09/21/90

Did the final plat vacating Virginia Acres Subdivision maintain a
100 foot trail easements along the Colorado River.

If the permit is not revoked, the conditions of approval should be
reviewed with State Parks to determine the compatibility with their
immediate plans for trail and park development. Trail access along
this property may be needed within this next year to coincide with
the Colorado State Recreation Area plans and schedule.

Utility Engineer 09/13/90

1. Area is within Central Grand Valley Sanitation District.
Please contact them for comments on sewer.

2. Area is served by Ute Water or Clifton Water. Contact them
for comment.




( ' . . SEP 26 1050 =

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTION
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SEP 121990

K#***#**#****#***#***#***#**#*******#********1*#****#*****#15!&1&!1k#*****#**t#*
MESHA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000-5022 -
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022

kw***#t#****#****#**l****#****************#******************#**#*****#*#***#*#f

The attached application has been sent to your office for your.review and
comments.

¥XPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. .

MCPC Hearing Date:
File Number:

Project Name: £29-89 VIRBINIA ACRES - REVIEW OF CONDITIDNAL USE PERMIT
Phagse:

——— Virginia Acres Subdivision - Conditianal Use-Gravel Pit
Common Location: ———Petitioner: Mesa County Planning Department

Location: C /2 & 30 Roads, Brand Junction, Colorada.

: MCC Hearing Date:

Engineer ;dNa"‘Ef ————fn action to review the conditional use permit for gravel
A P;“ess: ~——————eatraction processing on 17.7 acres in an AFT 2ome,
ones ————Flanning Hearings 9/20/90. Commissioners Hearing: 10/23/%0.
Petitioner - Name: ~
Address:
Phone:
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY CDMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)
\ YES NO
CLé{? Is proposal within service area?

! Existing services adequate?
= { - Connection to services required?
\

Easements required?w
- Relocation necessary?
. Improvements agreement adequate?

As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

w

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by:

Date:

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BYcidégLF'ﬁ ) SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE. '




/Mesa County
Planning

Department

750 Main Street

P.0. Box 20,000-5022 !
Grand Junction, Colorado
81502-5022

(303) 244-1636

STAFF REVIEW
7 June 1989
“Revised 14 June 1989
Revised 7 September 1990

Prodect :C29-89 VACATION OF RIGHT OF WAY,
EASEMENTS, AND 11 LOTS, VIRGINIA ACRES
SUBDIVISION,/ REZONE FROM PLANNED RESIDENTIAL (PR
0.4) TO AGRICULTURAL/ FORESTRY TRANSITIONAL
(AFT)/ CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT - GRAVEL PIT.
Petitioner: United Companies of Mesa County, Inc.
Location: Virginia Acres Subdivision, South west
corner of C-1/2 and 30 Roads. A request to
vacate Virginia Acres Subdivision, rezone from PR
0.4 to AFT, and for approval of a conditional use
permit for gravel extraction processing on 17.7
acres. Existing easements for pedestrian access,
Public Service, and drainage "are not to be
vacated.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: The project
site is in a predominantly AFT-zoned area with
the exception of Melody Estates and Willowood
Planned Mobile Home Parks to the north on 30
Road. Along 30 and D Roads are several single
family residences. Within one mile of the site
four active or recently active gravel pit
operations exist. The approved and platted
Virginia Acres Subdivision includes one developed
lot in the northeast corner, but no other
improvements are on site. The plat includes a
50-feet wide public pedestrian easement along the
Colorado River.

Staff Comments: Virginia Acres Subdivision is a
platted Planned Residential development which has
never been improved. After receiving extensions
to the original improvements agreement, approved
in 1980, the agreement lapsed in 1987. In the
approval of the subdivision Mesa County accepted
a 6.b-acre parcel on the Colorado River as open
space. This parcel includes a lake, which is an
0ld gravel pit, and marshy riparian vegetation.
This area is identified in the Colorado Corridor
River Inventory as bald eagle and blue heron
habitat as well as a major riparian, aquatic, and
waterfowl area. The petitioner proposes to
partially fill the lake and wetlands with
overburden from the gravel operation to enhance
the area. This action will require a 404 permit
from the Army Corps of Engineers. The benefit of
the existing lake and important wildlife habitat




STAFF REVIEW - C29-89
Page 2 ,

to the riverfront area would be destroyed if the entire
wetland is filled. It may be possible to connect the new lake
with the existing lake to provide more critical habitat for
wildlife. '

The proposed gravel pit will result in a 14 acre lake and 3.7
acres of banks and shores after operations cease. As proposed
this property then would be donated to the Colorado Riverfront
Commission. Instead, the most appropriate entity to receive
the property should be determined, i.e. Mesa County, City of
Grand Junction, or Colorado State Parks.

Access to the site is proposed off of C-1/2 Road with 30 Road
serving as the major haul route. Other gravel pit operations
use 30 Road, a minor arterial, as well. Current traffic
counts for this stretch of 30 Road are not available, but area
counts on D Road and north on 30 Road indicate about 3500
average daily trips per day. Truck traffic should be limited
to avoid school bus traffic. Total traffic generated from the
operation should not exceed the number of vehicle trips now
generated by United’s Golden pit on 30 Road. Other gravel
operations have limited operation hours set by Mesa County.

The Mesa County Mineral Extraction Policy #29 applies to this
proposal. Although the site is not indicated as a gravel
resource area on the County Mineral Resource Survey, it is
adjacent to other commercially valuable deposits, and the
petitioner has determined the site is worth mining. Policy
#29 protects mineral deposits from uncompatible land uses and
encourages extraction of the resource.. The policy also
requires buffering between proposed extraction operations and
existing, adjacent residential uses per section 4.3 of the
Land Use Code.

Policy #2686, the Mesa County Parks Master Plan, recognizes the
development of the Colorado River Greenbelt from Palisade to
Fruita as a priority. This area is also within the proposed
Colorado River State Park and would be an important link
between Corn Lake and the future river development at the
Climax mill tailings pile. Conceptual plans for the
development of the greenbelt include a pedestrian/bicycle
trail following the river bank and/or the right of way for the
Public Service Company s transmission line.

Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction have been acquiring
and accepting generally 100-foot wide easements for riverfront
trail development. This width is considered adequate for
construction, maintenance, and buffering of the trail. To
provide a link to future trail development downstream from the
gite, the trail easement should follow the north and east
property lines of the Mesa County open space parcel, continue
north along a the west line of Virginia Acres then follow the
Public Service right of way downstream. A plan was prepared
by the County Planning Department for the construction of two
trail alternatives from Corn Lake to the Tailings Pile.




STAFF REVIEW - C29 B9
Page 3

01d farm equipment, Jjunk, and scrap metal on the property and
the banks of the River should be removed and cleaned-up.
Where the river bank is eroding, new rip-rap should be placed
and the bank should be top-~dressed along the entire river
frontage, including the open space parcel.

Excavation of the site will require a County floodplain
permit.

If a temporary asphalt plant is permitted as proposed, ,
appropriate State air quality permits will be required. The
petitioner must demonstrate that prevailing winds will not
adversely impact area residences with dust and odors per
section 10.2.2 of the Code. High visibility of the operation
will be unavoidable from properties south of the river on the
bluff. Noise reduction measures should be submitted.

The proposal indicates the operation will not begin until 1993
and will continue for 5 years. The petitioner has agreed to
construct the public trail with road base from the site within
two years of permit approval or one year from commencement of
operations to provide access to the County open space, the
River, and link with the future State park. If after three
years from the date of issuance of the conditional use permit,
no material has been extracted, and no extensions have been
granted, the permit will expire per section 10.7.21 of the
Land Use Code.

d. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Approval, spybject to:
1. Submittal of the number of trucks proposed to
enter and exit the site daily;
2. Submittal of the proposed volume of material to
be excavated;
Hours of hauling limited to 8:30 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.on school days; and pit operations from 7:00 a.m.
.to 7:00 p.m. »
Clean—-up of the site and banks as suggested
above;
Dedication of a 100 feet wide public trail
easement as described above;
Construction of the trail within two vears of
permit approval, or one year of commencement of operations;
Leaving as much of the County open space parcel in its
present state as possible, and working with the Colorado
Division of Wildlife to design this area for improved
wildlife habitat;
8. Submittal of a buffering, signage, fencing, dust
suppression, and noise reduction plan for the
operation; and a landscape and revegetation plan
for the reclaimed gravel pit and adjacent areas;
9. Compliance with Section 10.7 - Operation and
Rehabilitation for All Mining Operations;
10. Obtaining all required state and federal permits; and
11. Review agency comments.

W
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STAFF REVIEW - 029 89
Page 4

MCPC RECOMMENDATION: 6/15/89

. Approval subject to review agency comments and staff
recommendations, with the following conditioris:

1. Hours of pit operations shall be 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.
2. Operation of the crusher and asphalt plant will be
_positioned on the property to create the least amount
of noise pollution to the neighbors;
3. The speed limit of trucks will be set; and
4. United and the County Engineering staff will work out a
plan to overlay 30 Road.

Approval subject to conditions (see attached resolution).

ANNUAL REVIEW: 9/7/90
Staff comments: The final plat vacating Virginia Acres
subdivision has been recorded.

The petitioner will not be disposing of overburden from the
site on the adjacent wetland owned by Mesa County as
originally proposed because the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and the Army Corps of Engineers indicated they would
not issue a section 404 permit for that activity.

The petitioner has not submitted an approved Colorado Mined
Land Reclamation permit, nor a Mesa County Floodplain
Development Permit to date as required; therefore, a
development permit has not been issued for the conditional use
permit.

Pursuant to sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the Mesa County Land
Development Code the conditional use permit is not valid until
a development permit is issued and all conditions are met.
Pursuant to section 10.7.21 of Code the conditional use permit
will automatically expire 3 years after the approval of the
permit by the County Commissioners if no material has been
extracted and no extension has been granted. Under section
6.4 of the Code Mesa County allows one year from approval by
the County before development improvement agreements are
considered lapsed and void. Although no improvements
-agreement was required for this project an annual time frame
has been used administratively for requesting revocation of
rermits. Pursuant to Section 10.7.22 of the Code The County
Commissioners may revoke a permit for violation of any
conditions imposed by the Board.

Staff Recommendations: A hearing to revoke the permit should
be initiated if all conditions of the original permit are not
met within 90 days of the annual review by the Mesa County
Commissioners.
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. E.SaureErs CLKAREC Hesa Counry co
.. . RESOLUTION NO, _ MCM 89-93 = . '
? Planning Department No, C29-89

* APPROVAL OF A VACATION OF RIGHT OF WAY, EASEMENTS, AND 11 LOTS,
VIRGINIA ACRES SUBDIVISION/ REZONE FROM PLANNED RES IDENTIAL
TO AGRICULTURAL FORESTRY TRANSITIONAL, AND CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT FOR A COMMERCIAL GRAVEL EXTRACTION AND PROCESSING
OFERATION

WHEREAS, United Companies of Mesa County, Inc.sought to
have a portion of a platted subdivision, Virginia Acres, vacated
and rezoned to Agricultural/IForestry Transitional and &
conditional uae approved for a gravel extraction and processing
operation on the following described land situated in the County
of Mesa, State of Colorado, to wit:

é ' Lots 1 through 5 inelusive, Block 1 and Lots 1 through
6 inclusive, Block 2, Virginia Acres Subdivision,
Section 20, Township 1 S, Range 1 K.

§ WHEREAS, the hearing before the Board of County
: Commissioners was held June 27, 1989 and continued July 11,
1989;

NOW THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE
COUNTY OF MESA FINDS AS FOLLOWS:

; That the hearing before the Board was held after proper
§ notice; . ;

That the staff recommendation was contained in a staff
report dated 7 June 1989, revised 14 June 1989;

That the Mesa County Planning Commission made
recommendations at thelr public hearing held on June 15, 1989,

; That the request for vacation, rezone and conditional
i use met with relevant Mesa County Land Use Policies,
specifically Policies #26 Master Plan of Parks, #29 Mineral
Extraction Policies; *

That the request met with relevant sections of the Mesa
County Land Development Code, specifically Sections 10.1-10.2
Conditional and Special Uses, "quarries/mining", and 4.3 Site
Do Planning Standards;

; That United Companies agrees to: obtaln all required

H state and federal permits prior to commencing operations;

: complete &and cease all extraction operations in the “Golden Pit"
on 30 Road prior to commencing operations on the subject site;
construct and maintain an earthen berm and provide and plant
_trees and/or other vegetative plantings between the site and Lot
6, Block 1 of Virginia Acres, as a buffer; construct and
maintain a 6 feet tall chain link fence along the east, west and
north boundaries of the site; construct and maintain a 5 feet
tall "sheep fence” hetween the site and the bDike/pedestrian
trail; and enter an agreement with Mesa County to allow placing
overburden on the adjacent County open gpace parcel;

; ’ " That the conditional use i3 in accordance with the
health, safety and welfare of the residents of Mesa County.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS IN THE COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO, that the
vacation, rezone and conditional use is approved subject to the
following conditions:

{ 1. Staff recommendations and comments (see attached) with
{ the following exceptions;

: 1) The number of truck loads is limited to 160 per day
: on a monthly average basis;

i 2) Hours of hauling are limited to:

: a) 8:30 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. on school days and,
: , . b) 7:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m. on non-school days;

J
%
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L

Yoo Hours of pit operations are limited Lo T:00 a.m
through 75000 poan

41 Pit opesrations and heauling are parmitied § days par
weal,  Honday through Fyiday;

2.0 Planning Commisalion recommendatiohs (see att&eh&d} vith

the following exceplions:

Py Pitoperation hours as above;

23 cOperation of cthe oprusher and asphalt plant ahall be
aa fay west on bthe sglibs as praciioal;’ :

3Y The speed 1lmlt on 30 Road will be set a3
datevmined by oa study Lo be condiucted by the Mesa
Dounty Traffico division;

4y o Thivty Road repalrs shall be made by United
Companles as agrecd with the Mesa County Rosad
and Enginesring Deparbmenta, by the end of the 1888
conagbrueblon aeason, ineluding adequate shouldars
for pedegtrian traffic; and repsalrs shall be
maintained by United Companies for the 1ife of ita
aoperation;

G000 1/2 Boad shall be treated with Magnesium/Chloride as
necessary.-as a dust suppresaant when opsrations
commence and through the 1ife of the operation;

Ao Anoagresment shall be entered wlith Mesa County i
regarding entering and using bthe adlscent County open
gpace a8 part ool Lthe cperation;

S A wurtthenmanaranent plans for i spiliags from heaul trucks
shall be submitted to Mesa Counly for review prioy teo
commencement of operations.

PASSED Aﬁﬁsﬁﬁﬂh??ﬁ this 1Brhday of July

1984, /anmmvvg /57 éi
Riohard Pond, Chaivman of the
Board of Hesa County Comminslioners
ATTEST: "

S
“}% eayastt ooy
c; 243 %?'
%;“ Lgres e

pa
Vs

egn - County Clerk

2

BEarl ﬁaw§¢r,”




- MESA COUNTY REVIEW
C29-89 VIRGINIA ACRES SUBDVISION
REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

City Planning 09/21/90

Did the final plat vacating Virginia Acres Subdivision maintain a
100 foot trail easements along the Colorado River.

If the permit is not revoked, the conditions of approval should be
reviewed with State Parks to determine the compatibility with their
immediate plans for trail and park development. Trail access along
this property may be needed within this next year to coincide with
the Colorado State Recreation Area plans and schedule.

Utility Engineer 09/13/90

1. Area is within Central Grand Valley Sanitation District.
Please contact them for comments on sewer.

2. Area is served by Ute Water or Clifton Water. Contact them
for comment.

City Engineer 09/24/90

No Comment.




RECEIVED GRAND JURCTION
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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MESA_COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Plapning Department

P.0. Box 20,000-5022 ] >

Grand Junction, Cnlo 81502~-5022
kh##*###**#****************#********1****************t*******#*#**t*t******tt*t*f

The attached application has been sent to vyour office for your review and
comments.

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE

BELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date: —— + MCC Hearing Date:

File Numbers ——

Project Name: ‘—f—C??-S‘? VIRGINIA ACRES - REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Phase: . Virginia Acres Subdivision - Conditional Use-Gravel pit

Common Location: Petitioner: Mess County Planning Departaent

. Location: C 1/2 ¢ 30 Roads, Grand dunction, Colorado,

Engineer - Name: -fn action to reviey the conditional use permit for gravel

Address: ——extraction processing on 17.7 acres in an AFT zone,
Phone: ‘

—-P}anninq Hearing: 9/20/90, Commissioners Hearing: 10/23/90,
Petitioner -~ Name

Address: -
Phone:
REVIEW NGENCY REVIEW NGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)
N YES NO
__£4£z? Is proposal within service area?

L.
: ! Existing services adequate?
. Connection to Services required?
\

Easements required? ,
Relocation necessary?
. Improvements agreement adequate?

As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

]
T

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

' BECEIVED GRAND JUNG
/f/o 4 o W‘} PLANNIN AND JUNCTTON

G DEPARTUENT

‘ SEP 26 1990

L

i3

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS"

FOR SPECIFICS++
Reviewing Office: C47[7 tk&;/
: . ]

RevieWed by:

N H
FAILURE TO opJe OR COMMENT BVCZ‘é%LL’ﬁQ SHALL CONSTITUTE A
OFFICE. ‘
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. £78-84 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE PUBLIC SERVICE 230 KV
MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET FONER LINE AND SUBSTATIONS.

. Petitioner: Public Service
Mesa County Planning Department  |gation:  Caseo - Fruita Segment and Substation, Fruita ~

P.0. Box 20,000-5022 Horizon Segment, Horizon - Grapd Junction Segeent, rand
Grand Junction, Colo B1302-3022  jugctien - Cliften - Colarade Ute Sequent and Substation.

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION.
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The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

¥ kPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date: . -l G0 -MCC Hearing Date: /éy-;?;?f%ﬂ'
File Number: .

Project Namet
Phase:

Common Location:

Engineer — Name:
Address:
Phones

Petitioner - Name:
Address:

Phone:
REVIEKW AGENCY REVIEW AGENLCY COMMENTS (PLLEASE TYPE)
by o < - "
4 O AN Is proposal within service area?

Existing services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Easements required?

Relocation necessary?

. Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:
Other concerns and specific requirements:

Planning 09/24/90

No problem with granting the extension for the Conditional Use Permit.

.

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed by: Date:

EA;LURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY<qvéthqk)SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
FFICE.
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RECEIVED  CompanyorCoioaeo
’ 5909 E. 38th Ave.

AUG 2 2 1990 | Denver, CO  80207-1295

MESA COUNTY
_PLANNING DEPARTMENT

vim oy

@ Public Service

]
d :
“ August 22, 1990

Mr. Bennett Boeschenstein

Director, Mesa County Planning Department
750 Main Street

P.O. Box 20,000~-5022

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-5022

Re: cConditional Use Permit No. C78-84
Dear Mr. Boeschenstein:

Public Service cCompany of Colorado is hereby requesting an
extension of time to complete construction of its 230,000 volt
electric transmission system originally approved by Resolution MCM
84-148 and extended by Resolution MCM 87-150. The current approval
expires September 30, 1990. The Company wishes to extend the
construction time until May 31, 1993.

The scope of the project has not changed but additional time
is required to complete railroad mitigation studies and
.construction of the line between Horizon Substation and Uintah
Substation (Fruita). The railroad mitigation studies have been
ongoing since the granting of the permit in 1984 and should be
completed by December of this year. Once the studies have been
completed, design can be finalized on the transmission line and the
railroad circuitry can be designed. Material delivery and
construction will take us through December of 1992. The 69kvV
portion of the Uintah Substation cannot be completed until after
the 230,000 volt transmission loop is placed in operation. The
equipment for. that portion of the substation will be transferred
from the Grand Junction Substation. We are currently supplying
electricity to the area substations with both the 69,000 volt and
230,000 volt transmission systems.

To date, the Company has completed construction at Colorado
Ute's Grand Junction Substation, cClifton Substation, PSC Grand
Junction Substation and Horizon Substation. The 230,000 volt
portion of the Uintah Substation has been completed; however the
69,000 volt portion of the substation that will serve the Gary
Refinery cannot be completed until the 230,000 wvolt system is
complete. The 230,000 volt electric transmission lines have been
constructed for the following line segments: Colorado Ute Grand
Junction Substation to Clifton Substation, Clifton Substation to




Mr. Bennett Boeschenstein
August 22, 1990
Page 2

PSC Grand Junction Substation, Grand Junction Substation to Horizon
Substation and from the Cameo Plant to Uintah Substation. The
Horizon Substation to Uintah Substation is part of the railroad
mitigation studies and is the reason for this requested time
extension.

The electrical loads in the Grand Junction area have increased
to a peak usage of 90 megawatts this summer and is beyond the
capabilities of the 69,000 volt system. We are currently supplying
electricity to the area substations with both the 69,000 volt and
230,000 volt transmission systems. Upon completion of the 230kVv
conversion, the 69kV system will be removed as originally proposed
and approved by Mesa County Board of County Commissioners.

We feel this request is a minor amendment to our Permit and
can be granted by staff review under cChapter 10.1.3B without
further hearing. However, as in the past should you feel we need
to appear before the Planning Commission and the Board of County
Commissioners, we will be pleased to do so.

Please give this request your consideration and inform me as
to how we need to proceed. Should vyou require additional
information or if I can answer any questions, please feel free to
call me collect. My telephone number in Denver is (303) 329-1554,

u

Sincerely,

John H. Muir
Project Leader

Electric sSiting Services Department

JHM/eb
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Rev. 12/7/87

STAFF REVIEW
--October-117;-1984 Revised 11/12/87

a. Project: C78-84 Conditional Use - 230 kV
/l/leSO COUHTV Transmission Line and Substations.
Petitioner: Public Service Company.
F%erwrﬂrw o Location: Cameo-Fruita Segment and Substation
g} (30.8 miles), Fruita-Horizon Segment (11.2
miles), Horizon-Grand Junction Segment (2.2
559 White Ave. Rm. 60 miles), Grand Junction-Clifton-Colorado Ute
. Grand Junction, Colorado Segment and Substation (11.7 miles).
» A request for a conditional use permit for
81501-2643 approximately 55.9 miles of 230 kV
transmission line and two substations.
(303) 244-1628
b. Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: Since the
proposed powerline is approximately 55.5 miles
long, each segment will be described with the
major zones and land use affected:

Land Uses Zones
1. Cameo Fruita Segment
: (30.8 miles)
1 NE Type of pole Bookcliffs, AFT, .
’ Mainly H frame Coal Gulch, Industrial
wood High Desert,
Av. Height: 75'-100" rangeland,
Av. ROW Width: 100' * irrigated
. ‘ . farmland,

farm roads

2. Fruita Horizon Segment
(11.2 miles)

Type of pole: D&RGW Rail- Industrial,

Single column road, Gary AFT,

wood pole, some Refinery, Planned,

single column 6 & S0 Commercial,

steel poles commercial Planned

Av. Height: 80'-95" strip, Business,

Av. ROW Width: 20'-60' irrigated Planned
farmland, Industrial
Foresight ' e
Park




File No. C78-84
Staff Review
October 11, 1984
Page 2

R, 2947/83 /8

3. Grand Junction-Clifton-Colorado Ute Segment

(11.7 miles)

Type of pole: Downtown Industrial,
Single column steel, Grand Jct., Commercial,
Single column wood, Industrial Planned
Wood H frames & Heavy Commercial,
Av. Height: 75'-100" Commercial, Planned
Av. ROW Width:20'-100' D&RGW ROW, Business,
Bus. I-70, AFT,
FPruitvale Planned
Center, Industrial,
Clifton Planned
Bus. Dist., Educational
32 RdA. Bridge
4. Fruita Substation Pasture AFT
5. Clifton Substation Pasture AFT

c. Staff Comments:

»

This is perhaps the largest single upgrading of an electric
power facility that has ever been proposed for the Grand
Valley. It is now being proposed for County permitting,
having already applied for permits from the B.L.M., the City
of Fruita, and the City of Grand Junction.

The proposed upgrade would change the existing 69,000 volt
system which now serves as the valley's primary transmission
system into a 230,000 volt system.

The existing electrical system dates back to the 1950's before
much of Mesa County's explosive growth took place. The system
is now operating above its capacity during peak periods.

Public Service has projected a medium growth scenario as the

best indicator of future system loads. This scenario assumes

a 5% annual growth rate in electric demand through 1985 and

3.5% annual growth through the year 2010. The Chevron-BMML
population projection, for comparison, under the "no action %
(i.e. no oil shale other than Union)" shows a decrease‘}p’theafTﬂ”
County's population from 1980 to 1984 (2%)~and a & § &é' L ad
increase thereafter at a? annual average of 5% to!2000< ,00’
/VO’V

w, Glovo  \FR g apper. ¢

The Public Utilities Commission authorized the Public Service
Company to construct the proposed facilities and issued a
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October 11, 1984
. Page 3

certificate of public convenience and necessity in decision
no. C83fl790 on November 30, 1983.

The project represents a major investment in the present and
future of Mesa County. Like all utilities -- sewer, water,
natural gas -- the need for an adequate, modern, reliable
electrical system is essential to the growth of an urban area.
With this project the State's major electric utilities,
including Public Service and Colorado Ute which will link into
the system at their Orchard Mesa 345 kV line, have made a
major commitment to invest in the future of the Grand Valley.

Mesa County has adopted a specific set of land use and
development policies with regard to the location of
transmission lines. Public Service has evaluated each of the
preferred alternatives with regard to each of these
alternatives.

We will discuss each of the alternatives on a segment-by-
segment basis and the alternative(s) which are most closely
consistent with the policies.

1. Cameo-Fruita Segment

The preferred alternative (A, F, V,’AAA, CCC) has many
advantages over alternatives WW and AA: it passes in back
of the Bookcliffs and Mount Garfield and would be
virtually invisible from I-70, Clifton and Walker Field.
The other alternatives (WW and AA) are highly visible from
I-70, would present a major visual intrusion in front of
Mount Garfield and the Bookcliffs.

The entry from the high desert north of Fruita into the
Fruita substation has been of great concern to the farmers

in the Fruita area. The route which appears to least

disrupt irrigated farmland is route CCC, which follows an
existing wash (East Branch Wash) and then links into 15

Road near N Road. This route would cut diagonally across

the proposed Quail Ridge development at 16 and O Roads.

Other alternatives in this segment are more dlsruptlve of L
agricultural fields and homes. -

While CCC would have some negative visual impacts on Quail
Ridge, it would be offset to some extent by its lower
elevation since it would be located in or near the wash.
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Fruita-Grand Junction Segment

Alternative J, the preferred alternative between Fruita
and the Horizon Substation, follows the existing railroad
and 6 & 50 corridor. This route would present a major
visual intrusion between the highway and the Colorado -
National Monument. The alternative which would be least
visually intrusive would be alternative BB, which would
follow the existing 69 kV line on the bluffs of the
Redlands. This route, however, has a number of problems,
including a river crossing at the Walker Wildlife Area and
proximity to existing and planned residential development
in the Redlands. Whether the new line is located here or
not, the existing line will be retained along the bluffs
of the Redlands.

Route J, the preferred alternative, seems to meet most of
the policies except for the visual impact policy, which
will be negative.

Grand Junction-Clifton Segment

Alternative A, the preferred alternative for this route,
follows the D&RGW right-of-way from the Grand Junction

border through Clifton to 33 Road and then turns south to
the new Clifton substation on 33 Road.

Alternatives for this route include a river alternative
(Alternative D), which would follow the gravel pits and
floodplain of the Colorado from the industrial areas along
C 1/2 and 28 Roads to the floodplain and irrigated fields
along the river. The route would include the northern
part of Corn Lake, the Clifton Sanitation Lagoons and cut
north on 33 Road to the new substation.

There are two other alternatives: Alternative J, which
goes along the bluffs of Orchard Mesa in a built up and
heavily farmed area of Orchard Mesa and Alternative L,
which sweeps far to the south on the desert hills outside
of the irrigated area of Orchard Mesa. This route also
includes a segment along the Gunnison River and its narrow
floodplain. It would cross the river several times and
link into the Grand Junction substation near the
confluence of the Gunnison and the Colorado.

Alternative A will present a major visual intrusion to the
views of the Colorado National Monument, the Grand Mesa
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and Mount Garfield from Business I-70. It would be a
major negative view, not only for motorists on Business I-
70, but also for residents and businesses in the Clifton
area.

We would suggest either Alternative D or a mitigation
program for Alternative A. This program could consist of
a contribution to the Clifton and Fruitvale business
associations for landscaping improvements at these centers
to offset the negative impacts of the new powerline. Both
30 Road and Business I-70, and 32 Road and Business I-70,
were identified in the Mesa County Roadway Landscape
Guidelines as "key identity nodes". These could consist
of a landscaped entry feature such as a landscaped rest
stop or landscaping along the frontages of key commercial
parcels. The landscaping would then be maintained by the
business association. The cost of installing one key
identity node has been estimated at from $5,000 - $10,000.
The exact location of the facility would have to be
identified with the assistance of the Fruitvale and
Clifton business associations.

Another alternative is the undergrounding of the segment
from 29 Road to 32 Road. While Public Service Company has
stated that undergrounding is only acceptable if the local
government pays for it,” it is also a part of the
transmission ligg/poiicy #21, which states in part:

" wlocating transmission lines underground will be
considered as an alternative when technically feasible and
where location of overhead transmission lines could impact
scenic views, residential neighborhoods....recognizing
that the selection of the underground alternative would
require a financial arrangement which would be acceptable
to the P.U.C. and the affected parties" (Mesa County Land
Use and. Development Policy #21).

s

Staff Recommendation: Approval of the conditional use permit

to Public Service Company of Colorado for the construction,
operation and maintenance of a 230,000 volt transmission lines
and corridors to be located within a 1/4 mile corridor along
the following corridors as identified on exhibit Al-1l:

l. Cameo-Fruita Segment:
Alternative CCC, since it least disrupts agricultural

lands and removes visual intrusion from I-70 and the
Bookcliffs.

Sev: LY




&S k2 47787

File No. C78-84
Staff Review
October 11, 1984
Page 6

2. PFruita-Horizon Segment
Alternative J, since it avoids the environmental problems
of L and BB.

3. Grand Junction-Clifton-Colorado Ute Segment
Alternative D, since it avoids the major visual incursion
that Alternative A would bring to Fruitvale and Clifton
and could lead to a strip of undeveloped land adjacent to
the Colorado River and the gravel pits which could be -
later developed into the proposed Colorado River
greenbelt.

Alternative A would be acceptable with contribution to the
Clifton and Fruitvale business associations for
landscaping improvements or the installation of "key
identity nodes" at each location. This alternative would
also be acceptable if placed underground to avoid
incursion into the views identified in the Mesa County
Land Use and Development Policies.

" And subject to:

Revegetation of all disturbed areas in accordance with the
revegetation guidelines provided in the application.

Obtaining all necessary permits from the Federal, State
and local governments, including B.L.M:, City of Fruita
and City of Grand Junction permits.

Preparation of a final construction phasing schedule and
submittal of the schedule to the Mesa County Planning
Department for public information and to coordinate
inspections.

Repair of any road damage to County roads and posting of a
bond or other surety to cover this contingency.

*****'*******************************

(Continued on Page 7)

- T W
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Extension Recommendation: The Public Service Company is
requesting an extension of time to complete this large
tranemission line project that was approved in 1984. Under the
terms of the Resolution the "power line shall be constructed and
completed within three years of the date of this resolution."
The Resolution is dated December 11, 1984; therefore, the
resolution and caonditional use permit must be extended for the
continuation of the project. The request is to continue the
project until September 30, 19790.

The reasons for the extension are (1) the project could not be
started immediately due to a lawsuit that was filed immediately
after the decision and which has since been settled out of

court, and (2) slower economic climate, which have affected the
acquisitiion of easements.

The project has proceeded well with the construction of the
Orchard Mesa/Clifton Segment, the Clifton substation, and the
Orchard Mesa substation. The survey work has been completed
+tor the entire project. Construction of the Clifton substation
and Grand Jucntion substation is scheduled to begin in May,
1988, and most of the right-of-way for this route has been
acquired.

The project involved extensive public participation and was a
difficult decision. The project still Fépresents a major
investment, both to bring existing power needs up to standard,
as well as to provide adequate power for future growth.

With the increased interest in the riverfront and planning for
trails and pwoer along the river, the project has provided
valuable information in planning this corridaor.

Two contributions toward the project which were mentioned in
1984 and are still desirable are:

1. Contribution of the Redlands substation site, once
it is dismantled, to the Colorado River Trail -

Audubon Section as a parking lot and visitor center/
restroom and picnic areaj

2. Continued assistance in providing the County Planning
Department, Riverfront Commission, and other public
entities with information on the six-mile coarridor
fraom Grand Junction to Clifton and to assist in the

acquisition of recreational easements along the
corridor.
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Statf Recommendation: Approval subject to all of the
conditions of the original permit and with a new expiration
date of September 30, 1990, and:

1. Contribution of the site of the Redlands substation
site to the County for the Colorado River Trail -
Audubon Section;

2. Technical assistance to the County and Riverfront

Commission in acquiring an recreaional easemenmt
. along the corridor from Clifton to Grand Junction.

e. MCPC Recommendation 11/19/87: Approval of extension of time on

Consent Agenda.




- MESA COUNTY REVIEW ,
CONDITIONAL USE FOR PUBLIC SERVICE POWER LINE & SUBSTATIONS

C78-84
¢ity Planning 09/21/90
No comments.
City Utilities Engineer 09/26/90

No Comment

City Engineer 09/26/90

What is the proposed alignment?
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: ‘ . RECEIVED GRasD JUNCTION

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING DEPARTHENT

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ‘
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C76-84 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE PUBLIC SERVICE 230 KV
MESA COUNTY REVIEW GHEET POWER LINE AND SUBSTATIONS.

. Petitioner: Public Service
Mesa County Planning Department  (geation:  Cameo - Fruita Segnent and Substation, Fruita -
P.0. Box 20,000-5022 Horizon Seqment, Horizen - Grand Junction Segeent, Grand
Grand Junction, Colo 81302-S022  jyuctig - Clifton - Colorado Ute Seqment and Substation.

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION.
W****{**#***************************x*#**************K*#**#**************K*t**#

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments.

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY DNE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date: 2:624'26> . MCC Hearing Date: /29-;7;?f29f

File Number:
RProject Name:
Phase:

Common Location:

Engineer — Name:
Address:
Phone:

Petitioner -~ Name:
Address:

Phone:

RFVIE (GENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

<j77 YES NO
Is proposal within service area?

Existing services adequate?

Connection to services required?

Easements required?

Relocation necessary?

. Improvements agreement adequate?

As-builts required for release?

Financing required for extensions?

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

/Ll; Cj;’Hmuuail

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++
Reviewing Office: C?T(«/ Zxé/'c, (A)wé; - é(%r%’vé(’;
Reviewed by: :2247/ C:ZZL2¢JL '

Date: 9-24—p

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR CDMMENT BY(? ézq QQ)SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
DFFICE.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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C78-88 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE PUBLIC SERVICE 230 KV
MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET POMER LINE AND SUBSTATIONS.

Petitioner: Public Service

Lotation:  Cameo - Fruita Gegment and Substation, Fruita -
Horizon Segment, Horizon - Grand Junction Seqment; Grand
Junction - Clifton - Colorado Ute Segment and Substation.
KEQUEST FOR EXTENSION,

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0O. Box 20,000-3022 '
BGrand Junction, Colo 81502-3022

W****&******************************J*#*#***X*X*#***********************##*****

The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
camments.

¥KPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date: - G0 . MCC Hearing Date: /¢f~;?;?f29f
File Number:

Project Name:
Phase:
Common Location:

Engineer — Name:
Address:
Phone:

Petitioner ~ Name:
Address:

Phone:
REVIEW NAGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)
) dj R(7<1/ e "
O Is proposal within service area?

Existing services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Easements required?

Relocation necessary?
RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTION Improvements agreement adequate?

PLANNING DEPARTMENT As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

4

'SEP 26 1990

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

lehnd T8 /%/L/%/Ue/ ,péjhmff .

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++
Reviewing Office: C’ ’9’ E”Z"W
7 4

Reviewed by: /@}/

.

Date: 52;21 -G

gg;l;gl::iz TD (BJECT OR COMMENT BY C(“JZLZ-‘?O SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
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- MEBA COUNTY REVIEW
C89-81 HIMES COMMERCIAL PARK
REVERSION AND REVALUATION OF PLAN AND PLAT

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER -~ Bill Cheney 11/15/90

No comment.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - David Thornton 11/14/90

We do not have enough information in our packet to fully review
this proposal. However, it seems that substantial information
towards potential completion of the commercial park is needed if
there is to be a fourth time extension.




MESN _COUNTY NEVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20 »y 000-5022
Grand Junrtxon, Colo B1502-5022

lh***#*#*******#**#**#************************************i**********l*#*t*tt*’

The attached application has been

sent to your office for your review and
comments .,

XXPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE wEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
BELOW. L89.8L HINES COMMERCIAL PaRK - REVERSION AHD REVULATION OF
PLAN AND PLAT. Petitioners: Hesa County Commissioners
Locations SW corner of 23.5 ang 6,25 Roads, Grand Junction,
File Number: - Co. An action to revert and revoke and final plan and plat for
Project Name Himes Commercial Fark, a 5 let subdivision on 1 acres in a

Phase: —— Commercial (C) zone. Planning Hearing: 11/15/99. Commissioners
Common Locatior hearing: 12#m0.

D)

MCPC Hearing D:

Engineer - Name
Address:

Phone:
————

Petitioner - Name 3
Address;

MEVIEW NGENCY REVIEW nisency COMMENTS (PLENSE TYPE) .
YES NO
T o8 (~, . Is proposal wilthin service area?
D , lesLlng Services adequate?
Connection to services required?
Easements required? .
Relocation hecessary? .
. Improvements agreement adequate? )
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensions?

éM@L (jgﬂkﬁuf‘ Mﬂ#{\.pac1ty or supply:

N / fyl//l//
\:?2/J ‘ns and specifie requirements:
S i/

fE%dAMW&ﬂ'd

D

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDLLINPS FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" POR SPECIFICS++

______._~____,_~__*n_____________

Revxewxng 0ff1ce=

Reviewed by: Date;
———
FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT By /’PHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YUUR

OFFICE,
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LAND USE PUBLIE HEARING

C57-8L TRIPLE G INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX - REVERSIUN UF PLAT AND REZONE

(Froof of Fublication Shown)
Fetitioner - Mesa County Comnmigsioners
Location @~ 847 21 1/2 Road

Chairman Albers introduced the action to revert the plat for Triple 8
Industrial Complex, and change the zone from FPlanned Commercial {PC) to

Agricultural/Forestry Transitional (AFT) on a parcel consisting of 33,8
acres.,

Triple 6 owner, John Gordon, residing at  629-1/2 26 1/2
approached the podium regquesting an extension of time on filing the final
plat for Triple 6 Subdivision (industrial). He advised the initial
proposal was approved in late 1981 or 17282; and he has made a considerable
investment in same, which included a Ute water line up 2L 1/2 Road to
subdivision, installation of fire hydrants
vach of the thirty (30) one-acre lots. Howe
was depleted; and all development had been detained, walting on a brighter
economic picture., He noted his business is involved in the energy industry;
and due to declining oil prices again this year, plans for the subdivision
are curtailed temporarily. He did indicale a slight improvement in the
price of natural gas, which aver the next few yiars should have a positive
impact on Triple G.

Road,

the
and water taps stubbed in to
ar, he indicated that funding

He confirmed with Chairman Albers that he was regquenting an  extension
on  both the zoning and the plan, and related to the Board that the
subdivision has  been platied but not recorded due to an approximate "opén
space” fee of $14,000, The Board alerted Mr. Gordon to the fact that the
zoning was Flanned Commercial (FC) and not AFT as he had thought.

Mr. Gordon advised the Board the road has been
and there are no curbs or gutter. Fower,
uwtilities are not in either.

cult but not graveled,
telephone, and natural gas

The County Flanning Director advised the project is not in the Fersigo

201 area (almost 3/4 of a mile away), although a statement made in 1981
indicated that sewer would be available at the site. He noted that thirty
(30) single septic systems could present a real problem if development was

for anything more than Jlow-water comsmercial WSS, &
allowed industry where there would bLe oil, Qrease,
¥

ecially if development
.

The Fetitioner replied that companies proposing to pu: chase and

bui ld
in Triple 8 were looking at four or five (4 or %) parcels for egquipment
storage, etc., with anticipated low-wvater v-aye. He did ayree with
Commissioner Fond and the County policizs concerning problems  thal could
‘result from having thirty (30) individual septic systems.

ﬁr. Boeschensteln «lated the covenants on the project limit the Lypes
uf uses to those such as corporate field office buildings, auxiliary ahop

buildings, pipe storage, welding shops, and  supply  and  wmachinery
varehourzs. This type of development would #ok be a problem for the

septic
systems as would heavy industrial use, convenient stores, ovr

car washes.

The Flarming staff recommended approval of a two (2) year extension.

At the Chair’'s invitation, no one else opted Lo pffer any testimony
for or against the extension request; and the bhearing was closed.

RICHARD  FPOND MOVED, ROBERT
CARRIED, REGARDING FPROJEGCT MO,
GRANT A TWO (2) YEAR EXTENSION FOR -

OLMES SECONDED,  AND MOTION  UNANTHMOUSLY
Ly TRIFLE 6 INDUSTRIAL CORIFLEX, TO
FLAN AND THIE ZONE., '

Ca9-81 HIMES COMMERCIAL PARK - REVERSION OF PLAN
(Froof of Fublication Show)
Fetitioner - Mesa County Commissioners
Location - 84 corner ot 23

RUREY}

S oand G.2% Ruads

Chairman Albers introduced  the  action  to revert the plan on  a
commetrcial park consisting of 2.97 acres in a Commercial (C) Zone and
- acknowledged property co-owner, Pegyy Himes. :
'

Mra. Himes stated she was

vkoon behalf of Bud Himes, who was out
of town, and adviszed Lhey were r Ling & two () year exbension on the
ten (10) acre plot. Ghe indica w2 and FMre. Himes bad inltially planned
tn locate their business on half of the parce)l and sell bhe remaining five
(%) acres to anobher energy related business. However, she related the
same  slumping energy market that had curtailed HMre. Gordon’s development
(Triple 8 Subdivision) had also plagued their plans.

She commented their company has no work in Colorados and, in fact,
they are working completely oult of the Stalte at this Lime. They are
requesting a two (2) year extension in hopes of selling bthe parcel.
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Ca9-81 ° HIMES COMMERC 1AL PARK —~ REVERSION UF PLAN (Continued)

?ennett Boeschens tein Feported Llhe Project dates back o L1984, and
Ltoday’s hearing e ents the third (3rd) reversion before the Board. He
stated no action has been taken on the Tinal plea s but the Flanning staft
would reconmend another twe (2) year extension on the development .

No one elge praesent opted Lo speal Tor or

. against the project, and the
public hearing was closed., '

ROBERT  HOLMES MOVED,  RICHARD FOND SECONDED,

CARRIED, REGARDING FRONECT C89-01 HIMES COMM
EXTENSION FOR A FERIOD OF Two (2) VEARS, A% REQUE

AND HMOT 108 UNANTHMOUSLY
AL FARK,  T0 AFPROVE AN
2D OBY THE FETITIUNER.

Commissioner Fond alerted Mra, (imes
County Flanning fee structure Will result
development fee for an extension.

1
|
I
CB82-82 CHRISTIAN MOTHER GOOSE FACILITY - REZONE PLANNED BUSINESSG (PB) TO
ABRICULTURAL /FORESTRY TRANSITIONAL (AFT) ’
(Froof of Publlication Shown )
Petitioner - Heaa,County Commissioners
L.ocation - 2721 M Road

that implementation of & new
in a cost of one-half (1/2) the

The Chairman prasented the action to rezone a 1.4 acre parcel from
Flanned Business (PH) Yo ﬁgricultura]/For@ﬁtry Transitional (AFT).

Although no one was present in the audience on hehalf of the
the County Planning Director advised that the owner, Kevin Dec
notified of this proceeding  (by Return Receipt mail). The owners then
telephoned the Flanning Department, indicating they had no objection to the
Fezone or the reversion to AFT. ‘

mroject,
ry had been

Thare was no one else present who offered, at the Chair's ipvit
to speak on behalf of or against the item. The hearing was
following molion was vendered:

ation,
closed and the

RICHARD  FOND HOVED s ROBERT HOLMHES SECONDED » AND MOTION UNNN IMOUSLY
CORRIED, REGARDINMG 1TEM NOL. CBR-B2, N REZOME O ARG BUBINESS (FE) 10
ABRICULTURAL /FORES TIRY TRANS IT Y Ok (OFT),  TO AFERL THE REVERSION ON T
RECOMMENDATION OF THg FETITIONE

.

Cé62-88 TEMPLE SUBDIVISION ~ MINOR OFT

(Proof of Fublication Shown )

Petitioner - Jim Temple

Location - Northwest corper of E /2 and 39 1/2 RKoads

Chairman Albery opened the pubilic hearing for a request for a  minor
P N . . u R - "
subdivision of 60 acres into two (2) b ceels, containing 52, and B
(eight) acres, located in an Agricultural/Fureﬁtry Transiltional (AFT) Zone.

dim Temple, 447 Santee Street, was Present and distributed a map of
the proposid praoject area to the BOCC, stating the owner of Lhe 40.% acres
was Moe Richardson., Me. Temple wants to rchase the 52,5 acre parcel, if
the proposed subdivision is approved, for the purpnse of constructing a
residence for his Tamily. e aclvi d Lhe purchase of the entire HOL N acre
parcel would cost an additional $40, 00,00, which he could not afiurd.

He  explained  that geoagraphically, the large parcel ig separated
naturally from  the elght (8) acre parcel by a wash and a cliftf on  the
Colorado "River. There are o “bual shares of water with the &2 acre

parcel, but there is salvage water from twe (2)  drains at esach end of the
viash,

Mre Temple advised the Board that  lwe  had agreed to bear Lhe proposed
subdivision costs as part of his agreement with M. Richardson, who will
retain the remalning @ight (8) acre parcel .

Bennett Boeschonstein presented the Staff Review, wherein the slaff
recommendation  was for approval with revie Cennmen e o e . related
that although the majority: of the %2 acre P ] in the floodplain
area, there is a knob above the floodplain wherse Lhe Temple residence would
be constructed.

He advised that Me. Temnple made con tbowith bhe  gravel conpanies
(Corn  Construction and United Sand and ( vial) and no dnterest at  this
time was eBxpressed in the gravel deposit: Tocabted within Ll flondplain.,
He also noted that M, Temple and Mr. Richardson have complied wilth bhe
regquirement of Titty feet (50') pasementbs Tor each parcel out to E 1/2 Ruead
and 346 Road.

The staff recommended approval, subject to review agency tommenls.

The Flanning Director then presented the Review Sheet Summary of
10/28/88.
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MESN _COUNTY REVIEW SHEET

Mesa County Planning Department
P.0. Box 20,000~5022
Grand Junntion, Colo 81502-5022

l&**l****#*****#*#***#******#***********R***l**#***

The attached application has been sent to Y OoLr

office for your review and
commentsg .,

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YOuR COMMENTS Dy ONE bIEEK BEFORE THE MCRC HE
DELOW. . 89,81 HIMES COMNERLIAL Piny - REVERSION AliD REVGLATION OF
FLAN AlD PLAT. Petitioners: Hesa County Commissianers

Location: SW corner of 23.5 and .25 Roads, Brand Junctien,

- - Co. An activn to revert ang revoke and final plan and plat for
Rimes Commercial Fark, a 5 fot subdivision on 10 acres in a

ARING DATE

MCPC Hearing D:
File Number:
Project Name:

Phase: —— Conmercial (C) zone. Fianning Fearing: 11715/99. Commissioners
Cammon Locatior hearing:  i2ese9a,
AL ISP
Engineer - Name -
Addrass

Phone s —
Petitioner - Name

Address .

T e e,

————
Phone:
————

NEVIEW NGENCY NEVIEW NGENCY COMMIENTS (PLENSE TYPE)
YES NO -
{ LT L (>, . Is proposal within service area?
. Existing services adequate?
4 Conneclion to services required?
Easements required? .
Relocation necessany? .
CImprovements agreement: adequate? . .
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extensionss;
;

Impact on Capacity or supply:

Other concerns and speclfic requirements:

4+ PLEMASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FPOR REVIEW NG
Reviewing Office: zr_é/rc [/()o’r‘f;\ﬂ J/A‘/{fie_r
NMeviewed by Z_g_/‘ék dm y-~ ﬂ(’%fé‘é( é_f‘ Dates /8- Fo '

FAILURE To onaecr OR COMMENT py ’?-O/JK’SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL. BY youRr
OFFICE. : ~

NCY COMMENTS " FOR SPECIFICS++




MESA COUNTY REVIEW -
S8ISSON MINOR SUBDIVISION

City Planning 09/21/90

No comments.




NARRATIVE (SISSON MINOR SUBDIVISION)

SISSON MINOR SUBDIVISION IS A PROPOSED TWO LOT MINOR
SUBDIVISION ON A 10.7 ACRE PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN THE
VICINITY OF 36.3 ROAD AND G.4 ROAD. THE PARCEL IS
CURRENTLY AN ORCHARD. THE SUBDIVISION IS DESIGNED TO
DIVIDE THE PARCEL INTO TWO 5 ACRE PARCELS. IT IS
ANTICIPATED THAT SOMETIME IN THE FUTURE A SINGLE FAMILY
DWELLING WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE EAST PARCEL. THIS
PROJECT WILL NOT SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT ANY NATURAL
FEATURES, NEIGHBORHOODS, OR ROADS.

Kp

SEP 20 1999
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- MESA COUNTY REVIEW
8IS8SON MINOR SUBDIVISION

City Planning 09/21/90

No comments.

City Engineer. 09/26/90

Road improvements should be required on frontage of G.4 Road.




NARRATIVE (SISSON MINOR SUBDIVISION)

SISSON MINOR SUBDIVISION IS A PROPOSED TWO LOT MINOR
SUBDIVISION ON A 10.7 ACRE PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN THE
VICINITY OF 36.3 ROAD AND G.4 ROAD. THE PARCEL IS
CURRENTLY AN ORCHARD. THE SUBDIVISION IS DESIGNED TO
DIVIDE THE PARCEL INTO TWO 5 ACRE PARCELS. IT IS
ANTICIPATED THAT SOMETIME IN THE FUTURE A SINGLE FAMILY
DWELLING WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE EAST PARCElr. THIS
PROJECT WILIL. NOT SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT ANY NATURAL
FEATURES, NEIGHBORHOODS, OR ROADS.

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTTON
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SEP 286 1990
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- PLANN,
MESO_COUNTY REVIEW SHEET 156 mmm
Mesa County Planning Department ‘ , JUL 26 1990

P.0. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022
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The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and
comments. .

¥¥PLEASE RETURN YODUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE
DELOW.

MCPC Hearing Date: g’ ’6’9(2 MCC Hearing Dates: -2 'C(O

File Number: __

Project Name: &£L¢ Lo Vieeas

Phase: _FranAal .

Common Location: Seouri OF £t Bro DRIVE f Ero O350 LANE

Address: .86/ Pood AVE, SRAND JupicTyons, co. S&or
Phone: _2¢2-or0/ :

Petitioner - Name: Wreco donsrrvcrion, co. A1n. Deanls lilffagen
Address:s _Z/N5 Zron T
BRAND _LIunicrtor , €0 B E5OF
Phone: _Z2#2~2223

RIEVIEW AGENCY . REVIEW NGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE)

Sy Ranvenls Is proposal within service area?
RS P Existing services adequate?

Connection to services required?
Easements required?
Relocation necessary? »
. Improvements agreement adequate?
As-builts required for release?
Financing required for extinsions?

YES NO

T
[T

Impact on capacity or supply:

Other concerns and specific requirements:

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++

Reviewing Office:

Reviewed hy: Date:

FATLURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 3’1440 SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR
OFFICE.




o o
REVIEW COMMENTS FOR EL RIO VILLAS

CITY ENGINEER. Don Newton 08/09/90

Proposed right-of-way and street improvements for Rio Court do not
meet City or County standards for widths and curb, gutter and
sidewalk improvements. Why is cul-de-sac not symmetrical? The 90
degree corner would be a problem for street sweeping and drainage.

Add a note to plans stating that all sewer construction shall be
in accordance with City of Grand Junction standards and
specifications.

CLTY PLANNING, Karl Metzner 08/17/90

1. We concur with comments by City Engineer.

2. Power of Attorney for annexation will be required.




Prepared For:

Wileco Construction Co.

2115 Zion Court
Grand Junction, CO
303-242-2203

MISC21

PROJECT NARRATIVE
FOR
~EL RIO VILLAS
JUNE, 1990

Prepared By:

Armstrong Consultants, Inc.
861 Rood Avenue

Grand Junction, CO 81051
303-242-0101

Armstrong Project No. 905304




PROJECT NARRATIVE
FOR
‘EL RIO VILLAS

GENERAL - The enclosed maps and statements are provided as a require-
. ment of the Mesa County Development Regulations for a one step .subdi-
vision process utilizing the "Planned Development” overlay zone.

The proposal calls for the ultimate development of 7 lots on the 2.0
acre site. Minimum lot size is 8,800 sq. ft., with a resulting densi-
ty of 3.5 dwelling units per acre. Each lot is designated as a future
single family dwelling site. The accompanying final plat depicts
proposed building setback requirements which are compatible with those -
found in the area surrounding E1 Rio Villas Subdivision.

LOCATION - E1 Rio Villas Subdivision consists of 2.0 acres located
south of the intersection of E1 Rio Drive & Rio Oso Lane on the
Redlands. ET1 Rio Villas is located in part of the SE} of Section 7,
Township 1 North, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian.

EXISTING LAND USE - The property is comprised of a single parcel of
land, and is vacant of structures or dwellings. The historic land use
has been irrigated pasture 1and on about 50% of the site. Since the
property is sited on a bluff overlooking Goat Draw much of the land
consists of slopes approaching 20% in grade. E1 Rio Villas is current
zoned R-2 by Mesa County.

SURROUNDING LAND USE - The surrounding land use are considered to be
moderate in nature. E1 Rio Villas is an "infil1" development. The
site is surrounded by fully developed single family subdivisions. Ad-
joining subdivisions include:

Subdivision Name Location to Site Zone
Loma Rio Subdivision North R-2
Tiffany Park West R-2
The Bluffs East PR-2

Vista Del Rio an undeveloped project, lies northwest of the property
and is zoned PR 3.5. The Redlands Parkway and Goat Draw form the
southerly boundary of the subject property.

ACCESS - The proposal calls for the construction of a new access to
serve lots within E1 Rio Villas. This new street will be constructed
to meet the requirements of Mesa County's adopted Lane and Place Urban
Street Section. The proposal calls for the construction of 2 ft. val-
ley gutter along each side of the proposed concrete street. These
gutters match existing street improvements found in the vicinity of El
Rio Villas.

E1 Rio Drive, Rio Oso Lane, and Rio Linda Lane, all of which are clas-
sified as urban local streets, provide access to the Redlands Parkway
from the subject property. The Redlands Parkway is classified as a
principal arterial by Mesa County. E1 Rio Drive, which adjoins the
site's north boundary also provides access to Tiffany Drive, 224 Road,
and State Highway 340.

MISC21 -1-




According to the Colorado State Highway Department's trip generator,
it is estimated that a total of 63 average vehicle trips per day would
be generated when the site is fully developed. 36 of these estimated
trips will utilize the proposed street within the development.

According to table 4.6 of the Mesa County Standard Specifications for
Road Construction the following average daily traffic design standards
are listed:

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION ADT RW WIDTH
Principal Arterial (Rural) 8,000-20,000 100 ft.
Local (Urban) 100-500 50 ft.
Lane 75-350 22 ft.

UTILITY SERVICE - A11 utility service necessary for site development
adjoins the property.

An existing sanitary sewer main is located in E1 Rio Drive. The pro-
posal calls for the construction of a new main into the property. All
construction will be done in accordance with the City of Grand Junc-

tion specifications. Ultimately 1ine maintenance will be by the City.

Domestic water service will be provided to each lot within E1 Rio Vil-
las by a new 3" main which will be extended from an existing 12" main
that adjoins the property's east boundary. In order to minimize dis-
turbance to E1 Rio Drive the new water main will be constructed out-
side of the existing road improvement. The property is located within
the Ute Water Conservancy District. Since the proposal will require
ultimate maintenance of the new main by Ute Water all construction
will be done in accordance with their standards. A1l lots with the
proposed subdivision are located within 300 feet of an existing fire
hydrant located along E1 Rio Drive's north right-of-way line.

Irrigation water will be delivered to each lot by an underground
presserized delivery system. The Bluffs West Estates Property Owners
Association provides water to the property through a pressurized
system which delivers water to the southeast corner of the property.
A new association will be formed for E1 Rio Villas to insure ongoing
maintenance and operation of the new system will occur.

New natural gas, electric, cable television, and communication 1ines
will be extended into the development from existing facilities adjoin-
ing the property.

GRADING AND DRAINAGE - Approximately 6,900 cubic yards of material
will be moved within the development. The proposed grading plan lends
itself well for the construction of not only single level dwellings,
but to multi-level units as well. Each lot will be graded in a manner
that will provide positive drainage away from the structure. A
detailed site grading plan has been prepared and transmitted to the
Mesa County Planning Department under separate cover.

MISC21 -2-




The subject property is not adversally affected by off-site drainage
runoff. The ultimate development will not adversally affect down-
stream properties. A detailed drainage report has been transmitted to
both the Planning and Engineering Departments.

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE - Development of all the lots within E1 Rio Vil-
. Tas will begin immediately upon the approval of the proposal by Mesa
County. It is anticipated that all the lots will be built on and sold
within 12 to 18 months following site development. ‘
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Comments:

RIVER ROAD AUTO SALVAGE YARD
. February 28, 1990

From: City Utilities

Additional comment is made on this proposal that has nothing
to do with sewer availability. '

As we clean up the "riverfront" in the downtown area, the
types of businesses that we are moving out of the downtown
riverfront are moving down river to other locations along
other riverfront locations.

Is this type of business in 'a riverfront location consistent
with broad community goals of cleaning up riverfront and
trails projects? Is County zoning in these areas consistent
with these goals?

Should the Riverfront Commission comment on these types of
proposals?

Greg Trainor(%ﬁ’




AR A AR A A AR A A A A AR AR KK AR KRR KK AK K KRN KK KKK XK KKK KK KKK KRR
MESA_COUNLTY. REVIEW_GHEEL

Mesa County Planning Doepartment
P.O. Box 20,000-5022
Grand Junctlion, Colo 015H02-5022

NORNORKAOK A HCH K R KKK R AR OR 3 K KHK KK A KK OKOK K ACOK A HOKOK KKK AR KA JOKCR KR KOK R KR R OOR R AR POk KRR

The attached app][cahion has been ment Lo your office for your review and
comment.s

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS 1Y ONE WEERK DBEFORE ‘LN MCPC HEARING DATE

BILOW. :
/5-%0 MCC Hearing Date:
File Number:
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Other concerns and specific requirements:
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this lot and the adjacent lot to the east.
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. | SECTION I ‘ '
SUMMARY

The proposal calls for the extraction and processing of gravel and
overburden from an 85.5 acre site located south of the Colorado River
and 1/2 mile west of 32 Road. The proposal also includes a parcel of
land which is currently being mined under existing County and State
permits. -

Upon review of the accompanying maps and project narrative it is
apparent that the request meets or exceeds the "Criteria for
Evaluation Conditional Uses" found within Chapter 10 of the Mesa
County Land Use Code. The applicant's response to each of the seven
criteria follows:

10.2.1. A The proposal is compatible with adjacent uses due to the
following factors:

1. Located in an established gravel extraction area.

2. Located in a rural setting with few residences located
nearby. '

3. Dust control measures to be taken by the operator.

4., The mining plan will maintain a natural barrier along the
river to control noise and visual impacts.

5. The proposed reclamation plan will return the site to its

existing use, which is compatible with those that surround
the proposal.

10.2.1.B The following design features have been incorporated as part

of the proposal.

Utilization of a single paved private haul route to C Road.
Restricting major gravel hauling activities to only
eastbound on C Road from the site's access road.
Maintaining a buffer along the Colorado River.

Maintaining 150 foot setbacks from adjoining land uses.
Except the west boundary which adjoins an existing gravel
pit. :

5. Planting of trees along the south boundary of the property
to serve as screening.

£ W N —
- L] O -

10.2.1.C The proposal does not require a great number of accessory
uses for mineral extraction and processing. However, the accessory
uses which are required as part of the mining activities are proposed
to be located in an area within the property which isolates them from
adjoining properties.

10.2.1.D As is the case with most gravel operations, this proposal
does not require many public services. Irrigation water for the
proposed reclaimed use exists in sufficient quantities to farm the
property as it has been in the past.

10.2.1.E Any type of construction activity occurring in Mesa County
will be complimentary to and supportive of a gravel mining operation.
Without a dependable and affordable source of a natural resource such
as gravel, construction of public and commercial facilities such as
roadways and buildings will be difficult for the public to obtain.

325A [-1




10.2.1.F Provisions established by the Mined Land Reclamation Divi- ‘ I

sion of the Colorado Dept. of Natural Resources insure proper
maintenance and performance of operations of gravel pits.

10.2.1.G Mesa County has 30 Land Use policies. 'This request is di-
rectly affected by 4 policies which include:

Policy 17 - Agricultural Policy

Policy 19 - Environmental Resources and Hazards Policy
Policy 22 - 32 Road Corridor Policy

Policy 29 - Mineral Extraction Policy

An evaluation of each of the above listed policies in relationship to
the request follows: :

Policy 17, Agricultural Policy. The subject site is currently
being utilized as an agricultural use, as are those in the
surrounding area. The proposal respects those productive
agricultural lands by not interfering with delivery of
irrigation water to surrounding agricultural uses. Agricultural
practices will continue on the site while phased mining occurs.
When mining is complete, the property will be returned to its
historic use as agricultural.

Policy 19 - Environmental Resources and Hazards Policy - The

site of the proposed mining operation lies about 100 feet above
the Colorado River. The Colorado River has been identified as
both a natural resource and a natural hazard area by Mesa County.
The mining proposal does not affect the Colorado River. The
proposal calls for extraction of the resource to a level about 30
feet lower than now exists. Lowering of the site should increase
the stability of the existing bluff above the river by reducing
overburden, thereby reducing the potential of, possible slope
failure.

Policy 22 - 32 Road Corridor Policy - Mesa County's policy
statement i1dentifies 32 Road at C Road as a major arterial within
the corridor and recognizes gravel production in this area. The
site affords easy access to this major arterial roadway.

Policy 29 - Mineral Extraction Policy - The site of the proposed
gravel operation is not located within an area of special
importance as outlined within Policy 29. The adopted Mineral
Resources Survey for Mesa County, developed by the Colorado
Geologic Survey, designates the proposed site as having
commercially valuable mineral resource deposits. Policy 29
recognizes mineral resources as essential to the economy of Mesa
County.

325A I-2




SECTION II
SITE ANALYSIS

Location

The site of the proposed gravel operation consists of 85.5 acres
located on a bluff along the south bank of the Colorado River approxi-
mately 4 mile west of 32 Road-(State Hwy. 141). C Road lies % mile
south of the site location. The property is located in part of
government lots 4, 5, and 6 in the north % of Section 22 Township 1
South, Range 1 East, Ute Meridian.

Existing Land Use

Gravel extraction and processing is presently occurring on about 8
.acres of the property. The balance of the site is being utilized in
irrigated agricultural production. Two single-family residences are
near the northeast property corner.

The subject property is currently zoned AFT by Mesa County and carries
a Conditional Use Permit on approximately 8 acres for gravel
extraction and processing.

Surrounding Land Use

A survey of land located in the vicinity of the property reveals
several land uses. The most obvious land use is irrigated
agricultural land. Other uses include a retail produce outlet at 32
Road and C Road and an abandoned gravel operation adjoining the
subject property near the northwest property boundary. The Colorado
River dominates the land use north of the subject property. Gravel
operations existing in the surrounding area are typically located
along the river, including the following:

]

NAME LOCATION STATUS
Corn Lake NW Colorado River

& 32 Road Completed
Mesa Co. Pit NE 32 Road

& C% Road Open
32 Road Pit SE 32 Road

& C4 Road Open
The Price Pit 31 Road

N. of Colorado River Completed

The Siddie Pit 30 to 31 Road
North of Colorado River

Access

Access to the property is from C Road which is paved and presently
classified as a rural local road by Mesa County. An existing 20' wide
paved private access drive provides access between the property and
"C" Road. 32 Road, State Highway 141, classified by Mesa County as a

325A I1-1




) i
principal arterial is located % mile east of the subject property. 32 !
Road affords excellent access to Interstate 70 which crosses east/west
over the northerly portions of the Grand Valley and U.S. Highway-50, a

major arterial which serves as primary access across the Southern
portions of Mesa County.

. According to Mesa County personnel, the measured count for C Road was
458 average vehicle ‘trips per day in 1989. The Colorado State Highway
Department estimates that 2900 average vehicle trips per day occurred
on 32 Road north of Hwy. 50, and 10,500 average vehicle trips per day
occurred south of I-708B.

Soils and Geology

No natural or manmade geologic hazards are known to exist in the area
of the subject property. Due to the site's average elevation being
almost 100 feet above the Colorado River, effects of flooding on the
property are non-existent.

The Soil Conservation Service has identified two soil classifications
within the property boundary. Location of the soil classification
boundaries can be found on the accompanying Site Analysis Map. The
two SCS soil classifications on the s1te are Rr, Rough Broken Land,
and Hb, Hinman Clay Loam.

The Rr type land occupies very steep escarpments along the south bank
of the Colorado River. These soil materials are 10 to 20 feet deep
over the Mancos shale. Sand, gravel, cobbles and stones 6 to 15 feet
thick can be found immediately over the shale. Due to the steep
slopes within this soil unit, limitations are classified as severe.

About 90% of the total site area-is classified as Hb soil type. No
severe limitations exist for this land. This soil type generally

- ranges in depths of 60 to 90 inches. In depths below 90 inches,
layers of gravel and cobblestones are common. These may vary from a
few feet to 10 to 15 feet in thickness. The limey subsoils are
sufficiently permeable for root penetration and provide adequate
underdrainage.

Wildlife

The Colorado Division of Wildlife has determined that the impact on
wildlife from gravel extraction will be negligible.

Water Resources

Other than a small irrigation water supply pond, the site does not
have any surface or ground water present due to the low water table.
The subject property is not prone to flooding from adjoining prop-
erties. A small draw originates off the property to the southwest and
flows northeasterly across the northwest corner of the property to the
river. This draw is almost 70 feet below the average elevation of the
property.

325A I1-2




o o N
Vegetation | :

The site is made up of flat land associated with agricultural produc-
tion. Other than the nearly vertical slope along the Colorado River,
the average slope is 1.0% and site elevations range from 4710 at its
highest point to 4610 at the elevation of the river.

The predominate vegetation found on the property is grazing-type
grasses. The land is also suitable for crop production. Natural veg-
etation can be found in and around the draw area near the northwest
property corner. Vegetative ground cover approaches 100% of the total
site area. Several mature cottonwood trees are also located in the
vicinity of the draw. Approximately 27 new sapling cottonwood trees
exist along the western half of the south boundary line.
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SECTION III ' I
PROPOSED LAND USE

The proposed land use is for long term gravel and overburden ex-
traction and processing. The accompanying Mining Plan Map illustrates
the location and phasing of the primary mining activities in relation-
ship to the surrounding area.

Based on preliminary investigations, it is estimated the site will
yield about 3.1 million cubic yards of material. It is anticipated
that 2.5 million cubic yards of the total will be gravel. The
operation will be limited to weekdays between the hours of 6:00 AM and
6:00 PM and from 7:00 AM to 12:00 PM on Saturdays. Except in the
event of an emergency arising during the time when the pit is closed
i.e. water main breaks. The pit will be closed on Sundays and major
holidays. Operation of the pit will occur year around. The majority
of the extracted material will be used by the permitted operator.
However, the soil and processed gravel material will be marketed to
other construction companies in the area who require the resource
found on the site. Total life of the pit is dependent upon the
community's future gravel and soil fill needs. It is estimated that
the total mining activity including reclamation will last for
approximately 27 years.

Mining Area - Most of the 85.5 acres has been identified as a soil and
gravei source. However, due to topographic constraints and the need
for adequate buffering between the site and adjoining land uses, 67.3
acres will be mined. Prior to actual gravel extraction in any given
mining phase, the topsoil will be removed and stockpiled for future

use during the reclamation efforts. Mining will begin on the surface
within the existing permitted mining area and proceed south and east
across the identified mining area. See the Mining Plan Map for the
mining phases.

Material will be removed to a depth of about 30 feet from the existing
ground surface, utilizing front-end loaders.

The excavated gravel will be fed directly to the crusher. After
crushing, the material will be segregated and stockpiled according to
size. Water from an existing pond will be utilized to control dust
from extraction and crushing processes.

Crusher - Most of the excavated gravel resource will be crushed and
stockpiled according to size. Maximum production for crushing is ap-
proximately 3000 ton per day.

Water will be utilized constantly during the crushing operation to
control dust.

Crushing operations will be intermittent throughout the year depending
upon product demand. The crusher will be relocated from time to time
as extraction proceeds across the mining area. In all cases, the
crusher will be Tocated at the elevation of the pit floor within the
mining phase area.
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Haul Road - The Mining Plan Map indicates the alignment of the paved
haul road. The 1900 foot long private haul road affords access to C
Road. The pit operator will 1limit his primary hauling along C Road

to be only in an easterly direction to 32 Road. Limited hauling by
others, on an occasional basis, will occur westerly along C Road.
Given the maximum production which can occur, coupled with available
trucks which the operator owns or leases, it is estimated that a maxi-
mum of 150 loads per day will utilize the haul route.

A11 types of trucks will be utilized for hauling, from pick-up trucks
to 10 yard dump trucks with a 15 ton capacity and belly dump trucks
having a capacity of 25 tons.

Since the haul route is paved, additional dust control measures will
not be required on the haul route.

Staging Area - Once extraction of gravel is completed in Phase I, this
area will serve as a staging area during the life of the mining
operation. The staging area in Phase I will allow for the establish-
ment of other uses ancillary to the mining and processing operations
including:

Parking area for workers

Portable office

Equipment storage and maintenance
Tool storage

Portable toilet facilities

VB W)=

Phasing - Mining will occur in phases as identified on the accompany-
ing M1ning Plan Map. An outline of mining procedure follows:

Step 1 - Complete gravel extraction and processing within
existing mining area. (Phase I)

L]

Step 2 - Remove and stockpile topsoil and overburden from Phase
IT area.

D

Step 3 - Extract and process gravel in Phase II.

Step 4 - Begin reclamation of Phase II by grading site and
placing topsoil stockpiled from Phase I and II, and
overburden removed fromPhase III.

Step 5 - Remove and process gravel in Phase III.

Step 6 - Finish reclamation of Phase II and begin reclamation of
Phase III by grading site and placing topsoil
stockpiled from Phase II, and overburden removed from
Phase IV.

Step 7 - Remove and process gravel from Phase IV.

Step 8 - Finish reclamation of Phase III and begin reclamation
of Phase IV by grading site and placing topsoil
stockpiled from Phase III, and overburden from Phase V.

Step 9 - Remove and process gravel from Phase V.
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Step 10 - Finish reclamation of Phase IV and begin reclamation of !

Phase V by grading site and placing topsoil stockpiled
from Phase IV and overburden from Phase VI.

Step 11 - Remove and process gravel from Phase VI (Assumes
powerlines have been relocated).

Step 12 - Finish reclamation of Phase V, VI & I.

Reclamation - As the accompanying Reclamation Plan Maps indicate,
reclamation of the disturbed areas of the site includes
re-establishment of the original land use as agricultural production.
In areas of cuts slopes, they will be graded and shaped to a final
slope not to exceed a ratio of 3 horizontal to 1 vertical.

The entire disturbed area will be covered with salvaged overburden to
a depth of 18 to 24 inches. 8" to 12" of stockpiled topsoil will be
placed on top of the overburden. ‘

Since a dependable source of irrigation water is available, a new ir-
rigation water delivery system will be constructed as part of the rec-
lamation process. Once the irrigation water delivery system is opera-
tional, the site will be planted with a grazing-type vegetation or
feeder crops utilizing conventional farming methods.

The 3:1 cut slopes are too steep to afford good farming practices.
Therefore, they will be seeded in accordance with Soil Conservation
Service recommendations which include drilling selected species into a
firm seedbed at a depth of 1/4" to 3/4" and crimping a straw mulch
with a straight disc at a rate of 4000 1bs per acre.

The following is the S.C.S. recommendation for revegetation of the cut
slopes.

V]

VARIETY SPECIES #PLS/AC. AC. TOTAL #PLS

Ephraim ‘Crested Wheatgrass 4 8.1 32.4

Jose Tall Wheatgrass 11 8. 89.1
Yellow Sweet Clover 1 8.1 8.1

Yellow sweet clover from the above will be seeded on an annual basis
on all topsoil and overburden stockpiles.

Cottonwood trees will be planted approximately 30 feet apart along the
south property line between the west property line and the row of ex-
isting trees. These 14" to 2" caliper trees will be planted during
1990.
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SECTION ITI

EVALUATION OF CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST

Evaluation of the proposed processing area is accomplished by using

the Specific Criteria Matrix included in the

Mesa County Land Develop-

ment Code. The following reprinted matrix has been highlighted to in-
dicated appropriate criteria for sand and gravel pits.

SPEC?FIC OR CONDITIONAL USE

!’ﬂllﬂiﬁf‘ﬁi&%’(m

VIi¥3LINg

IV Y 530K

CRITERIA

couh THERE 3£ ADVERSE IMPACTS ON NATURAL

RESOURCE AND WILDLIFE MABITAT AREAS AND CAN :
THESE m?ms 8 RITIGATED?

D0 SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRE SPECTAL FENCING
AND STGHAGEY

WILL THE PROPOSED USE CAUSE UNUSUAL DAMAGE OR
CONGESTION OK STREETS AND ROADS AND HOW MAY THIS
BE MITIGATED?

ARE PREVAILING WIND FACTORS SUCH AS TO CaUSE
%gng}gg?mmrs FROM THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF

T - ,.

ARE SO1L AND GEOLOGIC SUITABILITY ADEQUATE?

15 THERE A FEASIBILITY OF RECYCLING WASTE
PRODUCTST

15 PROPOSED RECLAMATION OF THE LOCATION AND
EFFECTS OF THE USE ADEQUATE AND WHAT ARE THE
LIMITATIONS OF FUTURE USES ON THE RECLAIMED LAND?

g
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ARE ACCUMULATIONS OF UNUSABLE UNRECYCLABLE
BATERIALS PROPERLY DISPOSED OF2

K&?i WATER RETENTION AREAS AMD MOSQUITD/PEST
CONTROL BEEN ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED?




Could there be adverse impacts on natural resources and wildlife habi- ‘ !
tat areas and can the impacts be mitigated? Other than gravei ex-
traction, no other natural resources are known to exist in the area of

the proposal. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has determined the
impact to wildlife will be negligible. :

Do safety considerations require special fencing and signage? :Due to
the topographic constraints which exist and 1imited access by the gen-
eral public, no additional fencing or signage would be required.

Will the proposed use cause unusual damage or congestion on streets
and roads and how may this be mitigated? Given the existing volume of
traffic and the proposed increase, existing County and State roads
have the necessary available capacity for additional traffic. Mitiga-
tion of any damage to existing roadways should be offset by special

use taxes paid by the operator in the form of ton mile taxes, fuel

tax, licenses, and excises taxes on parts.

Are prevailing wind factors such as to cause adverse impacts from the
proposed location of the use? Occasional wind can create factors
which are undesirable. Dust from hauling will be non-existent due to
utilization of a paved haul road. Water will be on site at all times
to be used for controlling dust generated from crushing and mining ac-
tivities and will be used on an as-needed basis.

Are soil and geologic suitability adequate? Soils records in
conjunction with actual on-site investigation of the site indicate
that the proposed site would be suitable for gravel extraction.

Is there a feasibility of recycling waste products? The gravel ex-
traction operation will not generate waste products.

Is proposed reclamation of the location and effects of the use ade-
quate and what are the Timitations of future uses on the reclaimed
land? The proposed reclamation effort does not include any changes to
occur from the existing land use. The existing and proposed land use
is agricultural.

Are accumulations of unusable and non-recycable materials properly

disposed of? The proposed use does not include any accumulations of
unusable materials.

Have water retention areas and mosquito/pest control been adequately
addressed? The final grading configuration will eliminate ponding of
water within the pit area. The site is not subject to ground water
influences. Extraction will be done in a manner which controls storm
water run-off. The mining and reclamation will not increase run-off
flows from the site.
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