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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
CSl-90 AMERICAN AUTO SALVAGE 

CONDITIONAL USE IN 11I 11 ZONE 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 12/06/90 

No comment. Contact Central Grand Valley for comments relating to 
sewer service. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - David Thornton 12/03/90 

Half-street improvements for D Road frontage should be required. 
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'****************************************************************************** 

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

C8HO AMERICAN AUTO SALVAGE-CONDIT!ONAL USE IN 'l" ZONE 
Petitioner: American Auto Salvage--Butch Jarvis 
Location: 2773 D Road 
A request to approve a condi tiona! use permit for a salvage 
yard in an Industrial zone located at 2773 D Road on 
ajlprm:imately a acres. 
Planning Com~ission Hearing: !21!3/90 
County Commissioners Hearing: 01122/90 

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

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

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE 

SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

,Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

REVIEW 1\lilENCV REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS 

·--~~ 
No GrnmeJ-

(, {?;~~.:-~ ~(?._,./ CJF~--.f t/a/((? '( 

rela~3 -t ~e.<J ~u{c-e. 

Reviewing Off ice: &(:;Icc UJ.,L.,;- tlli /c'ft'E'.:r 

Rtv i ewed by : D ;'I ( ec::;.e--v.e Jl - 1/1-/tfy E::s ' 

(PLEASE TYPE) 

Date: /Z- {p -Cfo 
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~****************************************************************************** 

MESf'l COU!'ITY I}EV I E!tL~I-IEET 

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

~8HO AMERiCAN AUTO SALVAGE-CONDITIONAL LiSE HI "l" ZONE 
;eht10ner: American Auto Salvage--Butch Jarvis 
Locabon: 2773 D Road 

.A_ request t~ approve," conditional use permit for a salvage 
Y•rd 1n an .ndustr1a1 zone located at 2773 0 Road on 
appro:<imately 8 aues. · 

PJ ttnni ng Commission Hear inq: 12/13/90 
County Commissioners Hearing: 01/22/9(1 

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

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

FAILURE TO OBJECT DR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

,Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

J/SCJ/ 

REVIEW f'IGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

lf) HA \-t S-h''ee'+ 
\e_ •\"e~ VI \'""1 • 

Date: 
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Mesa County Planning Depatrment 
P.O. Box 20,000 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502 

RE: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
AMERICAN AUTO SALVAGE 
2773 D ROAD 
GRAND JUNCTION, CO. 

PURPOSE OF APPLICATION ------------------------
American Auto Salvage hereby submits our application for a Conditional 
Use Permit for 2773 D road. The following uses are planned: 

A. Auto Salvage Yard Operations 
B. Auto, Truck and Equipment Repair. 
C. Auto, Truck and Equipment Sales. 
D. Body Shop, Painting and Sandblasting. 
E. Scrap Metal Recycling. 
F. Salvage Pool. 

NATURE OF AREA 
ADJACENT USES 

The subject property lies in an area generally set aside for 
commercial and industrial uses. This property is bordered on the 
west by a proposed Salvage yard operation. The southern adjacent 
property is currently used for repair and sales of mine ventilation 
systems. Directly north of the subject property is the D.R.G.W. 
Railroad. Our intended use of the property will be compatible in 
relation to the surrounding area. 

ACCESS 
TRAFFIC COUNT 

The primary access for the subject property will be off "D" road. 
Our site plan calls for two driveway entances. This will allow 
access with no congestion and safety for truck access, That will 
occasionaly enter the premises. Driveways and parking will be gravel 
and road base to the pavement of "D" road. The entire site has 
previously had pit run and road base placed on the property. 

Hours of operation will be from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday thru 
Friday and 8:00 A.M. to Noon on Saturday. Our experience in this 
business indicates that the average daily traffic flow including 
employees be thirty to forty cars per day. This volume of traffic 
will have minimal impact on existing roads and traffic in the area. 

I 
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IMPROVEMENTS 

The northern potion of the subject property will be dedicated to 
public access. All storage and salvage operations will be conducted 
behind six foot chain link security fence with fiber mesh screening. 
The balance of the storage area, other than where bordered by 
existing salvage yards will also be six foot chain link fencing. 

Our proposal includes the construction of a metal building 100 feet 
by 50 feet, Which will house the office, Parts storage and 
Dismantling area. The rear fenced area will be used for storage. 
Thirty foot driveways will allow for easy access within the yaed. 

SIGNAGE 

Our signage will be composed of a four foot by eight foot sign facing 
north on ''D" road. This sign will be located between the two drivew~ys. 
Their will also be an American flag placed next to the sign. 

WASTE METERIAL 

Waste meterial on the premises will be stored in a twenty foot by 
twenty foot secondary containment area.(See Site Plan) Waste meterial 
will be limited to oils and antifreeze, Stored in fifty five gallon 
drums which will be sold to local recyclers depending on the rate of 
accumulation. Used batteries will also be stored and recycled in 
a similiar manner. 

UTILITIES 

Electricity - Public Service Company 

Gas Public Service Company 

Water Ute 

Sewer Grand Valley 

I 
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SUMMARY 

The subject property although easily accessible is screened on the 
north by the rail road and is not visible from any major highway 
or collector road. The view from "D" road will be limited to the 
office and parking area, Which will include shrubbery along the 
"D" road frontage. The area south of "D" road is typified by salvage 
yards, Industrial and Commercial uses. With no geographic specific 
policies for this area, We respectfully submit our application 
for a conditional use permit for American Auto Salvage. 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
REVISIONS TO THE MESA COUNTY ROAD & BRIDGE SPECIFICATIONS 

CS0-90 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 12/07/90 

No comment. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - Linda Weitzel 12/04/90 

No comment. 
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Mesa County Planning Oerartment 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

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

hPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE I>IEEI< BEFORE THE NCPC HEARING DATE 
DELOI>I. 

MCPC Hearinl] Da t~d-9tf\0_NA ___ _ 
F i 1 e Number: _c_. __ 

NCC Hearlnl] Oates 
12/18/90 

Project Name1 REVISICNS TO THE MESA COUNTY ROAD AND BRIIX>E SPEX:IFICATICNS 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Addressr 

Phone: 

JACI GOULD, MESA COUNTY ENGINEERING DEPARIME:NI' 
750 Ham Street, Grand Junction, co !U501 

Pe~itioner - Namer Same 

I 

I 

Addressz -------------------------------------------------------------

Phone a 

- TIEV I EW 1'\BENCY (PLEASE TYPE) 
YES 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necess~ry? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

j 10 /~ f N <..__ o /??,;n .q "'" 

NO 

:' 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELIHES FOR REVIEI"l AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 
,...7 

Reviewing Office: f?t..G!'rc.... War(s .. (df,·Cle.:r 

Reviewed ~y: l3t/ Cft~t Date 1 /7~]-'fD 
FA I LURE TO OOJECT OR COMMENT IJY 12/14/90 
OFFICE. SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 



Mesa County Planning Department 
P.o. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand JUnction, Co1o 81502-5022 

... · 

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 
DELDtol. 

M~PC HearinQ Datsd-g~o--NA ______ _ 
F1le Number: · MCC HearinQ Date: 

12/18/90 

Project Name1 REVISIOOS TO THE MESA COUNTY ROAD AND BRIOOE SPOCIFICATIOOS 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone a 

- ru::v r EW nm::Ncv 

~·---------------

JACI GOULD, MESA COUNTY ENGINEERJNG DEPARIMENr 
/50 &un Street, Grand Junction, w 81501 

Same 

(PLE(ISE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necesi~ry? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFEH TO "GUIDgLilmS f'OR nEVI81'/ AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Office: 

Reviewed by: 

FAILURE TO OllJECT OR COMMENT IJV . 12/14/90 
OFFICE. 

Oate1 

SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

I 
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Mesa Co~ty Department of Pt.Aaic Works 
Division of Engineering and Design 

(303) 244-1815 

750 Main Street P.O. Box 20,000 • Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-5013 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: To all interested parties 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Jaci Gould r 
November 20, 1990 

Revisions to . the Mesa 
Specifications 

County Road and Bridge 

Attached you will find the rev1s1ons that are being proposed 
to the Mesa County Road and Bridge Specifications. I would 
appreciate if you would review the revisions and communicate your 
concerns to me on or before December 10. Approval of these 
revisions will be considered by the Mesa County Planning 
Commission on December 13 and by the Board of County 
Commissioners on December 18. 

I would like to thank you in advance for your consideration 
and written comments. Should any questions arise concerning the 
content of the document please contact me at your convenience. 

I 
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ROAD SPECIFICATIONS REVISION 

The following revisions are to be made to the Mesa County 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction: 

Section I. 

All references to Mesa County Engineering 
Department will be changed to reflect the name 
change to Mesa County Division of Engineering and 
Design. 

All references to the Mesa County Engineering 
Department, Traffic Division shall be changed to 
refer to the Mesa County Division of Engine~ring 

and Design, Traffic Section. 

Authority for the 
subparagraph A. 
114. 

adoption of the specifications, 
references C.R.S. Section 42-2-

This needs to be changed to C.R.S. Section 43-2-
114. 

Section 2.2.3 Last line, first paragraph reads; (No bonds or 
fees may be imposed on special districts.) 

Section 3.4 

The word "permit" needs to be added to change the 
sentence to read; (No bonds or permit fees may be 
imposed on special districts.) 

Add to last paragraph; Refer to Section 4.3.1. 
for sight distance requirements at intersections. 

When comparing intersection setback standards from 
the Mesa County Roadway Landscape Guidelines to 
the Mesa County Road and Bridge Specifications the 
more stringent of the two standards shall apply. 

Section 4.6.2 Paragraph A, subparagraph 2 needs to be changed 
from; Subdivision of a parcel shall not result in 
additional access unless shown as necessary for 
safety of operational reasons. 

"In urban areas," so that the 
urban areas, subdivisions of a 
result in additional access 

necessary for safety of 

Add the words 
section reads; In 
parcel shall not 
unless shown as 
operational reasons. 

I 
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MESA COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRICTION 
1990 Revision 
Page 2 

Section 4.7.5 Add unde~ subsection C: 

1. Fo~ cont~olled inte~sections, sight distance 
is measu~ed f~om a point on the minor ~oad 15 
feet f~om the nea~ edge of the major ~oad 

pavement f~om a height of eye, of 3.5 feet on 
the mino~ ~oad, to a height of object, of 
4.25 feet on the majo~ ~oad. 

2. At e~isting inte~sections whe~e no form of 
control has been established, o~ at all 
existing o~ planned inte~sections of ~u~al 
local ~oadways, the~e shall be no sight 
obst~uctions within the t~iangula~ a~ea 

fo~med by the edge of pavement lines at 
points which a~e 40 feet f~om the 
inte~secting ~oad edge of pavement. In the 
case of g~avel roads, the nea~ edge of the 
t~avelled portion of the roads, as dete~mined 
by Mesa County Traffic Section staff, shall 
be substituted fo~ pavement edge. Objects 
(plantings,structu~es, etc ... ) that a~e 
erected or placed within this t~iangle shall 
be maintained so as not to obstruct vision 
between a height of 2.5 feet and 10 feet 
above the elevation of the nea~ pavement 
elevation. 

Section 4.7.5 Sight Distance (cont.) 

Delete the table in Figu~e 4-3 and ~eplace it with 
the following table: 

MAJOR ROAD DESIGN OR 
POSTED SPEED (mph) 

15 
20 
25 
30 
35 
40 
45 
so 
ss 

MINIMUM INTERSECTION 
SIGHT DISTANCE (feet) 

150 
200 
250 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 
550 

The figu~e at the bottom of Figu~e 4-6 needs to be 
deleted and ~eplaced with a new Figu~e 4-6 (see 
attachment). 

I 

I 



MESA COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRICTION 
1990 Revision 
Page 3 

Section 4.9.3 Paragraph C, replace; Procedures for Determining 
Peak Flows in Colorado, 1980 Edition with; Urban 
Hydrology for Small Watersheds, June 1986 Edition. 

Delete; 1980 in parentheses which follows, USDA, 
SCS reference. 

Section 4.11.1 Paragraph L, delete "Fees for" and begin the first 
sentence with Underground Utility permits .... 

Table 5-2 

Add to end of last paragraph; Permit fees charged 
for utility permits represent an Inspection Fee 
not a Permit Issuance Fee. 

Revised Minimum Test Frequency section to read 
easier. Replaced "/" with "per". 

Section 5.1.9 Paragraph 3, line 5 revise to add the word "be" as 
follows; ... realignment shall be made and paid 
for ... 

Section 7.2.d After existing item 5 insert the following new 
items; 

6. A final title memo needs to be obtained 
noting all ownership and encumbrances. 

7. County right-of-way agent needs 
contract. 

to sign 

8. Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners 
need to sign the contract. 

Existing item 6 now becomes item 9. 
Existing item 7 now becomes item 10. 

Item 13 in the reference section should be deleted and replaced 
with; Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, June 1986. 

I 
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MESA COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRICTION 
1990 Revision 
Page 4 

The following exhibits are to be revised in the following ways: 

Exhibit "8", 

Exhibit "0", 

Exhibit "E", 

add irrigation to the utility composite. 

change the minimum driveway width to 18 feet, 

add minimum drive way width is 12 feet at a 
distance 6 feet from the edge of road, 

detail "A" will be replaced with a welded wire 
fabric detail specifying 4X4 - W 2.9 X 2.9, 

Section D-0 needs to show a 6 feet dimension where 
a 5 feet dimension is currently shown. 

the standard shallow manhole should specify a 
maximum height of 5 feet, 

the standard manhole should specify a minimum 
height greater than 5 feet. 

• 
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411' A STOPPED co-·noN-I 

I 

___- m -+-----..-D = 15' TO D-RIVER 
1...1\-\t ___- ___- ~ EYE 

~G'r\ ~ I --...L.----r--

- -----r:m---_1--____:-_!:A~R~O~ _ -f_ ______ -~ 

~- EDGE OF 
~lfW TRAVELED 

SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIRED ~ LANE 

ALONG MAJOR ROAD 

DESIGN OF SPEED ON 
ROADWAY (MPH) 

15 
20 
25 
30 
35 
40 
45 
50 
55 

THRU MINIMUM SIGHT DISTANCE 
FOR STOPPED VEHICLE (FT) 

150 
200 
250 
300 
350 
400 
450 
500 
550 

NOTES: 
1. Vehicles are assumed to be centered in their respective lanes. 
2. Distance corrections for grades greater than 3% are required as 

determined in Section 4. 7.4 (i). 
SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIREMENT FOR UNCONTROLED LOCAL STREET INTERSE.C

1 

--.---t~ 
40' 

LOCAL 

Applicable only to low volume, 

_j 
<( 
u 
0 
_j 

low 
51 

OBSTRUCTION 

CURB LINE OR 
EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

speed intersections. 
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'***~***************************************************************~**********4 
C75-90 2175 RIVER ROAD REZONE FROM AFT TO PUD (IND.) AND A 

Mesa County PlanninQ Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

CONCEPT PLAN FOR INDUSTRIAL, WAREHOUSE, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE 
USES. Pet: Wayne Deweese Loc: 2175 River Road A request to 
rezone 2.2 acres from Agricultural/Forestry/ Transitional to 
Planned Unit Development Zone and to approve a concept plan. 
Also to permit the ~pproval of an O.D.P./Prelim. Plan at 
staff level with no further hearings. Planning 
Commission: 11/15/90 Commissioners: 12/18/90. 

~ *'*** * * * U * *** * * * * * U * U * * * * * U * * * ****"'"'"'In i"* ll'~'it< ll<'lf:"lltlJ,.lJ lJ~HlJUlJlJUUlUU * *******! 
The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and 
comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE !>lEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARIN13 DATE 
BELOW. 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Ac1dress: 

Phone: 

fiEVlEW AGENCY 

SEWER G.J. 

MCC Hearing Date: 

nEVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessa~y? 

. Improvements agreement 
As-builts required for 
Financing required for 

adequate? 
release? 
~xtensions? 

YES 

~ 
NO 

/ Impact on ca~acity or supply: 
c..ol- l.-1 a.£j~ .h l?;vev- x~~ .h~ tvkt:.-4 >1:11' .A..,.s 
~~f~ ca,P~;-Iy ~ ~;I; a...--/ ~v-do/' R~t......::l. 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

No ~t9mm~ as (~ 4> u tf.fitrly a. ..... , ... s/le" I> 5"&c,P,/'Iie..f!. 

~ J'e(.); e....J eeP pr~ ~ h. c;v.,. y c::&u-e.0r Vk-.:1- • I 

• 

+++ PLEASE REFER '1'0 "GUIDELINES FOR HEVIEt\1 l\GENCY COMMEN'I'S" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Off ice: lu6!tt. t.A.J~s.- Ut:fs'./.;-e..r 

Rev i ewed ~Y : /3,· If Qh_~ - t1 1./cq G~ , Date 1 /1- /S-=lo 

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

•'"> 1
,. 
.:n'~ 
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'***~*********************************************t*l*****•·················•**' 
C7HO 2175 RIVER ROAD REZONE FROM AFT TO PUD (IND.) AND A 

MESA COUNTY .REVIEW SHEET CONCEPT PLAN FOR INDUSTRIAL, WAREHOUSE, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE 
··---------------·-·-- USES. Pet: Wayne Deweese Lac: 2175 RlVer Road A request to 
Mesa County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 

rezone 2.2 acres from Agricultural/Forestry/ Transitional to 
Planned Unit Development Zone and to approve a concept plan. 
Also to permit the approval of an O.D.P./Prelirn. Plan at 
staff level with no further hearings. Planning 

Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

Commission: 11/15/90 Commissioners: 12/18/90. 

~·********************************•**····································••****' 
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 DELO!>J. 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

r!EVIEW AGENCY 

GRAND JUNCTION 

MCC Hearing Date: 

Leu s LJ4S H 11/C() o /C 

REVIEW 1\GENCY COMI'IENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required1 
Relocation necessary? 

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

YES 

-· · ·· ir{ - -· ____ , ___ _ 

{Je tecoM./11.-E.NJ J~ . ';~<Jf'e-. ~ s ;vd e/vo"(9h_,_ 

,f'e~h M ""; . ~ L "---- c' ;,f..":"' h " , --\-a s«fi'J"j 
:}_n4N{j fC·fv,.~ h:!v/'R-1,/ \'E'_,Jq;>.w ~'tS f"f~s~t\, 
r'Jrv'J_If:J0~D ~~~~ I b1 : a 

~~ / OJv'Y ~ Tu /{ 
Rtb({c /i~k<)',"j.S _s.}~;g,tlc/ 

h~. ,~-d 1-e.a r-0 f- ~1 ~VA I 
i)IA<J rt<vd p £4'\ t rJ 

·lie ~~ zc~1Z-I -~fa 7: ::r, 
r'_~ r} ,;j".J, c·\.o~ .:.- · ~ 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEl<l AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Office: 

---------------------------
Reviewed by: 

Date; 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY Jl-~~{)SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR OFFICE. 

I 

I 
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J * * * llo * * * * * U * U * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U * * *** * ******* * * * **·*****-** U1 C75-90 2175 RIVER ROAD REZONE FROM AFT TO PUD ( !ND.l AND A 
MESA COUNTY REVIEW SI-IEET CONCEPT PLAN FOR INDUSTRIAL, WAREHOUSE, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE 
··-------------"'·-·-- USES. Pet: Wayne Deweese Loc: 2175 R1ver Road A request to 

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

rezone 2.2 acr~s from Agricultural/Forestry/ Transitional to 
Planned Unit Development Zone and to approve a concept plan. 
Also to permit the approval of an O.D.P./Prelim. Plan at 
staff level with no further hearings. Planning 
Commission:11/15i90 Commissioners: 12/18/90. 

·~*******************************~***··································•******•' 
The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and 
comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE I>JEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
BELOW. 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location' 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

rtEVIEW ABENCY 

GRAND JUNCTION 

MCC Hearing Date: 

L.o 1 s Lfi-Sti 16 leo o /C 

REVIEW ABENCV COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 
YES 

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 e,xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDEJ~INES FOR HEVIE!-J AGENCY COMMEN'.I'S" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Office: 

Reviewed by: Datez 

FAILURE TO OSJECT OR COMMENT BY /?-~::?()sHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
OFFICE, 

I 



' . 
MESA COUNTY REVIEW 

C75-90 RIVER ROAD REZONE FROM AFT TO PUD 
AND A CONCEPT PLAN FOR 

INDUSTRIAL, WAREHOUSE, AND OUTDOOR STORAGE USES 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 11{15{90 

Lot is adjacent to River Road interceptor which still has adequate 
capacity for additional development. 

No comment as long as "Utility Composite" is supplied and reviewed 
prior to any development. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - David Thornton 11{14{90 

We recommend that the petitioner not be granted future review and 
approval by staff only. Full public hearings should be required 
for final plan and plat if the rezone to P.I. is approved. 

There is not enough information to sufficiently review this 
proposal. 

The number and types of uses proposed are too general and appear to 
be the same as those allowed in a straight zone for industrial 
uses. 

I 

I 
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NARRATIVE 

2175 River Road 
Tax Schedule No. 2697-364-99-025 
Approx. 2.919 Acres - Gross 
Approx. 2.2 Acres - Net of River Road right of way 

This property is located on River Road, along the corridor 
of Planned Industrial uses. Railhead, Planned Industrial, 
is located directly to the East; there is one parcel between 
subject and the Persigo Sewage Plant to the West. 

The I-70 Business Loop Corridor Guideline dated October 26, 
1988, recorded in Book 1718 at Page 356, Paragraph 7), "The 
area along River Road is most appropriate for heavy commercial 
and industrial uses." 

·The subject property is under contract with the condition that 
a Planned Industrial zone be permitted, which will allow Purchaser 
to operate his business on the property. 

ZONE REQUESTED: Planned Industrial 
USES: From "Manufacturing Heading" 

Blacksmith/Machine Shops 
Freight Yards 
Outdoor Building Material & Equipment Sale 

Equipment Storage and Sales 
Pipe Storage and Sales 

From "Industry - Unlimited" 
Consists of large scale industry and other public 
and private industry, which is primarily manufacturing 
in nature and which can control noise, smoke, fumes and 
dust and other such operational features. 
Heavy equipment storage 
Pipe storage 

From "Service Business - Unlimited" 
Commercial/Industrial Rental 
Truck Terminals 

Exploration Drilling Business 
From "Automotive Maintenance" 

Auto Repair Garages (including Painting) 
Car Washes 
Tire Recapping & Storage 

From "Retail Business-Unlimited, Outside" 
Open land for displaying, storing & selling: 
Automobiles/pickup trucks/vans/ 

/drilling rigs 

I 

I 
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Page 2. 
2175 River Road 
2697-364-00-025 

The Purchaser does not plan to build immediately. Therefore, 
this request is for the Planned Industrial Zoning, with the 
requirements that, at the time of Building Permit, said permit 
will be conditional upon submission and approval to the Mesa 
County Planning Department: 

L. Official Development Plan (O.D.P., 24"x32") 
a) Location Map 
b) Parking Breakdown 
c) Landuse Breakdown 
d) Screening/Landscaping 
e) Generalized Drainage, Sewer, Water and Irrigation 

N. Site Development Plan (24"x 32") 
P. Utilities Composite (24"x32") 
R. Grading, Drainage, and Irrigation Plan (24"x32") 

Purchaser/Petitioner understands that signage, landscaping, 
parking, driveways must meet county codes and guidelines. 
As to Parking areas and Driveways, these areas must be 
dust free. 

I 

I 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
C72-90 CHILDRENS PARADISE LARGE DAYCARE HOME 

CONDITIONAL USE 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Joe Beilman 11/06/90 

No comment. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - David Thornton 11/06/90 

No comments. 

CITY ENGINEER - J.D. Newton 11/06/90 

No comment. 

-------------------------- I 

I 
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Mesa County Plannina Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 

C72-90 CHILORENS PARADISE LARGE DAVCARE HONE - A Condi tiona! 
Use Permit for a large Day Care Home in an R-2 zone. 
Petit i,oner: Bob and Donna S1~ank 

Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 
Location: 3052 Boof.cliff, Grand JUnction, Co 81504 
A request to approve a Condi tiona! Use Perai t for a large day 
care home for up to 12 children in an R-2 zone. Planning 
Hearing: 11/15/90. County Commissioners: 12119/9(1 

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

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS OY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE DELDI-J. 

MCPC HearinQ Date: 
File Numher: 
Project Name1 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address1 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Arfrfressz 

Phone1 

MCC HearinQ Date: 

REVIEW riGENCY CDMNENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing servic~s adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

. Improvements agreement adequate? 
ns-builts required for release? 
Financing required for ~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

-· 

+++ PLEnSE REFER. TO "GUIDELINES POR RP.VIEI.V 

Reviewing Office:~ LlJ, ~ nGENCY COMMENTS" FOR. SPECIFICS+f 

Reviewed by: c,t(§:."r 
r / 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE, 

---
11-~'3o -({bsHALL 

Date; L! -C..- 9o 

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

I 

I 
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MESA COUNTY REV~~W 

TO: City Utilities Engineer 

FROM: community Development 

Please review the information and return 

David Thornton by qo 

Mesa County Plannina Oe~artment 
P.O. BoM 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Cnln 81502-5022 

C12-90 CHILORnlS PARADISE LARGE DAYCARE HOHE - A Conditional 
Use Permit for a Large Day Car! flam! in an R-2 zone. 
Petiti,oner: Bob and Donna Sliank 
Location: 3(152 Book eli II 1 Grand JUnction, Co 91504 
A request to approve a Conditional Us! Permit for a large day 
care home lor up to 12 children in an R-2 zone. Planning 
Hearing: 11115/?0. County Commissioners: 12118/90 

-~**************************************************************************~ 
The attached application has been sent tn your office for your review anc comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR CDI'll'tENTS OY ONE ~IEEI< BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE DELml. 

MCPC Hearino nate: 
File Nurnller: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Arfcfress: 

Phone: 

MCC 1-Iearino nate: 

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is pr.oposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to s~r.vices required? 
Easements reguir.ed? 
Relocation necessary? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

01:her. concerns anrl specific requirements: 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEW l\G~NCY 
, COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS+~ 

Reviewing.Officeo ~· t(/-,f/t~ 
Reviewed by: ~ 

1 

1 

Date: _/Vl9//.' 4 ,/-~ 
FAILURE TO OIJJECT OR COMMENT ov 11-:3G-(J/\ HALL c 
OFFICE. --- ~)S ~ONSTITUTE ~PPROVAL BY YOUr. 

I 

I 
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Mesa County Plannina Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 

C72-90 CHILDRENS PARADISE LARGE DAYCARE HONE - A Condi tiona! 
Use Permit for a Large Day Care Home in an R-2 zone. 
Peti ti,oner: Bob and Donna S1;ank 

Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 
Location: 3052 Bookcliff, Srand JUnction, Co 81504 
A request to approve a Conditional Use Permit for a large day 
care home for up to 12 children in an R-2 zone. Planning 
Hearing: 11/15/90. County Commissioners: 12/18/90 

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

**PLEASE RETUAN YDUn COMMENTS OY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE DELOI>J. 

MCPC Hearin~ nate: 
File Number: MCC Hearinl) Oate: 
Project Name: ------
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS {PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing servicps adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

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

1 capacity or supply: 

YES 

cerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

-· 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELIH8S FOR JU:VIE\'1 AGENCY COMMENTS n 

Reviewing Office: FOR SPECIFICS+t 

Reviewed by: 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE. L /-·-3o -(fbsi-IALL 

Date: 

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUn 

I 

I 
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J'.l.lP. Hn, _______ _ 

ltnc'•l .lpl: lin. 
Dn tc IInce i vntl _____ _ 

Mesa County 
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.... 

:JOOOOO Developn1ent Application oooooooo 
h•.,, l.h•! utult!r!'it~•u~el, lu~inn l:hn ntJnr~_.fl of 1•rn1•fl•·ty ni.t:untr.•l in 
1·(•,!1:1 Cnunty
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MESA COUNTY REViEW 
C74-90 PARADISE HILLS REVISED OFFICIAL DEVELO 

AND FILING #7 IN A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 11/16/90 

There is capacity in the existing Paradise Hills lines and the 
Paradise Hills interceptor to service the development. 

1. Profiles for water and sewer will be required prior to 
approval. 

2. The dead end line at the north end of Lanai will require a 4 
foot diameter manhole with a stub north out of the manhole 
unless there are no users on the line. It is not possible to 
determine this since no services are shown on the "Utility 
Plan". 

3. An improvements agreement will be required prior for approval. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - Kathy Portner 11/14/90 

.. 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(fl 

CITY 

Having only one access for this number of lots is a concern. 

The only access crosses a drain ditch. Could that portion of 
Lana~ Dri v~. b~ under water at times? A ~nc\~ e. !>'h-ow\~ be- \c.u;\-\ 'M.ft'S5 
thQ... c\tAIM\j€- d,,\<.,}\ , 

Public access easements along the canal and drain ditch should 
be dedicated for connections to a future trail network. 

Lots 4 - 10, Block 3 appea~ to be much too steep to build on. 

The narrative indicates the roads will be built to County 
local urban road standards and match those found in other 
filings. Are the existing roads built to current County 
standards? If not, the new roads should meet current 
standards for urban roads. __ \ 
Ref\\o\l\N~ vN -s~e+ pM-K••Vj A-lo4 WWAI "bc'i \le.. mlty "e..-\¥' rea.u<>e.. 
-+t"A~~\ L- C{JNt.ft.-.J $ . 
ENGINEER - J.D. Newton 11/06/90 

Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of all streets per 
County standard for local urban streets. Utility easements 
adjacent to road rights-of-way should be 10 1 wide. Lanai Drive is 
a residential collector and should have a pavement width of 36' 

I 

I 



•.. • 
PARADISE HILLS FILING #7 PROPOSAL 

SUMMARY 

The proposal calls for the ultimate phased development of 52 single 
family building sites on 18.8 acres. Minimum lot size is 8000 square feet. 
The resulting de!1sity is 2. 76 dwelling units per acre. The accompanying Site 
Development Plan depicts the relationship of each lot to the property 
boundary, roadway access, and other features of the development. 

The initial access to Paradise Hills, Filing 7 is limited to Lanai Drive. 
Lanai Drive is proposed to extend across the property, thus allowing for the 
future development of a secondary access into the area. Figure IV (attached) 
shows a suggested future circulation system by the developer for the balance 
of the property owned by them. All proposed roadways will be dedicated and 
constructed in accordance with Mesa County Road standards for a local urban 
street. According to the Colorado Highway Department's Trip Generator, 
approY..imately 468 average daily trips (ADT) would occur after site 
development is complete. The City's traffic generation table shows single 
family detached homes generating 10 trips per day. This would compute to 520 
ADT for Filing 7. The proposal calls for all utilities to be extended to each 
lot. 

Mesa County Planning sent a review packet to City staff around the first 
part of November for our comment on this proposal. This packet was reviewed 
by the City Engineer, Utilities Engineer, and Community Development staff. 
Those initial review comments are summarized as the following: 

1) Profiles for water and sewer will be required prior to approval. 
2) The dead end line at the north end of Lanai Drive will require a 4 foot 

diameter manhole with a stub north out. of the manhole unless there are no 
users on the line. It is not possible to determine tht,s since no services are 
shown on the "Utility Plan". 

3) An improvements agreement will be required prior to approval. 
4) Having only one access for this number of lots is a concern. 
5) The only access crosses a drain ditch. Could that portion of Lanai 

Drive be under water at times? 
6) Public access easements along the canal and drain ditch should be 

dedicated for connections to a future trail network 
7) Lots 4 - 10, Block 3 appear to be much too steep to build on. 
8) The narrative indicates the roads will be built to County local urban 

road standards and match those found in other filings. Are the existing roads 
built to current County standards? If not, the new roads should meet current 
standards for urban roads. 

9) Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of all streets per County 
standard for local urban streets. Utility easements adjacent to road-right
of-ways should be 10' wide. Lanai Drive is a residential collector and should 
have a pavement width of 36' minimum. 

Hesa County Planni.'1g· Commission held a public hearing on this proposal 
on November 15th. A number of Paradise Hills residents attended that meeting 
and they felt their concerns for additional traffic generated from the 
proposed development of filing 7 were not addressed appropriately. Having 
only one access out of filing 7 via Lanai Drive creates more traffic problems 
on a street that is already busy. 

I 

I 



On November 20th, Cit~r and County staffs met with 4 homeowner 
associatian representatives for Paradise Hills. In attendance were George 
Platt, Orville Endrud, Ray Ashbed::, and Gary Morris representing Paradise 
Hills; Steve Sharp and Bennett Boeschenstein from the County; and Marl~ Achen, 
Marty Currie, Don Newton, and Dave Thornton for the City. From this meeting 
the following additional comment::; were added to the previous submitted review 
comments by City Staff (see above comments). 

10) A bl.~idge should be built across the drainage ditch along Lanai. 
11) Removing on street parking along Lanai Drive may help reduce traffic 

concerns. 
12) An alternate access must be included if filing 7 is approved. An 

East-West route is recommended, perhaps intersecting with 271/4 Road if the 
current configuration and location of filing 7 is maintained. Eventually this 
East-~1est access should also connect with 26 1/2 Road when future filings are 
approved. Full street improvements need to be required. 

13) Lots along the Southern boundary of filing 7 need to be reviewed for 
proximity to the flood plain. 

Preliminary conversation by County Planning with the developer 
regarcli..n.g concerns brought out at the meeting on Nov. 20th have resulted in 
some tentative agreements such as: 

A) The construction of a sidewalk on one side of Lanai to H Road. 
B) Some repair of the low spots on Lanai Drive. 
C) Provision for school children crossing signs and markings on Lanai. 
D) The latest proposal by the developer relating to traffic issues is 

to extend an East-West route beginning at the intersection of Catalina Drive 
and Catalina Court and curve North and East to a point on Lanai Drive and 
entering filing 7 from the North. They only want to provide this as an 
emergency access to filing 7 and propose only to gravel it and construct a 
temporary break away barrier. County Staff have countered that proposal 
1-?ith requiring the road to be paved to a rural standard allowing continuous 
access to filing 7. The County Commissioners will make the final decision. 

This proposal's next step in the County approval process is for it to go 
to public hearing before the County Commissioners. The hearing will be opened 
during Dec. 18th's meeting and forwarded to the following meeting to be held on 
Dec. 27th at 7:30 p.m. 
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From: !marka 
Date: Tue Dec 11 8:06:39 MST 1990 
Subject: Paradise Hills expansion 
Cc: !danw 
To: !martync 
Cc: !donn 
Content-Length: 564 

Please, prepare a report for City Council on this issue. Includ~ 
summary of project proposal with map, summary of city~s initial review 
comments, city meeting with concerned citizens, revised city review comments, 
present status in County process. City Council needs to be aware of these 
kind of reviews, because they are likely to generate controversy. 

Be sure to copy me, DanW and Planning Commission. 
Confer with DanW on alternatives for our review comments that would 

allow policy-maker involvement in addition to staff involvement. 

#3 1->PREV 2->NEXT 3->PRINT 4->DEL 5->ANSW 6->FORW 7->MOVE 8->DONE 
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I 

I 



~o ~s c... "'-e-N s k\ ,.j 
- t ' .. - e I spoke with Bennet B. at County Planning and relayed to him the concerns that 

Mr. Bray had expressed to you. Bennet said that he had already spoken with 
Mr. Bray. 

Regarding the Filing #7 at Paradise Hills I was advised there was a public 
hearing scheduled for it on December 18 in the morning. Due to conflicts in 
schedules with the County Commissioners the hearing will be continued to 
sometime. in January (date to be announced). 

Preliminary conversation by County Planning with the developer regarding 
concerns brought out at the meeting we attended have resulted in some 
tentative agreements such as: 

The construction of a sidewalk on one side of Lanai to H Road. 
Some repair of the low spots on Lanai. 
Provision for school children crossing signs and markings on Lanai. 

The drainage and flood plain issues have not been resolved as yet. Neither 
has the determination of where the second major access road should be and 
how it should be paid for. (Our preference was for the 27 1/4 Road access.) 
Discussion between County and developer did take place about using Catalina as· 
the secondary access for emergency vehicles. Agreement has not yet been 
reached. 
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SECTION I 
SUMMARY 

• 
The proposal calls for the phased development of 52 single family building sites on 18.8 
acres. Minimum lot size is 8000 square ft. The resulting density is 2. 76 dwelling units 
per acre. 

The site is located North of Grand Junction and is adjacent to a fully developed 
subdivision of similar density. The property is zoned PR 3.4 (Planned Residential) by 
Mesa County. 

Upon review of the accompanying statements, maps and project narrative, it is apparent 
that the request meets all of the standards for development permits found within Chapter 
4 of the Mesa County Land Use Code. Responses to each of the pertinent standards 
follow. 

4.1.1 Drinking Water 

4.1.2 Minimum Fire Flow 

4.1.3 Fire Response 

4.1.4 Sewage Treatment 

4.1.5 Street Access 

4.1.6 Drainage 

Proj.Nar./Paradise 

The proposed development is located within the Ute 
Water District. Drinking water is available from an 
existing supply line adjoining the site. 

Adequate supplies of water in terms of flow for 
minimum fire protection, are available. Fire hydrants 
will be located throughout the development. 

According to fire department personnel, the development 
is located within an average 6 minute response time from 
Fire Station No. 2. 

The proposal calls foi' the extension of sanitary sewer 
collection lines to the development. Treatment of sewage 
will be provided by the Persigo Wastewater Treatment 
Plant. 

Street access is proposed from Lanai Drive which is 
classified as a collector. No direct driveway access is 
proposed to Lanai Drive. Area roadways are capable of 
handling the traffic generated by the development. 

"Design Guidelines for Storm Water 
Management in Mesa County" was utilized in 
preparing the drainage report for the development. 
Drainage calculations were based on 100 year and 10 
year frequency storms. Proposed site layout is sensitive 
to existing drainage patterns. 
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4.2 Street Design 

4.3. Buffer Standard 

4.3.3 Roadway Landscaping 

4.3.4 Hazardous Conditions 

Proj.Nar./Paradise 

• 
The proposed street sections for Paradise Hills, Filing 7 
meet the requirements for both Local and Collector 
Classifications found within the "summary of 
Design Elements Table" . In no case does the 
estimated average daily traffic exceed the ranges 
identified within the aforementioned table for Local 
Urban Streets. With the exception of Lanai Drive, the 
proposed development layout will discourage through 
traffic in accordance with paragraphs 4.2.2 of the code. 

The proposal does not require a buffer zone because it 
does not have a differing density classification than the 
adjoining properties. 

The proposal calls for landscaping of all front yard 
setbacks adjacent to streets. Landscaping is proposed to 
be done in accordance with Standards established in 
"Landscape Guidelines for Mesa County". 

The development plan does not propose any construction 
within the identified hazardous drainage or soil areas. 

1-2 

I 

I 



SECTION II 
SITE ANALYSIS 

• 
INTRODUCTION - The purpose of the Site Analysis portion of this narrative is to identify the 
physical and technical characteristics of the subject site as it relates to the potential for future 
residential development, and to identify site assets and constraints. The Proposed Land Use Section 
which follows this section will demonstrate how the development plan relates to the site's assets and 
development constraints. 

LOCATION -Paradise Hills, Filing No. 7 consists of 18.8 acres located north of existing Paradise 
Hills, Filings 4, 4a, and 5 about 112 mile north of H Road, north of Grand Junction. The property 
is located in the center of Section 26, Township 1 North, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian. 

EXISTING LAND USE - The property under consideration is comprised of one single parcel of land 
and parts of two adjoining parcels. The site is vacant of structures or dwellings. Evidence of some 
past farming activities occurring on the site can be found in the southeasterly portions of the· 
property. Less than 20% of the property consists of hillside and small plateaus. Slopes on the 
hillsides approach grades of 20% . Two small irrigation ditches are evident on the site and are most 
likely as a result of past agricultural practices. Several small groves of cottonwood trees are on the 
property. Ground cover is sparce to non-existent. A major drainage channel forms the south 
property boundary. An existing overhead powerline crosses the site in a north/south direction. The 
U.S. Government Highline Canal forms the easterly boundary of the site. Paradise Hills, Filing 
7 is currently zoned PR 3.4 by Mesa County. 

SURROUNDING LAND USE- The surrounding land use is dominated by single-family housing, found 
within existing Paradise Hills, south of the subject property. Filings 1 through 6 of Paradise Hills 
consist of 291 single family lots on 130 acres with a resulting density of 2.2 dwelling units per acre. 
The northerly Grand Junction City limits line is approximately 114 mile south of the subject site. 
The only non-residential use found in the vicinity of the site is the Walker Field Airport boundary 
which is about 1/2 mile to the northeast. 

Figure I, a reproduction from the Mesa County Zoning Map can be found on the following page. 

ACCESS - Access to the property is gained from Lanai Drive which is classified as a collector by 
Mesa County. Lanai Drive serves as a connecting link to "H" Road, a minor arterial, and Catalina 
Drive, a local street, which affords access to 26 112 Road also classified as a minor arterial road. 
Other nearby roadways include 27 Road and Interstate 70. Average Daily Traffic Counts, provided 
by Mesa County for each of the above-mentioned roads, are shown on Figure II which follows page 
11-2. 
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TABLE I 

EXISTING ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 

ROAD CURB AND GUTTER SIDEWALK PAVED LANES 

Lanai Drive • • 2 
HRoad 2 
Catalina Drive • 2 
26 112 Road e (1 side) 2 
27 Road 2 

TABLE II 

ROAD CAPACITY SUMMARY 

FUNCTIONAL ULTIMATE RURAL DESIGN URBAN DESIGN 
ROAD NAME CLASSIFICATION LANES 

Lanai Drive Collector (Urban) 2 

H Road Minor Arterial 2 
(Urban) 

Catalina Drive Local (Urban) 2 

26 112 Road Minor Arterial 2 

27 Road Minor Arterial 2 

Source: Mesa County Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Design & Construction 

Proj. N ar. /Paradise 11-2 

CAP.ADT CAP.ADT 

500-1,000 1,000-8,000 

6,000-10,000 10,000-18,000 

100-500 100-500 

6,000-10,000 10 '000-18 '000 

6,000-10,000 10,000-18,000 
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• 
UTILITY SERVICE- Electric, gas, and communication lines are all located within 
Lanai Drive and/or adjoin the south property line. 

A domestic water main is located within Lanai Drive, and is 8" in diameter. 

The nearest sanitary sewer main is an 8 inch diameter line located in Lanai Drive at the 
south property line. This main flows southeasterly to 26 112 Road and the Paradise 
Hills Interceptor. 

SOILS AND GEOLOGY- The Soil Conservation Service identified 4 soil types within 
the boundary of the property. Figure III which follows this page, indicates the location 
of each soil type found on the property and a chart identifying the soil characteristics 
found within each type. 

A Geologic Hazards Report has been prepared and submitted to the State Geologist for 
their review and copy is on file at the Mesa County Planning Department. The purpose 
of the report is to identify geologic hazards that may have an adverse effect on 
construction within the subject property. The conclusions and recommendations from 
the aforementioned report follow: 

1. An apparent high water table in the gently sloping areas (possibly within 
6 feet of ground surface based on indirect evidence along the south drain) 
should be addressed and considered in the design of large structures. 

2. Expansive clays may be present in the silty clay soils and the Mancos 
Shale. 

3. The lots involving the hills of Mancos Shale have potential instability 
problems if the slopes were oversteepened bY' construction and/or later 
saturated by inadequate drainage or improper landscape techniques. 
Mitigation of the hazards should include employing site-specific design, 
construction, and maintenance techniques. 

4. The sand dune underlying 2 lots on the east portion of the parcel (Lots 
23 and 24, Block 3) should be investigated as a part of the design 
process to determine if there is potential for settlement as sometimes 
occurs upon saturation of wind-blown soils. If this potential exists, the 
hazard can be mitigated with engineered foundations. 

5. The man-made, dumped fill of waste soils and shale fragments on the 
property should be considered in design of the subdivision. This fill 
probably has low density and may contain swelling clays. 

6. The flood potential from thunderstorms can be mitigated by a design plan 
to utilize the existing drain channel and the subdivision streets. 

Proj. N ar ./Paradise 11-3 
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• 
7. Mancos Shale and soils derived from the shale contain sulfate salts due 

to the marine origin of the Mancos. Sulfate resistant cement should be 
used where concrete would contact the shale or soil. 

8. Commercial mineral resources of metallic or non-metallic nature are not 
found in the immediate area. A possibility for production of oil and/or 
natural gas from underlying formations exists. Production of natural gas 
from these formations occurs nearby. 

9. The area has a low probability of destructive seismic events. 

DRAINAGE - A detail drainage report has been submitted to the Mesa County 
Engineering and Planning Departments. The report indicates the subject property is 
influenced by a 1700 acre off-site drainage basin. This basin originates in the 
Bookcliffs. Prior to the drainage flows reaching the subject property, water will cross 
under 27 114 Road through an existing 72" diameter culvert and be carried beneath the 
Highline Canal in 2-60" diameter culverts. When the stormwater reaches the property 
it is carried in an open drainage channel across the south boundary line and westerly to 
26 112 Road. According to the drainage study, the estimated 100 year frequency storm 
would generate 360 cfs, all of which can be carried within the banks of the existing 
drainage channel. 

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 32 total polices, 21 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 this proposal 
follow: 

Policy 
Section No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Title 

Introduction 

Availability of drinking water in new 
subdivisions and other developments. 

Minimum fire flows. 

Fire response time. 

Proximity to new residential development of 
commercial services. 

Standards for sewer service. 

Coordination of long-range school planning and 
school capacity. 

Proj. N ar. /Paradise II-4 
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" I 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 of development 
following approval. 

13 Policy on utilization of 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 sharing by developers and 
land owners for parks and other major public 
improvements. 

17 Agricultural land use policies. 

18 Energy Policies 

19 Environmental resource and hazards policies. 

23 Walker Field Policies 

25 Master Plan of schools. 

26 Master Plan of parks. 
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SECTION ill 
PROPOSED LAND USE 

INTRODUCTION - The purpose of this section is to describe the proposed 
development features in relation to the site's asset and constraints identified within the 
Site Analysis Section of the narrative statement. 

GENERAL - The proposal calls for the ultimate phased development of 52 single 
family building sites on 18.8 acres. Minimum lot size is 8000 square ft. The resulting 
density is 2. 76 dwelling units per acre. The accompanying Site Development Plan 
depicts the relationship of each lot to the property boundary, roadway access, and other 
features of the development. 

In addition to the individual lot development standards presented herein, strict 
architectural controls will be instigated to protect the development from undesirable 
influences. To achieve this, a set of covenants, conditions and restrictions will be 
adopted to insure ongoing protection to the residents of Paradise Hills Filing No. 7 and 
the adjacent land owners. In order to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the 
development's residents, a corporate Homeowner's Association (HOA) will be formed. 
Additionally, the HOA will be responsible for the ongoing operation and maintenance 
of the proposed irrigation system for Paradise Hills, Filing 7. These forementioned 
documents will closely follow those which are of record for Filing 4A of Paradise Hills 
Subdivision. 

Figures V and VI graphically illustrate minimum building setbacks which will be 
incorporated in determining lot building envelopes. 

ACCESS - The initial access to Paradise Hills, Filing 7 is limited to Lanai Drive. 
Lanai Drive is proposed to extend across the property, thus allowing for the future 
development of a secondary access into the area. Figure IV shows a suggested future 
circulation system for the balance of the property owned by the applicant. The proposal 
calls for the construction of dedicated roadway access to all lots within the development. 
All roadways will be constructed in accordance with Mesa County Road Standards for 
a local urban street. A typical road section is shown on the accompanying Site 
Development Plan. This road section is indicative of those which exist within previous 
filings of Paradise Hills Subdivision. According to the Colorado Highway Department's 
Trip Generator, approximately 468 average daily trips would occur after site 
development is complete. The dedicated right-of-ways also will serve as utility 
corridors. 

UTILITY SERVICE 

WATER - All lots within Paradise Hills, Filing 7 will be served by a domestic water 
distribution system. New 2", 6", and 8" diameter water mains will be extended from 
an existing 8" main located in Lania Drive, owned and operated by the Ute Water 
Conservancy District. Fire hydrants will be placed throughout the development. 
Sufficient flows and pressure exist to provide adequate water supply for fire protection. 

Proj.Nar./Section III III-1 

I 

I 



-• • • • : •••·•••·· =······ 
2 Owned By Parad;,. HUla Part=&;~ 
•••• 4 

• I 
I 

• 

' I I 
\ 
\ • • • • • • • • • • • 

~ FUTURE LANAI EXTENSION 

--· !I 
== ~--
~ 
t! 
~ 

~ 

1] :I: 

~ 

¥6/ ed by Othen / c Land Own ~ 
• {Approx. Location) • ,, •.. ,.,_ ~ ..• 

FUTURE LOCAL ST~T EXTENSI?N ~ ,' • 
(Approx. Locaflon) ' , 

_.., 
# . ,_. 

, 8 , 
I 

_..,-,.,_ 

t 
~a 0~~ 
~< 
t"1 
("} 

~ 
d 8. 
~ 

. .,,,__.,_ 

Q 



I 

PAR~sE mWRE_:: FiuN! No. 7 I 
TYPICAL BUILDING SETBACKS 

1 a· 1 

0 
N 

BUILDABLE AREA FOR 
PRlNCIP,AL BUILo'INGS 

~ 

1 o' 

••• 0 ••••••••• 0 •••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • 0 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••• 0 ••• 0. 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0. 0 •••••••••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 •••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 0. 0 0 ••••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

STREET 



FIGURE VI 

PARADISE HILLS - FILING NO. 7 
TYPICAL BUILDING SETBACKS FOR ODD-SHAPED LOTS 
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SANITARY SEWER- Sewage generated by Paradise Hills, Filing 7 will be delivered 
to an existing collection system within the Paradise Hills development and ultimately 
treated by the Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility which is owned and operated by 
Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction. 

ELECTRIC, GAS, PHONE & CATV- Electric, gas, phone and cable television lines 
will be extended to each lot within the development from existing lines located adjacent 
to the proposed development. Gas mains will be located adjacent to the dedicated road 
right-of-ways, while underground electric, phone, and cable television lines will be 
typically located in dedicated utility easements at the rear of each lot. In some 
locations, these utilities will be located adjacent to the dedicated roads due to the high 
hills at the rear lot lines. Area lighting will be provided throughout the development 
to light the streets. Location of area lighting will be determined by the Public Service 
Co. 

IRRIGATION WATER - Water shares from the Highline Canal will be delivered to 
each lot within Paradise Hills, Filing 7. The irrigation system will consist of 
pressurized delivery system utilizing a central pump station. Ultimate management and 
operation of the system will be the responsibility of the aforementioned Home Owners 
Association. 35.8 Class I shares of Grand Valley Water Users Association irrigation 
water are available. 

SOILS & GEOLOGY - The proposed development plan is responsive the 
recommendations within the Geologic Hazards Report submitted to the State Geologist 
and County Planning Department under separate cover. Specific design elements 
incorporated within the development plan in response to the Geologic Hazards Report 
follow: 

1. When acceptance of the Preliminary Plan has occurred, a detailed 
subsurface soil investigation will be conducted. The investigation will 
contain specific foundation recommendations based on identified soils 
characteristics. 

2. A note will be placed on the final plat stating that engineered designed 
foundations are required on lots which are determined to need them as 
a result of the detailed soils investigation. 

DRAINAGE- A Drainage Report which evaluates the impacts on existing drainage 
patterns has been submitted to the Mesa County Planning and Engineering Departments 
under separate cover. Most of the drainage within the development will be carried in 
adjoining roadside curbs and gutters to discharge points along the existing drainage ditch 
along the south boundary. Lots within the development will be graded in a manner to 
avoid inundation of the dwellings in the event of a 100 year frequency storm. Two 
types of individual lot grading will occur. These are represented on Figure VII which 
follows this page. 

The Lanai Drive crossing of the existing drainage channel will be constructed in a 
manner which will not inundate any adjoining lots in the event of a 100 year frequency 
storm. 
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FIGURE VII 

LOT GRADING TYPE A 
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FIGURE VII 

LOT GRADING TYPE 8 

DRAINAGE BOTH TO STREET AND TO REAR LOT LINE 
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LAND USE POLICIES 

Of the 21 policies identified within the Site Analysis Section of this narrative affecting 
development of the site, the following will require special attention: 

POLICY 2 - DRINKING WATER 
Available and to be provided by Ute Water. 

POLICY 3 - MINIMUM FIRE LOWS 
Existing and proposed water mains can provide minimum fire flows. 

POLICY 4 - FIRE RESPONSE TIME 
Development· is located within existing fire protection district. Response time is 6 to 
8 minutes average. 

POLICY 6 - SEWER STANDARDS 
Development will deliver sewage to Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

POLICY 8 - STREET STANDARDS 
The proposed roadways will be constructed in accordance with current County road 
specifications and match those found in other filings. 

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

POLICY 13 - IRRIGATION WATER 
Existing sources will be utilized for irrigation. 

POLICY 14 - DRAINAGE 
Development utilizes "natural" approach in storm water management by respecting the 
existing characteristics of the major drainage channel. 

POLICY 17- AGRICULTURAL POLICIES 
Development does not lie within the Soil Conservation Service "Prime and Unique 
Agricultural Land" classification. 

POLICY 19 - ENVIRONMENT 
Development of lots does not occur in identified natural hazard areas. Site plan is 
responsive to recommendations in Geologic Hazards Report. 

POLICY 23 - WALKER FIELD 
Paradise Hills Subdivision, Filing No. 7 does not lie within Walker Field's identified 
clear or critical zone. 
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DEVEWPMENT SCHEDULE - The rate at which development of Paradise Hills, 
Filing 7 will occur will be dependent upon Mesa County's growth and housing needs. 
Therefore, the proposal calls for a .phased development. The following chart indicates 
an anticipated development schedule on a phased basis. 

PHASE 

I 

n 
Preliminary Plan for 
Filing 8 

Proj.Nar./Section III 

NO. OF WTS BEGIN DEVEWPMENT 

20 Spring, 1991 

32 Spring, 1993 

Unknown Fall, 1992 

ITI-4 
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PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 
PARADISE HILLS SUBDIVISION-FILING NO. 7 

OWNED & DEVELOPED BY: 
PARADISE HIUS PARTNERSHIP. C/0 BRAY & CO., ATN. ROBERT BRAY. 1015 N. 7TH STREET. GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, PHONE: 242-3647 

PLANNED & ENGINEERED BY: 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC., 861 ROOD AVE, GRAND JUNC110N, COLORADO, PHONE: 242-0101 

INDEX 
DESCRIPTION 

COVER SHEET 
ASSESSORS MAP 
PREliMINARY SITE PLAN 
PREliMINARY GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN 
PREUMINARY UTILITY PLAN 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

January 2, 1991 

Mark Achen 
City Manager 

Martyn Currie 
Acting Director of Community Development 

Paradise Hills Expansion, Filing #7 

Per your request, a summary report was prepared by Planner Dave 
Thornton on the proposed Paradise Hills Filing #7. This particular 
filing was presented to County Planning in the latter months of 1990. 
In his report, Dave included a summary of the of the proposed project, 
the City~s initial review comments, our meeting with concerned 
citizens from Paradise Hills, and the revised review comments. 

cc: City Council Members 
Planning Commission Members 
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PARADISE HILLS FILING #7 PROPOSAL 
SUMMARY 

The proposal calls for the ultimate phased development of 52 single 
family building sites on 18.8 acres. Minimum lot size is 8000 square feet. 
The resulting density is 2.76 dwelling units per acre. The accompanying Site 
Development Plan depicts the relationship of each lot to the property 
boundary, roadway access, and other features of the development. 

The initial access to Paradise Hills, Filing 7 is limited to Lanai Drive. 
Lanai Drive is proposed to extend across the property, thus allowing for, the 
future development of a secondary access into the area. Figure IV (attached) 
shows a suggested future circulation system by the developer for the balance 
of the property owned by them. All proposed roadways will be dedicated and 
constructed in accordance with Mesa County Road standards for a local urban 
street. According to the Colorado Highway Department's Trip Generator, 
approximately 468 average daily trips (ADT) would occur after site 
development is complete. The City's traffic generation table shows single 
family detached homes generating 10 trips per day. This would compute to 520 
ADT for Filing 7. The proposal calls for all utilities to be extended to each 
lot. 

Mesa County Planning sent a review packet to City staff around the first 
part of November for our comment on this proposal. This packet was reviewed 
by the City Engineer, Utilities Engineer, and Community Development staff. 
Those initial review comments are summarized as the following: 

1) Profiles for water and sewer will be required prior to approval. 
2) The dead end line at the north end of Lanai Drive will require a 4 foot 

diameter manhole with a stub north out of the manhole unless there are no 
users on the line. It is not possible to determine this since no services are 
shown on the "Utility Plan". 

3) An improvements agreement will be required prior to approval. 
4) Having only one access for this number of lots is a concern. 
5) The only access crosses a drain ditch. Could that portion of Lanai 

Drive be under water at times? 
6) Public access easements along the canal and drain ditch should be 

dedicated for connections to a future trail network. 
7) Lots 4 - 10, Block 3 appear to be much too steep to build on. 
8) The narrative indicates the roads will be built to County local urban 

road standards and match those found in other filings. Are the existing roads 
built to current County standards? If not, the new roads should meet current 
standards for urban roads. 

9) Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of all streets per County 
standard for local urban streets. Utility easements adjacent to road-right
of-ways should be 10' wide. Lanai Drive is a residential collector and should 
have a pavement width of 36' minimum. 

Hesa County Planning Commission held a public hearing on this proposal 
on November 15th. A number of Paradise Hills residents attended that meeting 
and they felt their concerns for additional traffic generated from the 
proposed development of filing 7 were not. addressed appropriately. Having 
only one access out of filing 7 via Lanai Drive creates more traffic problems 
on a street that is already busy. 
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On November 20th, City and County staffs met with 4 homeowner 
association representatives for Paradise Hills. In attendance were George 
Platt, Orville Endrud, Ray Ashbeck, and Gary Morris representing Paradise 
Hills; Steve Sharp and Bennett Boeschenstein from the County; and Mark Achen, 
Marty Currie, Don Newton, and Dave Thornton for the City. From this meeting 
the follm-Jing additional comments were added to the previous submitted review 
comments by City Staff (see above comments). 

10) A bridge should be built across the drainage ditch along Lanai. 
11) Removing on street parking along Lanai Drive may help reduce traffic 

concerns. 
12) An alternate access must be included if f.iling 7 is approved. An 

East-West route is recommended, perhaps intersecting with 271/4 Road if the 
current configuration and location of filing 7 is maintained. Eventually this 
East-West access should also connect with 261/2 Road when future filings are 
approved. Full street improvements need to be required. 

13) Lots along the Southern boundary of filing 7 need to be reviewed for 
proximity to the flood plain. 

Preliminary conversation by County Planning with the developer 
regarding concerns brought out at the meeting on Nov. 20th have resulted in 
some tentative agreements such as: 

A) The construction of a sidewalk on one side of Lanai to H Road. 
B) Some repair of the low spots on Lanai Drive. 
C) Provision for school children crossing signs and markings on Lanai. 
D) The latest proposal by the developer relating to traffic issues is 

to extend an East-West route beginning at the intersection of Catalina Drive 
and Catalina Court and curve North and East to a point on Lanai Drive and 
entering filing 7 from the North. They only want to provide this as an 
emergency access to filing 7 and propose only to g:r;,avel it and construct a 
temporary break away barrier. County Staff have countered that proposal 
with requiring the road to be paved to a rural standard allowing continuous 
access to filing 7. The County Commissioners will make the final decision. 

This proposal's next step in the County approval process is for it to go 
to public hearing before the County Commissioners. The hearing will be opened 
during Dec. 18th's meeting and forwarded to the following meeting to be held on 
Dec. 27th at 7:30 p.m. 

(PARADISE. SUM) 
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TO: Dan Wilson 

FROM: Kathy Portner~( 
DATE: Jan. 2, 1991 

RE: Paradise Hills 

MEMORANDUM 

I attended the County Commissioner's hearing on December 
27th for the Paradise Hills, Filing #7 preliminary plat approval. 
Robert Bray, the petitioner, spent 10 minutes of his presentation 
time to rant and rave about the City's "secret meeting" with 
property owners. He noted that the staff comments, originally 
done by me, were changed after the meeting with the home owners 
although the date of comment remained the same. During my 
presentation I indicated that I had done the original comments 
and that a meeting was held with some homeowners and indicated 
who had attended the meeting. I also commented that the second 
set of comments made by another staff member after the meeting 
were not significantly different than the original comments, but 
that there should have been another date on them. 

The County Commissioners approved the preliminary plan in a 
lengthy motion. Many of our comments were ignored. In my 
presentation I suggested that since the City would likely annex 
this in the near future, the roads should be built to City urban 
standards. Doralyn asked County Engineering what the difference 
between City and County road standards were. Steve Sharp replied 
that there were differences, but because this was being proposed 
in the County it should be built to County standards. Doralyn 
agreed and the discussion moved on. 

A second access was required, looping back to Catalina near 
26 1/2 Road. However, a chip and seal surface was required 
rather than paving to standards. The problem I see with that is 
if it is accepted into the County system that way, maintenance 
costs will be much greater. And if it isn't accepted into the 
County system no one will maintain it. Perhaps a better solution 
would have been guaranteeing funds for future upgrading of the 
road at the time of the next filing or within a one or two year 
period, which ever came first. There was also some discussion as 
to why the Fire Department saw no problem with having only one 
access to 50 lots which crossed a major drain ditch. The 
Commissioners commented that they thought the Fire Dept. was 
negligent for not requiring a second access. 

With the provision of a second access, the Commissioners did 
not require that Lanai be brought up to collector standards, 
which seems reasonable. The petitioner will be required to do 
some drainage improvements along the existing Lanai, but will not 
be required to build sidewalks on one side of existing Lanai as 
had been suggested by County staff. Money spent on drainage 
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improvements will be credited to the developers Deve~opment 
Impact Fee (DIF). There is probably only enough money in the 
developers DIF to do either drainage or sidewalks anyway. 

Parks and trails were another major topic of debate. County 
staff had recommended that homeowners in filing #7 be required to 
get together with the other filings to see that the existing 
undeveloped parkland be developed and maintained. The 
Commissione.rs' felt that was an unreasonable . request to make of 
the petitioner since he would have no control over what the other 
homeowners might want to do. So there were no parks requirements 
made of the petitioner except for the portion of the DIF that 
goes to parks; however, most of the DIF will go toward drainage 
improvements for Lanai. 

County staff had recommended that trail easements be 
dedicated along the canal and ditch and that a trail be 
constructed and maintained by the homeowners. The developer has 
said he will dedicate the easements and build the trails, but 
will then turn them over to the County. Of course the County 
wants no part of that and has dropped any requirements for trails 
or easements. I think we should at least get the easements 
dedicated if we can't decide who's responsibility maintenance of 
trails is. These would be important links in an overall trail 
network as proposed by Ciavonne and Associates for MPO. 

We will have another opportunity to comment on this proposal 
when they submit for final approval. Perhaps some of these 
issues can be resolved by then. 

xc: Marty Currie 
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File #C74-90 Paradise Hills 

The City appreciates the opportunity to have submit ted writ ten 
comments on this project. 

Because it is likely this property will be annexed after hooking 
onto sewer, ~ would like to reiterate our comments which for the 
most part, agree with County staff comments. 

We understand this proposal will come back through the process for 
final approval. Profiles for water and sewer will be required for 

that review. ~ f'N4 ~ o-lJxh~ c_&w...~ ~o...t__ ftt ~b.L ~ ... 
Lots 4-10, block 3 should be reconfigured and building envelops 
provided that retain the natural topography. 

All roads should be built to;s~ban standards. ~ 
Public access easements along the canal and drain d tch should be 

d;:,i~~:\dre;;~~oQl:cl~io;:. ~~~,,:tl~~:l\;;t,w;;~. ~ MyM)b~ 
Detailed drainage and floodplain reports must be reviewed and 
approved by the engineering staffs prior to final approval. ~ 

Bridge crossing~:~~required over the drain ditch~~ 
A second access to this filing must be required. Full paving of 
that access should be required, with curb, gutter and sidewalk 
being deferred to later filings. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
C74-90 PARADISE HILLS REVISED OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

AND FILING #7 IN A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONE 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Bill Cheney 11/16/90 

There is capacity in the existing Paradise Hills lines and the 
Paradise Hills interceptor to service the development. 

1. Profiles for water and sewer will be required prior to 
approval. 

2. The dead end line at the north end of Lanai will require a 4 
foot diameter manhole with a stub north out of the manhole 
unless there are no users on the line. It is not possible to 
determine this since no services are shown on the "Utility 
Plan". 

3. An improvements agreement will be required prior for approval. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - Kathy Portner 11/14{90 

o Having only one access for this number of lots is a concern. 

o The only access crosses a drain ditch. Could that portion of 
Lanai Drive be under water at times? A bridge should be built 
across the drainage ditch. 

o Public access easements along the canal and drain ditch should 
be dedicated for connections to a future trail network. 

o Lots 4 - 10, Block 3 appear to be much too steep to build on. 

o The narrative indicates the roads will be built to County 
local urban road standards and match those found in other 
filings. Are the existing roads built to current County 
standards? If not, the new roads should meet current 
standards for urban roads. 

o Removing on-street parking along Lanai Drive may help reduce 
traffic concerns. 

o An alternate access must be included if Filing 7 is approved. 
An East-West route is recommended, perhaps intersecting with 
27 1/4 Road if the current configuration and location of 
Filing 7 is maintained. Eventually this East-West access 
should also connect with 26 1/2 Road when future filings are 
approved. Full street improvements need to be required. 

o Lots along southern boundary of Filing 7 need to be reviewed 
for proximity to flood plain. 
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Page 2 FILE C74-90 Paradise Hills Filing #7 

CITY ENGINEER - J.D. Newton 11/06/90 

Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of all streets per 
County standard for local urban streets. Utility easements 
adjacent to road rights-of-way should be 10' wide. Lanai Drive is 
a residential, collector and should have a pavement width of 36 1 

minimum. 
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J***~**********************************************•·········-~--~-·-- .. -
C74-90 PARADISE HILLS REVISED OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

MESA COUNTY REVIEW SI-IEET ANDF~LING 17 IN A PLAN~ED UNIT DEVELOPMENT Z~NE. 
----------------------- Pehhoner: Parad1se Hllls Partnersh1p locahon: N. 

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

. ~** 

of lanai Drive & Filings 4 and 4A. A request to 
approve a revised Official Development Plan and Filing 
#7 of Paradise Hi lis Planned Unit Development. This 
filing consists of 52 lots on 18.8 acres. Planning 
Commission Hearing: 11-15-90. County Commissioners: /;:;t-/8-</:) 

-~****************************************************************************** 
The attached application has been sent to your office for you·r review and 
comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BV ONE L-JEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
BELOL-J. 

MCPC Hearing D~.t.U ~ -15-10 
File Number: C:J-:1.- 0 MCC Hearing Date: )0(-1~-10 
Proj ec:t Name 1 [39RAQrsc 1/n.t..S Ht.IAJ6. ('(,.. 7 

n 7 Phase: rcd•mina.-y Pha 
Common Location: ill~>dh 12{= LA,<Nif v.-. 4 At!.uv6,S 4q,d 411 

Engineer - Name: /J,.,..,sl-ro,,9 Ce>,rvlf-c:rnft /m;. ,£-ln. -z;;,_.. lo?~ 
Address: B~! Rood, (!Zny.d Wuacft't>ez ,, co .rrs-ot 

Phone: 24-"i!- 010 I 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

r!EVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

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 ~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

t?-1 ~1/ -
Lv Uv/ 1/r/,41;{ 

NO 
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u ** u ** * **** ** ** ** * ** *** ** * * ** * ** * * *** * g~9ntR:D1s~*H1Lt:MI~E'n*oFFiciAL.o'EvEL'o'PH'EwtPLAN ..... ~** 
AND FILING #7 lN A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONE. 

t!!.;.§l\ CO!JN_TY f!~VIg\'L§!:!gET Petitioner: Paradise Hills Partnershlp Locatlon: N. 

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

of Lanai Drive & Filings 4 and 4A. A request to .. 
approve a revised Official Development Plan and Flllng 
fi7 of Paradise Hills Planned Unit Development. :hls 
filing consists of 52 lots on iB.B acres. Plannlng 
Commission Hearing: 11-15-90. County Comm!ss1oners: /;J.-J3-C/O 

~~*************************************·-·--··············••******************** 
The attached application has been sent to your office for your review and 
comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE l>JEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
BELOW. 

MCPC Hearing D~tf}!!f.-- f5:10 
File Number: t,t'/'1.~ 

MCC Hearing Date: 

Project Name: FhRADt5F 1/n .. e..S H<-/.-.Jt- c&. 7 
0 7 

Phase: rn/,'mina .... y Ploa 
Common Location: /1/,,...H, af L14.•NN Vr . .f A~nv'-S 4 eurd 411 

Engineer - Name: 1/,-msl-ron? Ct:ursv/·f-e:mft Inc. tf.;,.,. %,.., 4o?t.e 
Address: 8@1 R0 od1 G-aznd Jum:Tten •' co 4'1SDI 

Phone: 24=2~0101 

Pe l:i tioner - Name: Baci/St $'1/s fl,,..-fn~ahip % Bf,u·t ilr11V 
Address: /01£ d. 7f.!l 5-f~ Grand ,/eu.crlan,. Co 4/Sot 

Phone: ?42~.3'-1=1 

rtEVJEW 1\GENCV 

rZ2tWO /cr. ck1uT( B' 

REVIEW 1\BENCV COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 
Improvements agreement 

· As-builts required for 
Financing required for 

adequate? 
release? 
~xtensions? 

~ 

~ .. 'I J c;.;.,Pa. c:,L..; 
~-tt~ ~'n~rY'ce~ 

, Impact on capacity or supply: 
Ii-I ~· e JC;,s~::,S R.-.d;..uz. G;lf.s- /;A4s a--R ~ 
..,t. ~ru~C<! ~Ave/ .. ?~· 

NO 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

/. P~'le.r ~r w~ a-..R ~ ""';II k Jo..'"?ui~ fr"lrr vt o/J'r4V''"{ f. 
Z. 7k. ~ ~ /,M.. a/~ A.,,.~~ crf' L'a'N-~ w•'t{ .-ef~-<IJ..e.- b.-- 4'of:q....:4 
~).,#k tvi.f< a- ~~ .n~r.,t-4 oa-f 6-/ ~ ~A.,!e tM..k.!f ~ 

t:fJU!- /Jq (.l.~rf oh ~ /,'Ju.., # ~./ .~,,.-f ;P-f$/Me ~ ~~ .... ~~ ref;~ 
~~""ce no _:;Q,-v~ce,.s- a~ ~(. ... ~ oJ, -1-k. .. tt-l: kly f'l~ -~ 

3. /1-P~ i""'f?rz,ve~ Ajvcee.._.;/-£,Vi/( iu.~t"wi.A.e(/ f,.lJrY" ~ o//,.,....,..."'(. 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEl\1 AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Offic:e:~.b/t'e:, (,A_},,.fr..c- t/Nilt·Je~ 

Reviewed by : &t ( L?~e-t.. -e y - tU:!tfr 6fhJ!~ 
FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 12·-~:10 SHALL 
OFFICE. 

Date 1 II-/G. -«j C> 

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
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,***~*************************************************************************** C74-90 PARADISE HILLS REVISED OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

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

AND FILING #7 IN A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONE. 
Petitioner: Paradise Hills Partnership location: N. 
of lanai Drive & Filings 4 and 4A. A request to 
approve a revised Official Development Plan and Filing 
#7 of Paradise Hills Planned Unit Development. This 
filing consists of 52 lots on 18.8 acres. Planning 
Commission Hearing: 11-15-90. County Commissioners: );}-/$ -1{) 

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

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE I.-lEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
BELOI.-J. 

~~~; ~~:~!~; De?llJ~~~-r:::,-qo 
Project Name1 /39RAptsF t/ll.t..S H<-1/'Jt- !{-. 7 

MCC Hearing Date: 

n 7 Phase: rrdiminq.,-y Pba 
Common Location: A112rf6 af LA-IV,., ZJr. tf Fi~tN6<S 4tutd 411 

Engineer - Name: l/r-,..,sl-r"n.9 Ct:>nsvlrq·nft.. In&. tf6.. z;;,.. L<>ftc.ll!!: 
Address: 8~! Rqod1 Gnzad JrMrftorz,, CD ,f(!((ll 

Phone: 242~otot 

Petitioner - Name: &am·u !l/1/s ffi,--fne,-sh/p % kbl>e,-f Br11f;t' 
Address I .1011" N. ?-1:..11 #:' Gcand e/unc-hao, Co 41$"(1{ 

Phone: 242-$q.4z 

r!EVIEW AGENCY 

Geo. Jtt!T. fZ!\N\UN.t 
REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

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 ~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and SPf_t~requirements: 
&,{L~ 

r:, c I 

s~\G 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEl'l AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Office: 

Reviewed by: 
Date; 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY I;;L-4-C(() SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY ynuR OFFICE. 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 

TO: 

FROM: 

City Utilities Engineer 

Community Development 

Please review the attached information and return 

Kathy Portner by /)1 ~~;'~() 
commenl.;s. 

HCC HearinH Date: 

Pel;l tioner - Name: .1212nzi?.I'.L.t •. Lt..ruz.e _____________ ,._ ...................... -·····--· ······-··--····-·-···-·---
1\dtlrees: 1t?.L."Lat.t:B..i?.t:! ........... ---·-·------·-· ···-·-- ·-·-··-······· .•.... ·------·---·--··----

.12mtt.rl..tlv.(l~<.ilM.,. •. ~ •..•. &tS.QL ... ____ . ·-·--·-· .... ·- ......................... ----·-----·-·----
Phone: .. Z!I./..~9..5~? ...... - .• ~---·· 

llliV lh'W J\GliNCY 

6.-2fl.d~:L.!Z&&Mo:J 
llliVIJM J\GliNCY COMMimTU ( PLU:J\!iU: 

le proposal wit;hln serv.ice ur•ea? 
U:xlsl.;lng services udequoLe? 
Connoc Lion to ser.v ices l'oqu lr·od ·,• 
l!asernento required? -- ~.O,~. 
Relocation necessary? 
lmprovemon to agreement adoqua to'/ 
As-builts required for releaoe? 
Financing required for exLenoiorHJ? 

Impact on capacity or"Bupply: 

TYP.g) 
Yen 

"Hl!f 
:~ ·:t!..-.= 
. .. :X. 

Other conect·no and spociflc r.oquir.emenLo: 

No __ ,/· 
_!f/HL 

.:S~ ~ okJ- J:r ~t)I""V~-h 

·1··1--t·PLEASE HEFEH TO "GUIDJ!:LINE:3 li'OH JUW lE\v AGJi:NCY 

HevlGwing Office: ~1A-I;/:£.d,[_ ___ ----
Hoviewed l.>y: ~~~»,.,--· 
l'/\ILUHE TO OD~T 0~ c6HHENT BY 1_~_-!JD ~)111\I,IJ 
Ul'l'lCl~. 

COM11EN'l'G" l•"OH !JPECllilCSH 

CONS'l'ITU'l'E 1\PPHOVJ\[, BY YOUH 
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tlli::iA_CQUNl:LllliV lliW ... ulllllil: 

Meat\ County Planning Department 
P.O. llox 20.000-G022 
Gennd Junction. Colo 01502--5022 

****************************************************************************** 
The attached application has been sent to yout' o.Cfil:!e for YCIUr review and 
comments. 

-t:;+.PLl•:I\SE HE'l'UHN YOUH COt1MENTS BY ONE WEIJ:K UJ.t:Foim Tim MCPC 111~1\IUNG DI\TE 
Dl!:LOW. 

MCPC Hearing DfA~f_n:J__I-1.5:1() 
Flle Number: .k..l.L::l.LL 

MCC Hearing Date: 

Peoject Name: ... C.tM~t!l -----------·--·-----------..... __ .......... _____ -· -----·· -------------
Phase: -~itt..'L?'--------------- .. --------------------- ---- ........................ _ .... - .. ·-------------------------· 
Common Location: __lb ___ m/..__$i,_,_tn_ __ 4/l .. Si.rd!l .if,Qtltlwtty_qf'le/. &s:fo<f..56v#t.Ct~A:Jp RDt~d ______ _ 

Engineer - Name: .l!r-rns/"rD~1-~t'ISII.dQtLt,s,1. /Lx.L_IIfn •. "7Prn.t~pl/~ . _ .. _____ ...... _ ... --·----------
Address: .lliii . .Ra.o.li .. l'lr~.., .. <i.atm:L.t.&d&.:b.'IU71. Cit .. 6.1$'!.1 ....... _________ ... -------. -·--· 

Phone: .. 2.~3..-:.!"_fl.l__ ____ ........ 

Petitioner - Name: .12t:i.t'ttP...a . .k .. '-f!Uite ___ .. ________________ .. _________ -·----- ------- .. --------·- .. -----

.1\dure ss : 1P.LZ1A.~J?.~------- ... ·---·------·- ..... ___ ------------ .... -. --- .. -----·-----------
..timll.rt..dv.o.~eilM.,._~._ ____ &tS'.QL .... ..... _ ·------ ____ ...... ·-- .. ______ ---------·---·-·-----

Phone: --~~9.2~.'---------------

HJ~V lh""W 1\GfiNCY 

~-12ii! .. Jlwti 
llliVIJWI AGENCY COMMI\N'l'u ( PLEMil.l: TYPE) 

Yen 
Is proposal within service urea? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services roquirod':' 
U:aaernents required? 
Relocation necessary? 
ImprCivernents oareernent odcquato'l 
As-builts required for release? 
Financing required for extensions'? 

Impact on capaeity or supply: 

Other concerrm and spociflc requir.emenl:.o: 

No 

fhe. /;v/"1~.:/ )"~Ad 5"-<2c../;v...._ ,t{,~f _nof 1?1-e-e..-+ 
Cvvt,JT Sfv~;-/ f;r /Pc....-e / .s--/r--t!:~/J, /A<e..r-e .:~tr.e!-

-#1 nof · J""'rt:t-1 /'-'~/ /he ..,..,;;,;·~£<c..._.. .sl-47;,./~..f' -
She-ul/ ie 20 r /~Vie~ br'f../i; C'-'e;··isJ y~ lfer 4'../ :Sik,-,JJ_.J 

+++PLU:/\S.JJ: H.JJ:lrtm 'l'O "GUIDELINE::.; l;'OH rmv !li:W AGl~NCY 

I{ · • , otr·. . c:cly £/r~ ev~ow~ng ~ce. __ _ ·-----·---·----

l~cviewed by: ~·~--------
1'1\ll.UHE TO o~ECT on coMMENT BY H:2:~_-12..o mJAI,L 
OFFicg. 

COHt1EN'l'G" FOH GPECI11ICSH 

Da l:.e : _f'l::k:.ifJ.2_ .. ___ _ 

CONS'l'l'l'U'l'.JJ: APPHOVI\[, UY YOUH 
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, '"* ** ** ****'t.* * ** * * :t:******** * ***** ** ** **** * ** * * * :t:r * * * * *~t * ** * t * * * * :t-::t: * t ·''*** * * ** ** 
tlliS.lLG.QUNlY....JlliV 1 EW __ !.illlilil: 

Meet\ Count.y Planning Department 
P.O. Dox 20,000-G022 
Gt·and Junction, Colo 01G02-·G022 

'***************l************************************************************* 
The attached application has ueen sent to yout· o.Cf.i.ce for your' l'eview and 
COIIllllCtltS. 

~::t PLMSE HU:TUHN YOUH Cot1Mll:NTS UY ONE WmEI\ UI\FOim THE I'!Cl'C HJI:/\HWG D/\TE 
DELOW. 

MCPC Hearing D~wr-nJ_I-15-C/D 
l1lle Number: k..L.L.::JJ...L 

MCC Henrins Date: __ U::2fL-c[D_ __ _ 
Peojcct Nnme: ... C.tMit~~{l/_ __________________________ .............. _ ...................... ._ .. ... ·-· ............... ___________ _ 

l'lmse: . PailW?i!JJ!':'fl .... -----------------------------o .... -· .... ... .. ...... -- · · · .......... -----------------
Common Location: J/.4_m/,__$.0.!'f.l!. .. .:>l 5!.v.l/. .f3.rot~dway.emc:l cas.f-.,£.5ov-/-h.C.,.t:np Rot~d _______ _ 

EnHlneer - Name: dr.ms.f-raay .CMst~lf.t:~nt.s /tu.._ __ /Htl. _%('7'1_l-9pv~ 
1\c.lclreso: .Bd!L.R.a.t:~.t:>'. .. Av.Jt • .l-?i&.l'u:t...--:Je,~-t:.inn1. CP . .f..t$(}..1 _ .. 

Phone: .. 2.'f.2.=..r2t_f2/ _____ .... 

Pct.i tionel' - Nome: .12t2a:zlY:l .. k .. ?..fY1.~_ .. ___ .. _, _________ ... -............................ ------ .. ---------- .. ·-----
1\duress: ...£o.L.l1:9.~a.J?.~,----- .. -·----------- ·- ... --·----· .......... --------------------

..G.Glo.rl..clv.I'J£V~6.tJ.,_ •. ?4 ..... &1.£QL ___ .... ______ .... _ .......................... __________________ _ 
Phone: ... titfi.L: .. '!SP..9 ................. .. 

HEV lh'"W 1\GliNCY 

~q_,fq;_ ___ /l_~N/Nft 
IU\VI li;W 1\GliNCY COMMimTu ( l'JJU:/\!iU: TYPJ~) 

Yen 
Is proposal within service ut·en'? 
Exlotlng services uc.lequoLe'? 
Connection to oervicen ro~ulrod'? 
Easements required? 
Helocation necessary? 
lmprovemen to ugreemen t.; udcqua to'/ 
1\s-builto l'equirec.l for' release? 
Financing requil'ed for exLenoiorw'l 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other conccrrlll and spocific r.cquiroment.o: 

Ho 

+t·+PLU:/\GE HU:Flm TO "GUIDB:LINU::.3 l;'OH ItEVlE\v 1\(W:NCY COI'-It1ENTL;" FOH f.iPU:CIFICSH 

J<evlewing Office: 

Heviewed uy: ___ --------------·-··-----· DaLe: ------.. ·-·--·----.. ---· 

F/\ILUHE TO ODJECT OH COHMENT BY l.t2.k-!ZO t>ll/\I,L CONS'l'l'l'U'l'U: 1\Pl'HOV/\L IJY YOUH 
OFFlCl~. 
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·~ .'- a 
To· whom it may cone~, 

I have been in Daycare ll yns. at 3052 Bookcliff Ave. Before that it was 
! 

10 yrs. in Sapulpa Oklahoma. I have always had a good reliable reputation. 

We have found lots of joy in watching children grow and develope in front of 

our eyes.· I feel I have always had good staffing. When we go on outings or 

are here at the house there are two of us all the time, most of the time three. 

We feel that our Daycare has always been the best Daycare in Grand Jet. 

The quality is so secure for parents t~at they feel good about leaving thier 

children because they know that they are having fun, and learning, and have 

enough structure that they enjoy the children at night when this time is a 

very special time for them. We take children as early as 5:00 A.M. When a 

parents schedule doesn't work lik:e it should. Our Clay ends at; 6:00P.M. I've 

even had some families as long as four to five yrs. When people find ~ good 

Daycare they stay with it. I have never left a note on the door saying 

~ CLOSED " or a note the night before, saying they would have to find someone 

else. We ta.ke great pride in what we do. The childrens intrests are number one. 
I ) I 

Thats why we would like to exband to twelve children. We don't feel that 

nothing could or will change any thing. We don't want"to change the appearance . ' I 

of our home. We are not going to put up a large sign or anything like that. 

We do not want to deappreciate our home. We still want it to be our family home 

so this won't deappreciate the neighborhood. We have plenty of parking room. 

We live at the end of the street, it was supposed to be a dead end. Instead 

they put in a coltisack, because of our house going the other way. 

They put a street in front of our house. People can park in by the ~ide of 

the house in the coltisack area' they can come and go at Shoshone Ave. or 

Boockliff Ave. We have a double driveway with a gravel parking area, also there 

are no houses across from us, instead there is a big hay field. There is a 

street light in the coltisack which lights a very large area. We have a large 

'play area that is at the side of'the house by the road area, but it has a six 

I 

I 

'I 



r• 

;~~;,f;~~;!~~;ivacy f~nce. The. is -only ~ne neighbor tha.he fence is close to and 
<c :,·::•: ... :\ , . I 

it only comes to there front yard. The noise level to disturb the neighbors'- is 

tat· a ~inimum. We! have a swing 
1

set~ a
1 

.jungle gym, a sand box, and a teeter 
.§\r ~~: < - •. ;:.,. - - ~· -. 

~~~~~.tte:t.''
1

' :r.hearea is 3,.£1?2 4;f f/· 
~1~~~\ ' ' ·:, ·~' '• . . . . . 
·~ii,:~.·.,~.· ,.,W,~~.also have a ten by f1fty deck w1th ch1ld safe latches. We have a picnic-

,.:'; ~.. /' f< 
''<.)1' 
~t;,table,-. c;i ping pong table, and a rocking horse on the deck. The kids really 
:·?~t<~ .. ..;,·,':" ')· _>{'"'.;~.~l.::l) '·.' . ', '" . ' ' 
:~·:~~:~j; ," -

1~~:~~~8~-·,.~~~ parties that we have on the deck. In the winter we cover it with 
;~¥'!'·· ··~· , I 

:~~:~+{;:~i·~~t~~·~o the chi 1 sren have somewhere to p ~ ay, and can get a 1 itt 1 e fresh air. • 

.. ;';.~~· .. ~eX~ 'five fire exits, and three fire alarms and a fire extinguisher. We have 
~::~;;)-. \ ,, ~·' < ~ .,·::~.; .. r.< . 

''];;a· bi-:-level home so there are six stairs to go up and, six stairs to go down. 
w:~; .:· .':;\:~f>;~::~r,·.:~':'\.(: .1; ··~\\ 

~~~:·.~I"P~ ·~~~~.front door to the playroom is a step. We have very good 
:~r·{· •.. :··;~\!i*~~·';\~;s,·~ 
~~9~~~·?~:is ;a .five bedraff·four bathroom, a kitchen, a den, and a laundry room, 

~?fld. ~:§,~rz;<>om. It has :J,CJ 19 square feet. Our family is very supportive in 

'fwna.t~~1'each of them wants to do. My family .doesn't resent my profession, but they 
t:~: :.1'o< ' '( 

'f,~instead enjoy helping with it. We feel that is a real need for a quality 
t~~{~:·· 

''tnayca;re .in the valley. There are more and more mothers having to work. There 
·<-.:.r · · · :·, , ;··,;~,t~*~ .':.;(~t~· ,;·~:·:·/ .. : 

alot of single parents so it is very important for the children to 

to him or her through the day. We 'have very pleased parents •. 

; . )/ 

plus. 

' 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
C71-90 CIMMARON 

PRELIMINARY 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Joe Beilman 11/06/90 

Sewer connection as shown is acceptable as a temporary connection. 
Eventually subdivision should be served by an interceptor which 
will be extended along South Camp Road from South Broadway. 
Subdivision will be required to participate in cost of this future 
interceptor in South Camp Road. Details of the participation will 
have to be worked out prior to final approval of subdivision. 

Construction plans will have to be submitted for approval before 
sewer construction begins. 

The 211 water line on Cale Lane and Casey Lane is not adequate to 
serve ten houses. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 11/07/90 

o Page III - 3 of the narrative states that the proposal 
utilizes "Planned Unit" Land Development concept. It is not 
clear if the proposal includes a rezone to PUD. A planned 
zone would be desirable to set the density as proposed and to 
be consistent with properties to the east and south. 

o What assurance is there that Claudette Lane will ever extend 
to the north? Does the developer control the land to the 
north? Without that extension, Claudette Lane will remain as 
a cul-de-sac which is much too long. 

o Is it feasible and/or beneficial to provide trail access along 
the canal to further future trai·l linkages? 

CITY ENGINEER- J.D. Newton 11/06/90 

The proposed road section does not meet County standard for local 
streets. These are not rural roads! The minimum standard should 
be 26' pavement with curbs, gutter, and sidewalks. 

I 

I 



PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 

CIMARRON 

PREPARED FOR: 

DAMON LANE 
501 TIARA DR. 
GRAND JUNCTION, CO. 
(303)241-9569 

SEPT., 1990 

PREPARED BY: · 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS1 INC. 
861 ROOD AVE. 
GRAND JUNCTION, CO. 
{303)242-0101 
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SECTION I 
StJMMMY 

The proposal calls for the phased development of 43 single 
family building sites on 40.1 acres. Minimum lot sizes is 
1/3 acre and maximum lot size is 16 acres. The resulting 
density of 1.0 dwelling units per acre. 

The site is located on the Redlands and is adjacent to a 
fully developed subdivision of similar density. The property 
is zoned R-2, residential by Mesa County. 

Upon review of the accompanying statements, maps and project 
narrative, it is apparent that the request meets all of the 
standards for development permits found within Chapter 4 of 
the Mesa County Land Use Code. Responses to each of the 
pertinent standards follow. 

4.1.1 Drinking Water The proposed development is located 
within the Ute Water District. 
Drinking water is available from 
existing supply lines crossing the 
site. 

4.1.2 Minimum Fire Flow Adequate supplies of water in terms of 
flow for minimum fire protection, are 
available. Fire hydrants will be 
located throughout the development. 

4.1.3 Fire Response According to fire department personnel, 
the Cimarron development is located 
within an average 68 minute response 
time from Fire Station No. 3 

4.1.4 Sewage Treatment The proposal calls for the extension of 
sanitary sewer collection lines to the 
development. Treatment of sewer will 
be provided by the Persigo Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. 

4.1.5 Street Access Street access is proposed from South 
Camp Road which is classified as a 
minor arterial. No direct driveway 
access is proposed to South Camp. 
South Camp Road is capable of handling 
the traffic generated by Cimarron. 

4.1.6 Drainage 

Proj.Nar./Sectioni 

"Design Guidelines for Storm Water 
Management in Mesa County" was utilized 
in preparing the drainage report for 
the development. Drainage calculations 
were based on 100 year and 10 year 
frequency storms . 

I-1 

I 
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4.2 Street Design 

4.3. Buffer Standard 

4.3.3 Roadway 
Landscaping 

4.3.4 Hazardous 
Conditions 

Proj.Nar.fSectioni 

The proposed street section for 
Cimarron meets the requirements for 
Local Rural Classifications found 
within the "Summary of Design Elements 
Table". In no case does the estimated 
average daily traffic exceed the ranges 
identified within the aforementioned 
table for Local Rural Streets. The 
proposed development layout will 
discourage through traffic in 
accordance with paragraphs 4.2.2 of the 
code. 

The proposal does not require a buffer 
zone because it does not have a 
differing density classification than 
the adjoining properties. 

The proposal calls for landscaping of a 
private open space area adjacent to 
South Camp Road. Landscaping is 
proposed to be done in accordance with 
Standards established in "Landscape 
Guidelines for Mesa county". 

The geologic hazards report prepared 
for Cimarron identified areas not 
suitable for construction due to the 
potential of sliding due to steep 
slopes. The development plan does not 
propose any construction within the 
identified hazardous areas. 

I-2 
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SECTION II 
SITE ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION - The purpose of the Site Analysis portion of 
this narrative is to identify the physical and technical 
characteristics of the subject site as it relates to the 
potential for future residential development, and to identify 
site assets and constraints. The Proposed Land Use Section 
which follows this section will demonstrate how the 
development plan relates to the site's assets and development 
constraints·. 

LOCATION - Cimarron consists of 40.1 acres located east of 
South Camp Road about 1/2 mile south of South Broadway on the 
Redlands. Wingate Elementary School is located 1/2 mile 
south of the subject property. Cimarron is located in part 
of the SW 1/4 of Section 18, Township 1 South, 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. 
Evidence of some past farming activities occurring on the 
site can be found in an area lying adjacent to South Camp 
Road. Approximately 40% of the property consists of a large 
hillside and small plateau. Slopes on the hillside approach 
grades of 30%. In addition to the Redlands Water and Power 
Company's 2nd Lift Canal, the abandoned Third Lift Canal 
flows from north to south along the central portions of the 
property along the toe of the aforementioned hillside. The 
Ute Water Conservancy District owns and maintains two large 
diameter water pipelines which also cross the property. 
Cimarron is currently zoned R-2 by Mesa County. 

" 
SURROUNDING LAND USE - The surrounding land use is dominated 
by both single family housing and vacant undeveloped land. 
The most predominate use in the area surrounding the subject 
property is Monument Meadows Subdivision. Monument Meadows, 
which is fully developed, consists of 83 single family lots 
on 64 acres with a resulting density of 1.3 dwelling units 
per acre. A single family residence and a duplex adjoin the 
subject property on the north and south boundaries 
respectfully. Property located to the east consists of large 
acreages, some of which are the undeveloped portions of The 
Ridges. Non-residential uses found in the vicinity of the 
proposal include a church located north of the property and 
Wingate Elementary School 1/2 mile to the south. 

Figure I, a reproduction from the Mesa County Zoning Map can 
be found on the following page. Five separate zone districts 
surround the subject property, all of which are residential 
in nature. 
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ROAD NAME 

ACCESS - Access to the property is from South Camp Road which 
is classified as a minor arterial by Mesa County. south Camp 
serves as a connecting link between South Broadway and 
Monument Road, both of which are also classified as minor 
arterials. Colorado State Highway 340 (Broadway) is located 
approximately 1 mile ·northeast of the property. Average 
Daily Traffic Counts, provided by Mesa County for each of he 
above mentioned roads, are shown on Figure II which is on the 
following page. 

Table I represents a summary of each access road in the 
vicinity of' the subject property, all of which are paved. 

TABLE I 

ROAD CAPACI~Y SUMMARY 

FUHC~IONAL EXIS~ING UL~IMATE RURAL DESIGN URBAN DESIGN 
CLASSIFICA~ION LANES LANES CAP.~ CAP• AD:J! 

South Camp Minor Arterial 2 2 6,000-10,000 10,000-18,000 

South Broadway Minor Arterial 2 2 6,000-10,000 10,000-18,000 

Colorado 

Monument 

340 Principal 
Arterial 2 4 8,000-20,000 

Road Minor Arterial 2 2 
6,000-10,000 

Source: Mesa County Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Design & Construction. 

12,000-28,000 

10,000-18,000 

UTILITY SERVICE - Electric, gas, and communication lines are 
all located within the South Camp Road right-of-way. 

Two domestic water mains are located within the boundaries of 
the property. Both of these mains, which are 10 inches, and 
24 inches in diameter, originate at a storage tank near the 
southeast property corner and cross the property generally 
from the southeast to the northwest. 

The nearest sanitary sewer main is an 8 inch diameter line 
located in Avenal Lane approximately 850 feet west of South 
Camp Road. This main flows northerly to the Goat Draw 
Interceptor Sewer Main located in South Broadway. 

SOILS AND GEOLOGY - The Soils Conservation Service identified 
4 soil types within the boundary of the property and include: 

Redlands & Thoroughfare; 5% to 10% slopes 
Rough Broken Land, Mesa, Chipeta, & Persigo Soils 
Thoroughfare Fine Sandy Loam; 0% to 2% slopes 
Thoroughfare Fine Sandy Loam; 2% to 5% slopes 

Figure III which follows this page, indicates the location of 
each soil type found on the property and a chart identifying 
the soil characteristics found within each types. 
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A Geologic Hazards Report has been prepared and submitted to 
the State Geologist for their review and copy is on file at 
the Mesa County . Planning Department. The purpose of the 
report is to identify geologic hazards that may have an 
adverse effect on construction within _the subject property. 
Reference used to supplement the surface observations 
included among others "Geology for Planning in the Redlands 
Area, Mesa County, Colorado", Colorado Geological Survey; 
1976. The conclusions and recommendations from the 
aforementioned report follow: 

1. The area identified as the mesa top has no 
particular hazards to construction. Large 
structures should be located back from the mesa 
edge probably at least 50 feet in case of 
downslope failure. 

2. The escarpment area presents high level geologic 
hazards of potential slope ·failure and/ or 
structural damage due to the underlying bentonitic 
mudstone. Two landslides occurred on this 
escarpment south of the property by natural causes 
even without disturbance by construction activity. 
Lesser hazards of rockfalls and debris flows also 
are potential problems. Avoidance of the 
escarpment for building lots is recommended. 

3. Geologic hazards in the gently sloping bottom area 
include potential settlement of any low density 
alluvium, the likelihood of swelling clays in the 
mudstone bedrock and bentonitic soils, and the 
possibility of a high water table. These 
potential problems can be solved by performing 
subsurface exploration to " identify the 
characteristics of the underlying materials and by 
employment of engineered foundations. 

4. The depth to water table should 
the design of large structures. 
subdivision will be conveyed 
Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

be considered in 
(Sewage from the 
to the Persigo 

5. The flood potential from thunderstorms will be 
mitigated by design to convey runoff through the 
subdivision streets and a swale between lots. 

6. Commercial mineral resources are unlikely under 
this property. The thin sequence of sedimentaries 
in the subsurface presents little likelihood of 
commercial oil or gas. The Morrison Formation is 
present but no uranium has been produced from this 
area. Two pits in the Redlands area have produced 
clay for canal and reservoir lining from the 
Brushy Basin Member of the Morrison Formation. 
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7. The soils in the area contain varying amounts of 
sulfate salts. Sulfate resistant cement should be 
used where concrete would contact the soil or 
bedrock. 

8. The area has a low probability of destructive 
seismic events. 

DRAINAGE - A detail drainage report has been submitted to the 
Mesa County Engineering and Planning Departments. The report 
indicates the subject property is influenced by a 580 acre 
off-site drainage basin. This basin originates from a small 
canyon west of Red Canyon in the Colorado National Monument. 
The drainage flows southerly to Buffalo Drive and South Camp 
Road, at which point it flows northerly along the west side 
South Camp to the Redlands 2nd Lift Canal. The canal 
intercepts some of the runoff generated within the basin. 
However, in the event of a major storm the generated storm 
water breaches the canal and continues to flow northerly 
several hundred feet to an existing box culvert under South 
Camp, at which point the storm water splits. About 1/2 of 
the total flow will enter the subject property. Over the 
years, a previously existing channel has been filled and 
creates sheet flow type flooding. The storm water leaves the 
subject property in a swale at the north property line about 
300 feet east of South Camp. The aforementioned Drainage 
Report estimates that approximately 84 cfs of off-site storm 
water would affect the property in the event of a 100 year 
frequency storm. Further, the report estimates that in its 
current state the site itself generates 33.0 cfs and 14.9 cfs 
from two distinct basins found on the property during a 100 
year frequency storm. 

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 32 total polices, 21 
appear to apply to the subject site. These policies 
generally address issues such as utility service, vehicular 
access and other site development standards. 
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Policies whic!tappear to have direct ef,ct on the future 
development of Cimarron follow: 

Policy 
section No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Title 

Introduction 

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

Minimum fire flows. 

Fire response time. 

Proximity to new residential 
development of commercial 
services. 

Standards for sewer service. 

Coordination of long-range school 
planning and school capacity. 

Standards of street width. 

Land use and site planning 
standards. 

~ublic Hearings before the 
Planning Commission. 

Policy and cooperation with 
municipal governments. 

12 Time limits for commencement of 
development following approval. 

13 Policy on utilization of 
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 sharing by 
developers and land owners for 
parks and other major public 
improvements. 

17 Agr~cultural land use policies. 

18 Energy Policies 

19 Environmental resource and 
hazards policies. 

25 Master Plan of schools. 

26 Master Plan of parks. 

30 Redlands Policies 
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SECTION III 
PROPOSED LAND OSE 

INTRODUCTION - The purpose of this section is to describe the 
proposed development features in relation to the site'.s asset 
and constraints identified within the Site Analysis Section 
of the narrative statement. 

GENERAL The proposal calls for the ultimate phased 
development of 43 single family building sites on 40.1 acres. 
Minimum lot size is 1/3 acre and maximum lot size is 16 
acres. The resulting density is 1 dwelling unit per acre. 
The accompanying Site Development Plan depicts the 
relationship of each lot to the property boundary, roadway 
access, and other features of the development. 

In addition to the individual lot development standards 
presented herein, strict architectural controls will be 
instigated to protect the development from undesirable 
influences. To achieve this, a set of covenants, conditions 
and restrictions will be adopted to insure ongoing protection 
to the residents of Cimarron and the adjacent land. In order 
to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the 
development's residents, a corporate Homeowner's Association 
(HOA) will be formed. Additionally, the HOA will be 
responsible for the ongoing operation and maintenance of the 
irrigation system and private open space within Cimarron. 

The proposed Site Development Plan shows approximately 0.9 
acres or 2.25% of the development will be legally bound as 
private open space. This space will be fully landscaped and 
irrigated and will contain entrance feature$ identifying the 
development. 

ACCESS - Primary access to Cimarron is limited to two points 
along South camp Road. The proposal calls for the 
construction of dedicated roadway access to all lots within 
the development. All roadways will be constructed in 
accordance with Mesa County Road Standards for a local rural 
road. A typical road section is shown on the accompanying 
Site Development Plan. According to the Colorado Highway 
Department's Trip Generator, approximately 387 average daily 
trips would occur after site development is complete. The 
dedicated right-of-ways also will serve as utility corridors. 

OTILJ:TY SERVICE 

WATER - All lots within Cimarron will be provided with a 
central water distribution system. New 8" diameter water 
mains will be extended from an existing 24" main located in 
South Camp Road, owned and operated by the Ute Water 
Conservancy District. Fire hydrants will be placed 
throughout the development. Sufficient flows and pressure 
exist to provide adequate water supply for fire protection. 
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SANITARY SEWER - Sewage generated by Cimarron will be 
delivered to an existing collection system within the 
Monument Meadows development and ultimately treated by the 
Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility which is owned and 
operated by Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction. In 
addition to the gravity flow collection lines within the 
development, the proposal calls for approximately 1100 ft. of 
"off-site" 8" diameter sewer main to be constructed. 

ELECTRIC, GAS, PHONE & CATV - Electric, gas, phone and cable 
television lines will be extended to each lot within the 
development from existing lines located within South Camp 
Road. Gas mains will be located adjacent to the dedicated 
road right-of-ways, while underground electric, phone, and 
cable television lines will be located in dedicated utility 
easements at the rear of each lot. Area lighting will be 
provided throughout the development to light the streets. 
Location of area lighting will be determined by.the Public 
Service co. 

IRRIGATION WATER - Water shares from the Redlands Water and 
Power Company's 2nd Lift Canal will be delivered to each lot 
within Cimarron. The irrigation system will consist of both 
gravity flow and pressurized delivery. Areas of the 
development which lie at an elevation lower than the canal 
will be provided water. by gravity flow main. Each future lot 
owner will install a pump to the system. The lots which lie 
above the canal will be provided irrigation water through a 
common pump. Ultimate management and operation of the 
systems will be the responsibility of the aforementioned Home 
owners Association. 

SOILS & GEOLOGY - The proposed development plan is responsive 
the recommendations within the Geologic Hazards Report 
submitted to the State Geologist and County Planning 
Department under separate cover. Specific design elements 
incorporated within the development plan in response to the 
soils and geology report follow: 

1. Development is not planned along the hillside 
above the abandoned canal where steep slopes are 
evident. 

2. When acceptance of the preliminary plan has 
occurred, a detailed subsurface soil investigation 
will be conducted. The investigation will contain 
specific foundation recommendations based on 
identified soils characteristics. 

3. A note will be placed on the final plat stating 
that engineered designed foundations are required 
on lots which are determined to need them as a 
result of the detailed soils investigation. 

4. A specific building envelope is identified on the 
Plat for Lot 12, Block 4 which specifies that a 
dwelling not be constructed on the hillside. 
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DRAINAGE - A drainage report which evaluates the changes to 
existing drainage patterns has been submitted to the Mesa 
county Planning and Engineering Departments under separate 
cover. Most of the drainage within the development will be 
carried in roadside swales to a discharge point near the 
northwest property boundary. Dra-inage improvements call for 
redefining an old drainage channel which has been obligated 
by past farming activities occurring on the site. Every lot 
within the development will be graded in a manner to avoid 
inundation of the dwellings in the event of a 100 year 
frequency storm. 

LAND USE POLICIES 

Of the 21 policies identified within the Site Analysis 
Section of this narrative affecting development of the site, 
the following will require special attention: 

POLICY 2 - DRINKING WATER 
Available and to be provided by Ute Water. 

POLICY 3 - MINIMUM FIRE LOWS 
Existing and proposed water mains can provide minimum fire 
flows. 

POLICY 4 - FIRE RESPONSE TIME 
Development is located within existing fire protection 
district. Response time is 68 minutes average. 

POLICY 6 - SEWER STANDARDS 
Development will deliver sewer to Persigo Wastewater 
Treatment Facility. 

, 
POLICY 8 - STREET STANDARDS 

The proposed roadways will be constructed in accordance with 
current County road specifications. 

The proposal 
Concept. 

POLICY 9 - LAND USE STANDARDS 
utilizes "Planned Unit" Land Development 

POLICY 13 - IRRIGATION WATER 

Existing sources will be utilized for irrigation. 

POLICY 14 - DRAINAGE 
Development utilizes "natural" approach in storm water 
management by restoring and improving the historic drainage 
channel. 

POLICY 17 - AGRICULTURAL POLICIES 
Development does not lie within the Soil Conservation 
Services "Prime and Unique Agricultural Land" classification. 
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POLICY 19 - ENVIRONMENT 
Development of lots does not occur in identified natural 
hazard areas. Site plan is responsive to recommendations in 
Geologic Study. 

Special Dist. 

Sewer Service 

Irrigation 

Fire Protection 

Drainage 

Land Use 

Parks & Rec. 

Roads and Trans. 

POLICY 30 - REDLANDS 
Proposal does not require a special 
district be formed. 

Development will connect to existing 
sanitary sewer system. 

Irrigation water will be utilized. 
canal R.o.w. will be dedicated. 

Proposal meets Mesa County's current 
fire protection policies. 

No natural drainage channels exist on 
the development site. Proposal calls 
for re-defining an obliterated channel. 

maintaining the 
the hillside. 
2,000 ft. of 

Proposal calls for 
natural feature of 
Development is within 
existing sewer mains. 

A large block of natural open space is 
maintained along face of hillside. 

Proposal does not lie adjacent to 
identified trail segment. 

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE - The rate at which development of 
Cimarron will occur will be dependent upon Mesa County's 
growth and housing needs. Therefore, the proposal calls for 
a phased development. The following chart indicates an 
anticipated development schedule on a phase by phase basis. 

PHASE NO. OF LOTS BEGIN DEVELOPMENT 

I 17 Spring, 1991 

II 15 Spring, 1992 

III 10 Spring, 1993 

IV 1 Fall, 1993 
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PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 
CIMARRON 

OWNED & DEVELOPED BY: 
DAMON LANE, 501 TIARA DR, GRAND JUNCTION. COWRADO, PHONE: 241-9569 

PLANNED & ENGINEERED BY: 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC., 861 ROOD AVE., GRAND JUNCTION. COWRADO, PHONE: 242-0101 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
C68-90 THE COVE AT FOUNTAINHEAD 

REPLAT OF FOUNTAINHEAD SUBDIVISION 

City Utility Engineer 10/16/90 

1. Not enough information provided so an adequate review can be· 
done. 

2. No information submitted on extension required to service 
subdivision. 

3. Prior sewer design will need to be reviewed before approval· of 
replat. 

4. Who is Engineer for this development since Paragon is no 
longer in business? New Engineer will be required to sign 
"improvements agreement" and "utility composite." 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 10/15/90 

Concur with Utilities Engineer. No other comments. 

I 

I 
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'***~************************************************************************ 

Mesa County Plannino Derartment 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Cnln 01502-5022 

~~***************************************************************************' 
The attached application has been sent tn your office for your review and comments. 

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

~~~£xMe~XXN~X~~X~-------
File Number: C68-90 

u.c.c. 
~~~earino Date: 

10/12/90 

ProJect Namet ~e-cove at Fountainhead - Replat of Fountainhead Subdivisi< 
Phase: Phase I 
Common Location: NW corner G & 25 Roads 

Engineer - Name 1 Carolyn· Bryant 
Address, /3 I H6"r'"'1.--z"o"""n-,.D"r""'1:-.v"'eo-------_,_ ______________ _ 

Phonet 

Petitioner - Name: Fountainhead Development Corp. 
Addresst 3154 Lakes1de 

GJ 81506 
Phonea 241-0250 

REVIEW I'IBENCV COMNENTS (PLEI'ISE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing servic@s adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Helocation necessary? 

. Improvements agreement 
As-builts required for 
Financing required for 

adequate? 
release? 
~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 
__IL:_ 

NO 

(,' ;ftrf ~ <> 70 
•. :dp~. . 

l . j ~ 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

/.~t..,t;..l't-t.Ae,/;'Jrvo, ~..l".:>v,·~ 5o ~ a£~4.::;.,<; .rev;€''-<.1 ea......_ ~ 

Lt.: /Jo ./Jr~_,.,. .. .,<·;ro.., 7"h"";~ 0~ exle.-.-.Ji;p... J"-'<?tl;\··~ h.,, .:PLv-v,'c.q_. ?Ubd,"v,·s:ll'>-.~ 
!.~.·./?-;..,,.. 5..,._._;e-v ~>0"'1 w:U 4.~ h> &_ ~r.n'~ ~ otp,t?...-~1 ~ repfcr/ 

~- . ~he. ;J_ E~;/~~~Y" £..- ~~.$' ~u-dr-~ _>;hc.Q 7:.~7: /.s- PI"' ~er-· 

' . . . 

. 
1 
/'l 6<-<Pke:SJ, N~ E~~~ t.-oJr /( ~ .ret!u;~ ~ '7':JAI lhojJ,-.,.v-e~ · 

~'jtuze~\•o.-,.;.p "'ttl:/;f.y ~-"'V01j?af/~:· 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "CUIDF.I.ItmS POR RlWIF.!.oJ AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

R~viewing Office~-~>"- &6/Jc... (AJ.,.,£_£ 

Reviewed ~y: /'?:II C4ev.e v 
I 

FAILURE TO ORJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE. 

------ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BV VOl! l 

I 

I 
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'***•***********************************************************************• 

! 

.. , 
I 

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

~·*************************************************************************** 

', 

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

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE t.JEEK BEFORE TI-lE MCPC I-IEARINB DATE 
BELOW. 

u.c.c. 10/12/90 
~~~2x~~x~~~~~x~-------- ~~-fearing Date: 
File Number: C68-90 
Proj e c: t Name 1 -::-:T:.;:h~e:,-C;:_o.:...v_;_:;e__:.a:..:t:_..F_o.:...u.:...n:.:..:t_a:..:i:..n..:..h_e:..a_.:.:d_-_R_e....:p:..l=-a...:.t_o_f_F_o_u_n_t_a_i_n_h_e_a_d_S_u_b_d_l._· v_i_s_i 
Phase: Phase I 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address a 

Phone: 

NW corner G & 25. Roads 

Petitioner - Name: Fountainhead Development Corp. 
Address: 3154 Lakes1.de #103 

GJ 81506 
Phnnea 241-0250 

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 
YES 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing serviq~s adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other concerns and specifia requirements: 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIE!~ AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Offic:e1 

Reviewed by: 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE. 

Date a 

SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 



' 

!l;1eso County 
Planning 
Deportment 
750 Main Street 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colorado 
81502-5022 

(303) 244·1636 

Uct.ober 1?, J~J~I(l 

Carolyn Bryant 
Century 21 Old Homestead Healty 
7;r1 Horizon Drive 
Grand ,Junction, CO f\1506 

He: The Cove at. Fountainhead Ji'iling 1, Phase 1 

I1ear Ctu•olyn: 

La8t week several concerns were raised regarding the 
above-·rnr~nt,.i oned deve l<1pment. The following will 
address those issues: 

l. The owner nf the subdivision property received 
Ft Not ir:E"' r, f Def ic i.encd.er:; in December, 1988 _ As 
the I\ ff i davit of L·'iPBF.' of Improvements Agreement 
was recorded on April 19, 1990 (Book 1784, Page 
201), suffiri.ent grace period was granted; and a 
npncif:ic exLPnn.lrnl request was no·t received in 
wr·iting_ CmlGPquently, a. building permit hold 
i~:: in effect And all Fr·eviously approved plans 
rnunt comply with current specifications. 

~-:~- 'l,l1e r·e~]t.li.r--r~rl f"~rlginf~F~r·i.t1{l, '\'lc•rk l1E1cJ nc>t~ }')een dorle 
ao was nrlvlsed originaJly. The City of Grand 
.Junction c'ouJd not appr·ove The Cove as a 
stand--a lone nubdi vis ion wU~hout submission of 
engineet-FHI plans for Lhe sewer line extension. 
LikewlHe, we cannot r-el.y on verbal agreements on 
.-:oncepLu;:~ J plrt.nE; FJB f .i nal flpproval for road 
tledicaLionf> wi.Lhout the support of finalized ADT 
projections and a plat layout. The quantities 
represented OH t,he irnpr·ovements agreement must 
be est i mnted by a professional engineer· and will 
ru=:ed Ln he r:tpproved by each BlYtity before the 
Count.y wilL r1ign acceptance of it. 

:3. Thin r·eplatted filing of Fountainhead Subdivision 
qu;.1l i fies nnder- the Hesa____GoJ .. mt.y_Lam.Ll!eveloprru;:nt. 
~~.ode as an Eldtninistrative replat. As you are 
i:1.ware, Utt:~ nexL filing will have to be approved 
tn pubJ i.e hearings. 

I 

I 



... 

Carolyn I h·yan t 
October 17, 1990 
P:tge 2 

We have z:.;cheduled a meeti.n{!, for Uctober ~:3, 1:30 p.m. to discuss 
Meso County r·oad BpeciflcationA. 

If you hnve <1ny questions, we are available to further assist you 
in procen,::; i.ng your appl i cat:iun he fore the November Util i·t ies 
Coordin<:tting Cnmmi.LI:.ee meetin11.. 

:.:;inc:erely, 

(){ 
LindE1 D<:nmenberger 
P Janner· 

xc: Mean CourtLy Board uf Conunisaioner·s: 
.John L.eane 
Doralyn Genovn 
Dick Pow! 

M;y>k Ec,krn·L, County 1\dm.i.rd r1tr·aLnr 
vf:(i.lJ Cheney, Ci t.y I1:nglnern'ill{!. 

;:)Love Sh;:n·pe, County Engineering 
.Jaci. Gcn.tl.d, County li:n['.ineering 
File CGO-!:Hl 

I 

I 
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'***~************************************************************************ 

Mesa County Planning De~artment 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

~~***************************************************************************' 
The attached apnlicaticn has been sent to your office for your review and comments. 

**~LEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS ny ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE OELO!oJ. 

~~~Rx~~XXN~~~X~------
File Number: C68-90 

u.c.c. 
:lMOOOHeariniJ DCite: 10/12/90 

Project Name 1 'fhecove at Fountainhead - Replat of Fountainhead Subdivisi< Phase: Phase I 
Common LocC~tion 1 · NW corner G & 25. Hoaus 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Carolyn Bryant 
737 H~r1zon Dr1ve 

tll 

Petitioner - Name: Fountainhead Development Corp. 
Address: 3154 Lakes1cle 

GJ 8TI~50~6~--~------------------------------------
Phonea 241-0250 

REVIEW AGENCY COM~~NTS 
(PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing service~ adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES NO 

I 

I 



MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
CHAMBERLAIN ESTATES P.U.D. SUBDIVISION 

C62-90 

City Utilities Engineer 09/24/90 

The proposed P.U.D. is located a distance of 1500 feet east of the 
nearest public sewer located on South Arriba Drive. The applicant 
is therefore not required to connect to public sewer at this time. 
The applicant will, however, be required to connect to public sewer 
when an interceptor or·major service line is built within 400 feet 
of any part of the development. 

City Engineer· 09/26/90 

Ridgeview Drive should be improved to County standards or the 
petitioner should escrow funds for future improvement of the street 
adjacent to the property. 

Community Development Department 10/01/90 

I concur with the concerns for adequate access, road improvements 
and sewer as addressed by City Public Works. 

I 

I 



.L .. 
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BICitVIJ). . GRAND ,!,tqrg'flOI 
* ** * * ** * *** ** * ** **** ****** * * ** *** *** * * * ** * * ** * *JI:uw!Jtf~fbf'rldlf * * * * ** ** ** * * * * * 

MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET 

Mes~ County Planning Department 
P, 0, BO>C 20, 000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

•··· ... ·'· 

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

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE I.<JEEK BEFORE THE .I"'CPC HEARING DATE 
BELOW. 

MCPC Hearing Date1 
File Number: 
Project Name: __ _ 
Phase: 
Common Locations 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

lo-l<g-<fD 
., ... 

t'ICC Hearing Daten .. · _·._,~OJ..~~· 3()==· ::..:::::.._4--~...0:::::_ __ 

C62-90 Chamberlain Estates (Redlands) PUD Subdivision 
Petitioner: Lyle, Patricia, and Marilyn A. Chamberlain 
Location: 2328 E Road, Brand Junction, Colorado 
A request for approval of a One Step Official 
Development Plan - Preliminary Plan of a 2 lot Planned 
Unit D~velopment subdivision on approximately 3 1/2 
acres in the Persigo 201 Planned Develop11ent Overlay 

Zone. 

Petitioner - Name• ~~ 
Address1 -~£·&0qe~lf,:-d .. ::tJ:t=;:Lbj: __ .. · ___ · -------··-~ 

Phone: ;&lj5- ~151{ 

REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS ( PLE/~S .. E. TYPE l,..__.... ~ 
· · _ ~....,..n~~.J..... ~&vr:.C.f·rnM- ~P-J 

~unction Pla£!Ri:Ag Dli'!laiE'tmeat: """"''""'.) ,.·. :· . 

... 

.. ,,·· 

Reviewing Office: 
. . . ' 

Reviewed by1 ·\.:·.oate:: 
-!,; • 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY ){)-/~-qo SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
OFFICE. 

( .. 

I 

I 
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CHAMBERLAIN ESTATES 

A PlANNED DEVELOPMENT 

S W40?fl" W 105.00' 

7""'"! EXJSTWC-

( 
............. 

___ ,..- ··-···-···-···-----.-;;;;,·-

s llll'tl0"2fi • 287.112' 

I .,....-·· 
,-·· 

I ,... ... 

,.·· 

~ 
LOT 2 

AREA= 72,260.68 

II rl 
I 

I 
I 

d 
1 I LOT 1 

I.: ----------------~~~~::~-~~:~~:-~-
1 XJ.O'.MlR£Ss;.~.w;CITI.ITYCASEJi£Nr 

1Jr-------,~~-~cn~------------" 7.25" GU' LIE"/ 1 s ll7'11l'.ffr £ Zl¥.01' 

~-114~ I S 67"18'4/r E 5f2..J5• S117"t6'~E 248...J4• 

El.EC. POWeR I.M£ 

i 
SCM.[; ,.-tO. 

40 20 0 40 ,....___ I 

e • fOI..NI ~ OOUHJ"t SURVEY MOHlAIENT 

e • SET 2.1/' NO. 5 REB11R WITH lol..UMINlJM tiP 
.. CONCRETE tMRKED LS. 12901 

• • FOUND NO. 4 REBM SET IN CONCRET[ 

0 • SET 2~ NO. 5 IIEMR wmt Al..lJWI«JW CAP 
IMRKED L.S. 12101 

IIE!lanON 

KNOW All.. III£N BY 1'HES£ ~ 

ThottiM~.L)IeChornberfclin,Patricia~MII~A.~ .... _._.Ifllthat 

~~~-~ipin1 ~~ -:-:;.s:-.: ~-~.:C.~7~ !{ ..... 535 
Official R.cotds of w..o County, ColorGdo ....... _.. ............. ~ - follow:: 
~ Ill the NortiMast CorMr of tM S£ l/4 SW l/4 fl Sec:1ion. I. T~ 1 So1.1ttt. ,__. 1 .;._ 
Ute ~ from ~ tiM frM' c:om.r of ._ k 1/4 ;r ~ llaid Section I ....... S W48For W 

~e::*rR:t~J·"=~*n:::0~5a~u;rh.t~=·~~~ 
:r.; ~then::! 1:s-C:ss~ ~56~._:=.'$'~..:;'£~~ t;:; Nor~~ E 
17J.50 '-t; thence M 2.3'41'20"' E 12fi.OO t.t; '~hence 5 W«nff W 805.00 IMt to llw 1RUE 
PCMHT Of BEGINNING. 

Thot.aidownert~hcrv.co.tRdtMMid,.f"ll*1rtollet.if.ut-.cl......,.a 
• CWoMBER1.AIN ESTAlES, a piCinned ~ el o port til .. CDull4r of ...... 
5tote of ColoroOo. 
Thot Maid ~ do ,_,.,. dedicoW Clftd _. .,art al of h ._. end ,... • .._ an e. 
oecomponying plat to 1M "" of ttw pubic ,._, ond ,_.., ~ tv tM Public Ulilitiel-

!!!~~":.~~~~==-~-7::=4t:.. 
including but not lirnitedtoeiectric:flnes.p ..... ....,._.. ..... totMt* ....... tM righttotnro 

~~,_~:~a:==:::::~ -::w:. ~~ ...:=---
That oil ape.-. for .trMt poving or ...,__... llhall be ~ by tM ..._ 
or purchoMr, not the ~ of ~Mea. 

IN wrTNESS WHEREOF llaicl owner. '-~ \hlir tOnM tD M ~ ~ 
""' ___ day of A.D_ 1110.. 

l. YLE CHAMBERLAIN 

STAT£ OF COI..ORAOO 

COUNTY~ ...... 

PATRICIA CHAWB£R1AIH 

s.s. 

IINUL.nl A. CHAMBERLAIN 

The tor.going inWument was acknowledged ...,_ me ttlill __ .., ol ____ ...._, 1110 

boJ LYlE etw.IBERl.AIN, PATRICIA ~MD MML'I'N A. ~ 

Ny t.mmioo;on - ------ --CI..£RK AHD RECORDERS CERTJ1CATE 

STAT£ or COLORADO l s.s. 
COUNlY ~""" 

lherebyCIII"tifythotthiainstrumetrtwoafiedintnyol'f'iceat o"doct M 
..,;. __ ..,. .. __ A.D.,1990 ond. duly NCOI'ded in Plat~. ·----
"""'"""- - - ·---- ~ 

COUHTY ~ COtAISSK)N ctRTFICATE 

..,.,_. ... ___ ..,. of ___ A.D.. 1110. Ccuwly Planning ~ of tfw 
Cowrty of W.O. State of Colorado. 

""'"~ 90MD or COlMY C0tA11SS10NERS CERMCATE 

..,.,_. ""' ___ doy of ---AD .. 1fi0, Boord cl ~ Commiai-. of 
the County of Mao, State of Coiorudo. 

-~ 

um..m£S COORDINATING COtAIITlEE 

""'""""" Ooto 

I, WIL1JMI 0. ROY DO HEREBY CERTIFY ~T lJ£ ACCOWPNmNG 
PLAT HAS BEEN PREPARED UNDER Ill' DIRECT RESPONSIBllflY IlK) 
SUPERVISION AND ACCURATELY REPRESENTS A FnD SUFM:Y OF SiWE. 

WIL1JAM 0. ROY P.L.S. 12901 
MTEO nts __ .. y Of ___ , 1t-

CENTURY SURVEYJNQ 
P..O. BOX 351, GRAND JCT., 00 81502 

303--241-2167 

CHAMBERLAIN ESTATES 
A PLANNED DEVELOPII£NT 
LDCA T£D IN TH£ SW 1/4 
SEC. 8, T. I S., R. I W. U.U. 



September 7, 1990 

Mesa County Planning Department 
750 Main Street 
Grand Junction, 
Colorado 81501 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Chamberlain Estates 
PUD - 2328 E Road 

The subject project is a 3.5 acre parcel located at 2328 E Road on the 
Redlands. The project is serviced by a county dedicated but not county 
maintained road which currently serves three residences. The proposed 
project takes the 3.5 acre parcel and divides it into two approximately 
equal 1.75 acre parcels less roads and easements. A Planned Unit 
Developement is being done to service the geographic condition of the 
property. 

The zoning is currently R-2 and would allow for a split, however, the 
property as is exists does not lend itself to a split per the county 
zoning requirements in R-2. Specifically the road frontage requirements 
cannot be met. The property is two tiered bounded on one side by a 
fence, one side by a road, one side by lakes and the remaining side by a 
draw. The natural configuration and best use of the property for one lot 
split is to split the lot such that a flag lot is created. A road and 
utility easement will be located on the south side of the property to 
service both parcels. This road currently has several trees lining the 
edge of the property. This should help buffer any '~roperty adjacent to 
it. 

I am currently building on the property on the proposed upper lot. This 
property has been accepted for a septic system and we see no problem with 
the lower lot having a septic system also as there is no sewer within 400 
feet of the property. I am extending gas service up the county 
designated road and brining power in from the east side to service both 
parcels. There is already a water meter on the property. There are 
sufficient water shares with the property to adequately irrigate both 
parcels. With the new parcel two shares of Redlands Water & Power Stock 
will be transferred to the new parcel. Irrigation will come from the 
south, travel along the west side of the property and cut diagonally east 
across the property. Irrigation water will be adequately serviced to the 
lower parcel and drainage should all flow towards the existing draw on 
the north side of the property. 

I 

I 



' ' 

Page Two 
September 7, 1990 
Mesa County Planning Department 

I believe the project will be of minimal impact to the area and the 
proposed set of covenants and restrictions on the property should be such 
to be extremely compatible with the surrounding structures and zoning. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Lyle Chamberlain 

LC/hr 

I 

I 



. ltiCiliVID G1Wl1) Jtnl'CTtOI 
· . PLANNING DJ:PARTQNT 

* ** ** ** **** * ** ** ** * * ** * * * * * * * * * * ~i~:t~U~Iilh ** * * 
MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET 

Mesa County Planning Deplwioiliwil.-.t..------__. 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

.. l.._,. . . 

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

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

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE t.>JEEK BEFORE THE I"ICPC HEARING DATE 
BELOW. ., ... •';: 

MCPC Hearing Date: 
File Number: 

1o-1~-1o I"ICC Hearing Date:.· ___:J..:.D_:.:.....;::fr:_·_~.:.();::::._ __ _ 

Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

Cb2-90 Chamberlain Estates (Redlands) PUD Subdivision 
Petitioner: Lyle, Patricia, and Marilyn A. Chamberlain 
Location: 2328 E Road, Grand Junction, Colorado 
A request for approval of a One Step Official 
Development Plan - Preliminary Plan of a 2 lot Planned 
Unit Development subdivision on approximately 3 112 
acres in the Persigo 201 Planned Development Overlay 
liJoe. 

Petitioner - Name• ~ 
Address 1 ~ ~ ?g& '6,j£M.f.L.:\lt.ci:LJ) t. 

1 
Ltf:...-_ . ·----------

Phone: ;L9S- i'J 5 17l ·---------------------
REVIEW AGENCY REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS 

Grand Junction Utilities Spvr. 

( PLE/.\SE TYPE ) 
\ 

,;· 

'. \ 

(Z.__ f""j>o~<Z,:::!? ?«·.D. /.s /o.::;,-/e-R a- v(r·,-~e. oA. /S"'oCJ r:.e T 
t::::Ad d/ ~e. /teal"e.rr pJ:AMc- ::G~ /o~-f.e.d; ~ :f.;:? tA-l-L... 
Hrr/6c--- V.rive. 7h c:<jlj'l~~ /.5,, ~~~·;~5-/AJ?fu"~ 
fr C!c::>YY7l~ /?J jltA6/r'c:.- 5eCAJ~ qf- -nfts f?, .~ a///r'c~ 

!)./;/!, /z~e-v; £e_ A-12f't-U~ ~ {!pJ?~ -6 .f?t4/,:C., ~ o-J~ 
~ /J? ~Ce,P~ CJY fi'f{Jew· 5eyov;= !:'.t...e_ i·s- b.~>Yr L.J/ft.,......, 'lb~ 
kel 0~ ~~ j?~.t/'1- o/ ~e d.e ~/11A.~·. ·.> 

' ' .~ 

Reviewing Office: C&- J/?.-6/.--C:-. Wcnr.h-> .. ( ,r·!. 

Reviewed by I &l{ Cit~r- ur-:t~ :;::.·.~.ate.:. -*'_t'z:!qo 
FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY (Q-\3~0 SHALL CONST.ITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
OFFICE. 

I 

I 



. \_,__. . . 
:,• '.::. ... 

< *** *************** * ****** * * *** * ** **** *** ** ** .a:;:,;~~~ol* ********* * * ** 
o ·• • • '. • • I: • I • ~:' :' 

MESA COUNTY REVIEW SHEET 

Mesa County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Brand Junction, Colo 81502-5022 

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

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

MCPC Hearing 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 

Date1 

Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
AddressJ 

Phone: 

REViEW AGENCY 

lD-1?1--qD 
Cb2-90 Chamberlain Estates (Redlands) PUD Subdivision 
Petitioner: Lyle, Patricia, and Marilyn A. Chamberlain 
Location: 232B E Road, Grand Junction, Colorado 
A request for approval of a One Step Official 
Development Plan - Preliminary Plan of a 2 lot Planned 
Unit Development subdivision on approximately 3 1/2 
acres in the Persiqo 2(11 Planned Development Overlay 

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS ( PLEf.\SE TYPE ) 
I 

Grand Junction Planning Department 

irn/;Jv~J ;··It? Co~-~ 

~....-EII!fi'~~!ii··a;""=~a¢;t .. · ·, ·?ff··i· l4e

£~~ -f2v· ;£ ~~ 
... •. 

' 

~:tdjk·i~~.l ··fo 
· .. .I 

Reviewing Office: . {!~ ~;h-Mf ; J.;;· 
Reviewed by 1 . IJ. ;J:2AU,£ ' ·l;i .. P~ te 1 ;. ---9-~-z._._c,._-_/_~-·-
FAILURE TO OBJ~ ~COMMENT BY )D-{~-qo SHALL CONST.lTUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
OFFICE. 

I 

I 



~'***********************************' 

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

C39-90 HAYS MINOR SUBDIVISION 
Petitioner: Dona Car,illa Hays. Location: 
3035 F 1/2 Rd. A request for a ainor 
subdh•ision of 8.51 acres into two lots 
consisting of 4.59 and 3.92 acres in a 
Planned Development Overlay Zone. Planning 
romndssion Hearinq 7/19/QO - County 
Con,mi~:ioner: HParino 8114/9<), ( Ji'TUJTTVAI,lO 

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

IIPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
IJELOI>I. 

MCPC Hea~in0 Date: MCC Hearing Date: 
F i I e NLimher: . 
Project Name: HAYS MINOR SUBDIVISION 

PRELIMINARY / FINAL PLAN & PLAT Phase: 
Common Location: 3035 F! ROAD (FRUITVALE AREA) 

-Ef+e:~ ifte'e't"-- Name: M.A. P. , IN;;;C~. _-..:__-;W7'al~t:.:::e:.::,r~E:::.ld:::;r~i:;.:d?g~e~------------------
Address: :P:'o. Box-290 Mesa, CO 81643 

Phone: .{)03)268-5851 

Petitioner - Name: 
Address: 

Phone: 

llloV I El~ I'IGENCY 

Ci.:_;[ t/17J.ITI£5' 

Dona C. Hays 
622 Broken Spoke Grand Junction, CO 81504 

434-1141 

REVIEW I'IGENCY COMI"1ENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 
YES 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

. Improvements agreement ~dequate? 
As-builts required for release? 
Financing required for extinsions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other coricerns and specific requirements: 

{.,_<../-vtfcf ~ 5«VC/~ t.y · Ce-....~ ... f c,...,~ u ... f'fur 
Pfe a D:z.. C Z>'h 4-c 7f -r-t:_....._ ~ C!P rnn.c.-. -f!.s. 

NO 
v 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIEI-1 AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewin!] Office: /{.6(,'1:.- 0-J_,.t_?- /(f:{.·..4e5 

Reviewed ~Y: §tf Che.o..er- Cll-/tfr Ef:y~
FAILURE TO 011JECT DR COMMENT BY 7-/Z..f"tJsHALL 
OFFICE. 

Date: 7- t- Cfo 

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

I 

I 



~-.':liVED GRAND JUJCTIOB 
.PLANNING DEPARTdNT 

JUL 0 5 1990 

~*~********************(i~~~~~~~,---::~ 
f"qo_on u.avc 1\HMnD CTJBDIVISION 

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

r f}/)-7,/ltation: 'D tJn _ rio {f)l'lfl}>'IJ'~ '{;'t;'/[ lOr 

l lots BzJf- N~ c-...~ in a 
Planning 

ty 

'***********************************! 
'RUITVALE) 
***************** 

The attached application has been !

comments. 
·our review and 

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY 01 
BELOL>I. 

IEARING DATE 

MCPC HearinQ Date: 
File NLimber: 
Project Name: --HAYSMINOR SUBDIVISION 
Phase: PRELIMINARY / FINAL PLAN & PLAT 
Comrnon Location: 3035 Fk ROAD (FRUITVALE AREA) 

~i~~-- Narne: M.A.P., IN~C~·~---W~al~t~e~r~El~d~r~i~d~g~e~--------------------------
Address: P."o.-BOx 290 - Mesa, CO 81643 

Phone: 003)268-5851 

Petitioner - Name: Dona C. Hays 
Address: ~6~2~2~B~r~o~k~e~n~S-po~k~e------~G-ra_n_d~J~u-n-c't1'·o-n-,~C~0--8~1~5~0~4~------------------

Phone: 434-1141 

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 
YES 

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 extinsions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELINES FOR REVIE\>1 AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS++ 

Reviewing Office: 

Reviewed by: Date: 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY ;7-/}·S?~ SHALL CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 
OFFICE. 

I 

I 



HAYS MINOR SUBDIVISION 
NARRATIVE 

The Hays Minor Subdivision consists of a nine (9) acre parcel located in the 
NW4 NE4 SW4 of Section 4, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian, 
which lies within a planned overlay zone allowing 4 units per acre. 

The address of the parcel is 3035 F1/2 Road. 

Dona Hays is the owner of the parcel which is planned to be divided into two 
(2) Lots. Lot 1 and Lot 2 building sites will be adjacent to F1/2 Road because 
of existing road frontage and the availability of utilities. 

A future site (Lot 3) is presently physically and legally separated from Lot 2 
by the Palisade Price Ditch. However, it will be some time in the future 
before Lot 3 becomes feasible to create. 

The Mesa County Master Road Plan calls for extension of "County Road" from the 
adjoining Lauradale Subdivision. Therefore, a road right-of-way will be 
dedicated to Mesa County for that purpose. The owner does not plan to 
construct any roads. 

The use of Lot 1 which contains the existing house will remain an 
agriculture/residential site. The purpose to create Lot 2 will provide another 
agricultural/residential site with ability to support several head of 
livestock. Lot 1 will contain 4.59 acres and Lot 2 will contain 3.92 acres 
including the Price Ditch right-of-way. 

There will be no changes to the historical irrigation pattern which is flood 
irrigated .with water from the Government Highline Canal out of a head ditch 
along F1/2 Road. The created Lot lines will parallel all existing water 
courses. Adequate easements will be dedicated to maintain new and existing 
ditches. There are no changes to the existing drainage''pattern. 

Clifton water is the supplier of potable water. Grand Valley Rural Power Lines 
will provide the electricity. Public Service Company will supply the natural 
gas and Mountain Bell will provide telephone service from their mains located 
in F1/2 Road. The existing F1/2 Road right-of-way is 40 feet in width. Since 
F1/2 Road is classified as a collector, an additional 13 feet will be dedicated 
for F1/2 Road right-of-way to meet the present Mesa County Road standards. 

The addition of one single family residence and driveway along F1/2 Road will 
not have any noticeable impact on the existing traffic patterns. A driveway 
permit will be obtained prior to construction on Lot 2. 

The existing residence on Lot 1 is served by a septic tank and leach field 
system. Since the availability of an existing sewer tap is in excess of 600 
feet from the building site on Lot 2, a septic tank and leach field is also 
planned. 

The creation of Lot 2 will conform to the existing uses of the neighborhood. 
The neighborhood along F1/2 Road consists of 1 to 5 acre parcels, many of which 
have horses as livestock. There are numerous drainage ditchs and canal banks 
in the area which provide close off-site riding and access to BLM land North of 
Interstate 70. 

I 

I 
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MESA COUNTY REVIEW 
C73-90 ORCHARD VILLA SUBDIVISION 

REPLAT & REZONE, LOTS 1-9 

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER - Joe Beilman 11/06/90 

The attached drawing shows individual water and sewer services. It 
is assumed that these are in place and this is acceptable. 

CITY ENGINEER - J.D. Newton 11/06/90 

No comment. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Any outstanding improvements or upgrades to meet current standards 
for public improvements should be required, such as streets, curb, 
gutter and sidewalk. 

I 

I 
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'***~************************************************************************' 

Mesa County PlanninQ Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junr.tion, Colo 81502-5022 

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

**PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMI"'ENTS BY ONE WEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE BELOLoJ. 

MCPC Hearin~ Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common location: 

Engineer - Name: 
f\ddresst 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
f\drJresst 

Phonet 

MCC Hearin~ Date: 

c7HO ORCHARD VILLAS SUBDI'IISION - REPLAT & REZONE, LOTS 1-9 
Petitioner: Euqene E. and Nary K. Arnold 
Location: SW c~rner of Bl/2 & 28 112 Roads (ORCHARD MESA) 
A request for approval of a replat of 9 residential duplex lots 
into 18 townhouse lots in an R-2 zone and a rezone to Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) Planning Hearing: 11/15/90. County 
Commissioners: 12/18/9(1. 

REVIEW 1\GENCY CDMI"'ENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services

1 
adequate? 

Connection to services required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

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

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

-· 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDELDms FOR l'r.> .. VI.t;>!·' "G 
"'· '" ·v " ENCY COMM8NTS" FOR SP8CIF!CS++ 

Reviewing.Ofticeo c,,;; !'~ 
Reviewed by :d LJ. ~ 
Ff\ILURE TO OBJE#rnn Cmll"lENT BY 1/-3)-q():_IALL c 
OFFICE. ONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOUR 

I 

I 



MESA COUNTY REVIEW 

~ TO: City Utilities Engineer 

FROM: Community Development 

Please review the attached information and 

u I (q (qo Linda Weitzel by 
I 

Mesa County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colo 01~02-5022 

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

UPLEASE RETUrlN YDUn COMMENTS OY ONE l>JEEI< DEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE 
IJELDI-1, 

MCPC HearinQ OatP.: 
File Numher1 
Project Name: 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Adrlress1 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
l\rlrlress1 

Phnne1 

II·- f.~--Cf() MCC HearinQ Oatet 

r73-90 ORCHARD 'IILL~S SUBDIVIS!Otl - REPLAT ~ REZONE, LOTS H 
· Petitioner: EuQene E. and Nary 1:. Arnold 

Loralion: SW r~rner of Bl/2 ~ 28 1/2 Roads (ORCHARD MESAl 
A request for approval of a re~lat of ~ residential duplex lots 
into 18 townhouse lots in an R-2 zone and a rezone to Planned 
Unit Development iPUDI Planning Hearing: 11/15/90. County 
Commissioners: 12/18/90. 

nEVIEW 1\GENCY COM~~NTB (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to services required? 
Easements requi~ed? 
rielocation necessary? 

. Improvements agreement acleguate? 
ns-builts required for release? 
Financing required for ~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns nnd specific requirements: 

7=-f)e. (-Hr+atuhJ drac.ut.nJ shou.».S 1~/,v/d'~a/ ~ 

+++ PLEJ\SE REFER TO 

neviewed by: 

FMLURE 
OFFICE. 

Wafer U.n / Se,cuef-c. 

~-$ ~s~ ~..tn-t e ,J -Tira.:/
t'-1 ~ l&ce en J 

~~e ar-e 
/1,.iA · rA 8-C~e{'.f.p~ ~~. 

nGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS+ 

Oate1 J?orv'~,JYt? 

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL BY YOU 

I 

I 



... · 

'***~************************************************************************• 
MESO CO!JN.I.Y._f!S.V T ~~L§!:!~!.~I. 

Mesa County Plannino De~artment 
P.O. Bo~ 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Cnln 81502-5022 

~~***************************************************************************~ 
The attached application has been sent tn your office for your review and comments. 

UPLEASE RETURN YOUR COMMENTS BY ONE l>lEEK BEFORE THE MCPC HEARING DATE DELOI.ol. 

MCPC Hearino Date: 
File Number: 
Project Name1 
Phase: 
Common Location: 

Engineer - Name: 
Address1 

Phone: 

Petitioner - Name: 
Arldress1 

Phone a 

MCC Hearino Date: 

c73-90 ORCHARD 'IILLAS SUBDIVISION - REPLAT & REZONE, LOTS 1-9 
-Petitioner: EuQene E. and Hary L Arnold 

Location: SW c~rner of Bl/2 & 28 1/2 Roads (ORCHARD MESA) 
A request for approval of a replat of 9 residential duplex Jots 
into 18 townhouse lots in an R-2 zone and a rezone to Planned 
Unit Development (PUDI Planning Hearing: 11/15/90. County 
Commissioners: 12/JB/90. 

REVIEW OGENCV COMNENTS (PLEASE TYPE) 

Is proposal within service area? 
Existing services adequate? 
Connection to se~vices required? 
Easements required? 
Relocation necessary? 

_ Improvements agreement adequate? 
As-builts required for release? 
Financing required for ~xtensions? 

Impact on capacity or supply: 

YES 

Other concerns and specific requirements: 

NO 

+++ PLEASE REFER TO "GUIDEI.Ilms POR RP.VIEI'l AGENCY COMMENTS" FOR SPECIFICS·!=+ 
Reviewing Office: 

Reviewed by: --· 

FAILURE TO OBJECT OR COMMENT BY 
OFFICE. 

Date1 

CONSTITUTE APr 

I 

I 
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Mesa County Commissioners 
Grand Junction, Colorado 

We request your approval of the conversion of nine 
duplexes to 18 townhomes as she~~ in the accompanying platso 

These buildings when constructed were built to the 
building standards of townhomes with the necessary fire 
protection and separate utility connections. The underground 
irrigation system was also designed with future to~~home 
platting in mind. It has been the intent of converting the 
buildings to townhomes since const~1ction, but because of the 
Mesa County econo~r, the application was postponed until this 
time. 

The conversion of a rental duplex to single family 
ownership will greatly enhance the value of the neighborhood. 
Ownership of one's own home adds pride to the neighborhood, 
and the values of adjoining properties are upgraded. Owners 
make better neighbors than tenants. Usually, citizens who 
own property have more concern for schools, police protection, 
cleanliness, exterior maintenance, and property upkeep. The 
entire community and its environs will gain when home owmership 
.is allowed. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 

I 

I 
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