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GEOLOGIC REPORT ON NORTH 12th AND 

HORIZON DRIVE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

MESA CO., COLO. 

LOCATION: The proposed subdivision is in the NE% of section 2, T. 1 S., 

R. 1 W., Mesa County, Colorado about one mile north of Grand Junction. 

GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS: The surface rocks are mostly weathered Mancos 

Shale which has been developed as alluvium along the gulley running east 

to west through the south part of the property. The alluvium may be rather 

thick (10 to 20 feet) in the low areas. Some of the higher portions of the 

property may have Mancos Shale within a few feet of the surface, but drill

ing will be necessary to determine the thickness of the alluvium. Sandstone 

fragments, which have apparently weathered out of the Mancos, are common 

in the soils in the ridges along the north part of the area. 

The Mancos Shale is not well exposed here, but forms the underlying 

bedrock and may be very near the surface in parts of the area. 

STRUCTURE: There are no known faults in the immediate area. The inactive 

Redlands fault is about 7 miles to the southwest. 

The Mancos Shale dips a few degrees to the 

Piceance basin. 

northeast toward the 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS: The largest drainage through the area ( an unnamed inter-

rnittent stream) collects water from a rather large area for several miles 

upstream toward the :Book Cliffs. A major rainstorm in the :Book Cliffs area 

could produce very high runoff in this drainage. Two tributary drainages 

(also intermittent) enter the major drainage from the north and flow 

through the property. Although the drainage for these is much more local, 

a heavy rainshower could produce significant runoff and construction of 

houses should be prohibited in these areas. The proposed plan wisely shows 

no houses to be built in the above mentioned drainages. 

The slopes in the area are not steep enough nor high enough to be pot

entially dangerous landslide hazards. 

The marshy areas shown on the geologic map are apparently caused by 

excess irrigation water. The source of this water would have to be determined 

and the water channeled away from the proposed construction. 



···- - - ···-------------

CONSTRUCTION FACTORS: Some special construction techniques will probably 

be needed because of the estimated shallow depth of the Mancos Shale in 

parts of the area. Soils engineering studies will be very important on this 

pro~erty before construction is begun. 

WATER TAillJE: The water table is probably quite deep because of the prox

imity and depth of the valley through the south part of the area. Most of 

the nroperty slopes toward this valley and drainage should be good. 

WATER SUPPLY AND DISPOSAL: Water will be supplied and disposed of by local 

water and sewer districts. 

SUMNARY: There is no geologic reason why this subdivision should not be 

anproved, but soils engineering studies should precede any construction. 

Submitted b~ #)! _ 
~~-t~~~ t1 Dr. Jack E. Roadifer, Geologist 
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Mr. Rick Enstrom 
Chairman, Mesa County Commissioners 
P.O. Box 897 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81502 

Dear Sir: 

· = j--l't I C ~-80 
c. 7 .,. tg o /I fl, I-

~ (",·1-e_ 

Utilities Coordinating Committee 
c/o Paul Rage, Secretary 
Public Service Co. of Colo. 
P.O. Box 849 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81502 

54ou!d/3edct!.;d 
;;;..-11- ?o 

During the November meeting of the Utilities Coordinating Committee 
(U.C.C.), Public Service.Co. brought attention to the vacation of a 
portion of Homestead Road w~thin Foster Subdivision. A plat for Foster 
Subdivision (Exhibit A) was sent out for review in January, 1980. PSCo. 
commented that the existing gas mains shown on the utility composite were 
not located accurately. They were in public right-of-way, however, and 
did not conflict with other utilities. 

The same plat was reviewed by the U.C.C. on February 20, 1980. The ] 
plat that was finally recorded (Exhibit B) on August 20, 1980, and approved 
by both the County Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners 
on July 22, 1980, differs substantially from that reviewed in February. A 
major portion of Homestead Road was vacated on the final plat. The result · 
is that the gas main serving an existing customer on Lot One is now on the ) 
private property of the owner of Lot Three, jeopardizing service to the 
existing customer, and placing all of the involved parties in an undesirable 
situation. 

The U.C.C. shows no record that the revised plat was sent out for reviej 
to the various review agencies. A check with the Development Department 
indicates that the Commissioners waived U.C.C. approval of the subdivision 
in July. 

The U.C.C. respectfully requests in the future, and in the interest J 
of providing adequate, 'reliable and safe utility service to the residents of 
Mesa County, that should a development project undergo significant change in 
design or_ intent, that the project be re-submitted to the various review 
agencies for comment • 

Chairman 

0 
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Mesa County 
Planning 
Department 
750 Main Street 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand Junction, Colorado 
81502-5022 

{303) 244-1636 

Hr. 'l' i m l_I("H::::t.r:l r· 
::·:44 N. '!th :~;·Lrl"'l"'t. 

Grrmd .Junct.inn. cXJ t1150.l 

flpon furt.IH~t· rovi~w of l:.hn 1":'-:empt.inn nppl:ication you 
r..ubmi.t.t.r.Hl ttlt' otal.' t·~vir>w. J have conr.luded the 
pro~·.•nF:n 1 1.n re~11hd iv i dn 1·.hP. abovP. rP.forenccd lot 
ro<Juit·n::-: n ftH'Jn;\1. t.·~r:mbdivir:d.on rf.'view. 1 coneult.ed 
wi Lh t.ht-"' f\ge. i r->t.;m L Coun t.y A t.t.orney And the County 
Plannln,.i! Virecl.ot· h1 nrrivln~ at. thia conclusion. 

:3oct.lon ;~:. ::::J of thr-.~ Mc:-.m Count.y [.and Development God· 
re<:mirc~,~ :.1 fin<"J r:-lr~t. h~ re-viewed by the Board of 
Co11nt.v ~~nmmJ ~1c:J nnPrc for mo..ior chnnp:cs in approved 
r.uhd i. ., i ~d.unr~. Ynur re•]ll~'>::~t. i.o rurt.her comp.l. ica ted 
bPc.:'lus•) it. j nc 1.11rl""c J-•roroert.y t:-urrr>nt.J y out.r-.:side of 
(~(.,c.t~t· ~:.ubdivlr-:lon ·"'lnd under t..IH'-' ;lurindiotion of the 
Ci t.y I) r Grand au net. ion. 

f\ Pt·r-npp I. i ,~ ... , t. i.on conf0rence :i.r.:: required prior t.o 
submi L. t ·tng :v.:•ur rf->r:HtP~ t-. for a rP.subd i.v is ion. If you 
dr.:.c i d!? to PUT':::\.10 t.ld s 1 •t'OJ•ftGfi I. pl.AARP cont.nct t.lv" 
P.l.:lJHlilll·: •.)lLJ•.·e ,3nd :Jrt'i:tll/!.t:- a mPt:lt.ing with onP nf 
tl1•=! p Ltnllr' r·::-.. If Y'11.1 IJnve nny quer.l:..i ons reP.Ard inP 
L.h:i.l"'· 111.:\ t..l.Pl' p.l.Pfl;":r:~ •.'0n1:.nc;1. OlP.. 

-4<~%-
K e i t·. h H . I• ., f e 
;·:f?n i.f)t' r·t~fllll't' 

;.~e: Coun t·.y· A'· t.c.H'I\A:.' · s Uff icP. 
,I.' i. It~ ,~ .. I·- (I (I 



REPLY TO 

ATTENTION OF 

_, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SACRAMENTO DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

650 CAPITOL MALL 

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814·4794 

April 23. 1991 

Regulatory Section !1991003781 

Mr. William E. Foster, II, President 
S. L. Ventures 
101 South Third Street, Suite 375 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Dear Mr. Foster: 

1132 91 

f':.t:?T}OVe 

i -~.: i :;e 

I am responding to vour application dated April 9, 1991 for 
four minor road crossings of an unnamed stream in a development 
known as Horizon Glen on Horizon Drive in Grand Junction, Mesa 
County, Colorado. You included a wetland delineation of the 
project site with your application. 

Based on our review of your application on file with this 
office, we have determined that your minor road crossings are 
authorized by nationwide general permit number 14 provided you 
comply with all terms, conditions and best management practices 
of this permit. 1 am enclosing an information paper on this 
permit. Please insure that your construction personnel are well 
acquainted with the requirements of this permit. 

This verification will be valid until the nationwide permit 
is modified, reissued, or revoked. All nationwide permits are 
scheduled to be modified, reissued, or revoked prior to 
January 13, 1991. You are responsible for remaining informed of 
any changes to the nationwide permits. We will issue a public 
notice announcing the changes when they occur. Furthermore, if 
you commence or are under contract to commence this activity 
before the date that the nationwide permit is modified or 
revoked, you will have twelve months from the date of the 
modification or revocation to complete the activity under the 
present terms and conditions of the nationwide permit. 

We have assigned number 199100378 to your project. Please 
refer to this number in any correspondence submitted to this 
office concerning your project. 

Mr. Ken Jacobson of this office reviewed your wetland 
mapping and we verify that the wetland delineation is accurate. 
The wetlands jurisdictional delineation is valid for a period of 
three years from the date of this letter unless new information 
warrants revision of the delineation before the expiration date. 



We also understand that your plans include avoidance of 
these wetlands in lot development. If your plans change, you 
should re-initiate contact with this office so we may determine 
permit needs. I advise you to avoid and minimize impacts to 
wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. Receiving approval 
to fill wetlands for non-water dependent activities such as 
housing, can be very difficult. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jacobson at 
(303) 243-1199. Mr. Jacobson is currently on military leave and 
is expected to return on May 6. 1991 . 

. r dy 
Chief Regulatory 

Off' 
402 Rood Avenue, Room 142 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2563 

Enclosure 

Copies furnished: 
Ms. Kathy Portner, Grand Junction Planning Department, 250 North 

Fifth Street, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668 
Dr. Gene Reetz, Environmental Protection Agency, Attn: 8WM-SP, 

999 Eighteenth Street, Suite 500, Denver, Colorado 80202-2405 

2. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 
NATidlfiDE GENERAL PERMIT HUMBER 'yt 

MINOR ROAD CROSSING FILLS 

A nationwide general permit is a Department of the Azmy 
permit that is issued on a nationwide basis for a specific 
category of activities that are substantially similar and cause 
minimal environmental impacts. Nationwide permits are designed 
to allow the work to occur with little delay or paperwork. They 
are issued to satisfy the requirements of both Section 10 of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, unless otherwise stated. An individual permit application 
is not required for an activity covered by a nationwide permit. 

The Corps of Engineers has issued a nationwide permit for 
minor road crossing fills including all attendant features both 
temporary and permanent that are part of a single and complete 
project for crossing of a non-tidal waterbody, provided: 

1. ~he crossing is culverted, bridged or otherwise designed 
to withstand and prevent the restriction of expected high flows. 

2. Any discharges into any wetlands adjacent to the 
waterbody do not extend beyond 100 feet on either at"de of the 
ordinary high water mark of that waterbody. 

A •minor road crossing fill• is defined as a crossing that 
involves the discharge of less ~ ~ cubic Yards of fill 
.aterial below the plane of ordinary high water. 

The enclosed special conditions must be followed in order 
for this nationwide permit to be valid. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, WRITE TO THE GRAND JUNCTION REGULATORY 
OFFICE, U. S. ARMY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT, 400 
ROOD AVENUE, ROOM 142 1 GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO. 81501-2563 OR 
~ELEPHO~E (303) 243-1199. 

1 Enclosure 
as stated 

1 
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·INFORMATION PAPER 
NATIONWIDE GENERAL PERHJTS 

WESTERN COLORADO 

A. SPECIAL CQNDJTJONS. The ~ollowfng special conditions must be 
~ollowed In order ~or the nationwide permits to be valid. 
Failure to comply with a condition means that the work must be 
authorized by an Individual or r•glonal general permit Issued by 
the District Engineer. 

1. That any discharge oF dredged or ~Ill material will not 
occur In the proximity oF a public water supply Intake. 

2. That any discharge o~ dredged or ~Ill materiel will not 
occur In areas o~ concentrated shell~lah production unless the 
discharge Ia directly related to • shell,lah hervestlng activity. 

3. That the activity will not Jeopardize • threatened or 
endangered species as ldentl,led under the Endangered Species 
Act, or destroy or. adveraely MOdify the crltlcel hebltot oF such 
species. 

~. That the activity shall not slgnlrlcantly disruPt the · 
movement oF tho~e apecles o~ equatlc I l~e Indigenous to the · 
waterbody (unless the priiMry purpose of ti\8 ~~II Is to I~~¥XK~nd 
water). 

5. That any d Ia charge of dredged or ~I II lhllter tal at\a 1 I 
constat o~ suitable IMterlal ~ree o~ toxic pollutants In toxic 
amount•. 

6. That •ny atructure or ~~II authorized shill I be properly 
Nlntatned. 

7. That the activity will not occur In a component oF the 
·National Wild and Scenic River Sy•tema nor In a river officially 
de•tgnated by Congress •• a •study river• ~or possible Inclusion 
fn the sy•tem, while the river f• In an orflctal atudy statu•· -·-8. That the actIvIty she 1 I not cause en unecceptab 1 e 
Interference with navigation. 

9. That, If the activity mey adversely aF~ect historic 
propert I ea whIch the Nat I ona 1 Park ServIce has I I a ted on, or 
determined eligible ~or listing on, the National Register of 
Historic Places, the penmlttee will notiFy the district engineer. 
I~ the district engineer detenmlnes that such historic properties 
may be adversely aFfected, he will provide the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on the efFects 
on such historic properties or he will consider modlffcatton, 
suspension, or revocation In accordance with 33 CFR 325.7. 
Furthermore, that, If the permittee before or during prosecution 
of the work authorlzed,.encounters a historic property that has 
not been listed on the· r..t I ona I Reg I ater, but WhIch naay be 

J 
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eligible ~or listing In the National Register, he shall 
Immediately nott~y the district engineer. 

10. That the construction or operation o~ the activity wl11 
not Impair reserved tribal rights, Including, but not limited to, 
reserved water rights and treaty ~lshfng end hunting rights. 

11. That the activity will comply with regional conditions 
which may have been added by the division engineer (None have 
been added ~or western Colorado). 

12. That the management practices listed below shall be 
~ollowed to the maximum extent practicable. 

B. "ANAGEHENT PRACTICES. In addition to the conditions 
speciFied above, the ~ollowlng management practices shall be 
~ollowed, to the maximum extent practicable, fn order to minimize 
the adverse e~~ects o~ these discharges on the aquatic 
environment. Failure to comply with these practices may be cause 
~or the district engineer to recommend, or the division engineer 

< •• ~o take, discretionary authority to regulate the .ectlvlty on an 
Individual or regional basts. 

1. Discharges o~ dredged or ~111 material Into waters o~ 
the United States shall be avoided or minimized through the use 
o~ other practicable alternatives. 

2. 0 I a charges In spawnIng areas durIng spawnIng seasons 
shal I be avoided. 

3. D I scharges aha 1 I not restrIct or I npede the movement o~ 
•quatlc species Indigenous to the waters or the passage o~ nonmaJ 
or expected high ~lows or cause the relocation o~ the water 
(unless the primary purpose o~ the ~Ill Is to fnpound waters.) 

•· I~ the discharge creates an lnpounchent o~ water, 
adverse Impacts on the aquatic system caused by the accelerated 
passage o~ water and/or the restriction o~ Ita ~lows shall be 
minimized. - · 

5. Discharges In wetlands areas shall be avoided • 

. 6. Heavy equIpment workIng In wet lands aha II be p 1 aced on 
mats. 

7. Discharges Into breeding areas ~or migratory water~owl 
shall be avoided. 

e. All temporary ~Ills shall be removed In their entirety. 

C. fURTHER JNFQRHATION. 

1. District engineers are authorized to determine f~ an 
ectlvfty complies with the terms and conditions oF a nationwide 
permit unless that decision must be made by the division 

. - . - 2 



engineer. 

2. Nationwide permits do not obviate the need to obtain 
other Federal, atate or local authorizations required by law. 

3. Nationwide permita do not 1rant any property rights or 
exclusive privileges. 

•· Nationwide permits do not authorize any injury to the 
property or righta of othera. 

5. Nationwide permits do not authorize interference with 
any existing or proposed Federal project. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON THE NATIONWIDE GENERAL PERMITS IN 
WESTERN COLORADO, WRITE TO THE GRAND JUNCTION REGULATORY OFFICE, 
U. S. ARMY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT, 400 ROOD 
AVENUE, ROOM 1•2, GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81601-2663 OR 
TELEPHONE (303) 2·3-1199. 

-
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DUFFORD, WALDECK, MILBURN & KROHN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

BETTY C. BECHTEL 

WILLIAM H. T. FREY 

ELIZABETH K . ..JORDAN 

WILLIAM M. KANE 

RICHARD H KROHN 

LAIRD T. MILBURN 

LINDA E. WHITE 

900 VALLEY FEDERAL PLAZA 

P. 0. BOX 2188 

GRAND ..JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502-2188 

TELEPHONE {303) 242-4614 

TELECOPIER {303) 243-7738 

D . .J. DUFFORD 

OF COUNSEL 

WILLIAM G. WALDECK 

OF COUNSEL 

STEPHAN B. SCHWEISSING 

HAND DELIVERY 

Kathy Portner 
City of Grand Junction 
Development Department 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, co 81501 

April 25, 1991 

Re: Horizon Glen Subdivision, Phases I and II 

Dear Kathy: 

I know you will recall that I represent Walter Dalby and 
Gertrude Dalby. Dalbys own property adjoining the northeast 
portion of Horizon Glen Phase I and the north boundary of 
Phase II. I just wanted to drop you a note to express Dalbys' 
position relative to the so-called "Phase II road" which has been 
the subject of much discussion with staff and at the Planning 
Commission and City Council hearings on the Horizon Glen Phase I 
Preliminary Plan and Phase II ODP. Dalbys, of course, are very 
pleased that the City has approved the concept of the Phase II 
road. 

However, Dalbys feel that staff should consider and 
Commission and Council should require adequate assurances relative 
to the Phase II road. They hope staff will recommend, and the 
Commission and Council will require, as a condition of final 
approval of Phase I that there be preparation, execution, and 
recording of a plat of the Phase II property locating, describing, 
and dedicating the Phase II road. In addition, Dalbys believe the 
City should require that the Horizon Glen developer escrow or 
otherwise adequately guaranty payment of its share of the eventual 
construction cost of the Phase II road. 

While I expect to be present on behalf of Dalbys at future 
Commission and City Council meetings to stress the importance of 
this issue, I hope you will consider that it also benefits the 
City and the public, as well as its obvious benefit to the 
neighborhood, and incorporate this type of requirement in staff 
recommendations relative to the hearings on the Horizon Glen 
Phase I final plan. 



... , 

Kathy Portner 
April 25, 1991 
Page Two 

I would appreciate it if you would contact me with your 
thoughts after considering this request. 

\A7Zt~--
E!~d H. Krohn 

RHK/jmc 
pc: Walter and Gertrude Dalby 

Dan Wilson 
16D/4/7060-002 
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MEMO 

TO: Community Development 

FROM: Bill Cheney 

DATE: January 14, 1992 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision - Irrigation and Sewer Lines 

Work on both the irri<;~ation lines and sanitary sewer lines in 
Horizon Glen Subdivision has been inspected by city personnel and 
found to be substantially complete. Consequently the release of 
funds escrowed for this phase of the project is approved by 
Public Works. 

The sanitary sewer will not however, be accepted for operation 
and maintenance by the City until the road is paved and all 
manholes are brought to final grade. The City should retain at 
least 5% of the requested amount for the completion of the 
sanitary sewer. 

cc: Ron Lappi, Finance 



SKYLINE CONTRACTING, INC 

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES EXCAVATION SITE WORK 

OFFICE: 2477 Industrial Blvd 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 
(303)-242-2602 

Mike Kelleher, President 

INVOICE NUMBER 1921 

January 10. 1992 

S&L Ventures 
%Sunking Management 
P.O. Box 3299 
Grand Junction. CO 81502 
Attn: Chris Motz 

RE: Sewer, Irrigation. Culverts amd Misc. 

Work performed for the above 

Respectfully Submitted. 

SKYLINE CONTRACTING, INC. 
Please Write Invoice # 
on your Check Thank You 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE 

WE APPRECIATE YOUR BUSINESS 
THANK YOU 

$ 43,402.92 



PROJECT NARRATIVE 
HORIZON GLEN SUBDlfWJ?~ 1 # 3 2 9 1 

MAY 1, 1991 , ., u: .::- ,(.,move 

Frorn Office 

The accompanying map and statements are intended to respond to the stipulations of the 
Preliminary Plan approval required by the Grand Junction City Council. This request 
for approval by the City of Grand Junction includes the following: 

1. Final Plat & Plan for Filing 1 
2. Revised Outline Development for Filing 2 
3. Annexation of Lot B, Replat Lot 2 Foster Subdivision 

The replatting process for Lot 2, Foster Subdivision will occur concurrently within 
Mesa County during the City approval process. 

The proposal calls for the phased development of 14.4 acres located northwest of 12th 
Street and Horizon Drive. Filing 1 contains 17 single family lots on 9. 7 acres. 
Approximately 20 residential units are proposed within Filing 2. Filing 2 housing units 
will be multi-family in nature. 

Site development of Filing 1 will begin immediately upon approval of the final plat and 
plan. It is now known when development of Filing 2 will occur. 

In response to the conditions of approval of Filing 1, testimony at the City Council 
hearing for Filing 2, and staff recommendations, the following is provided. 

1. Specific locations for fire hydrant placement are indicated on drawings identified 
as S 1 of 4 and U 1 of 1. 

2. The Final Development Plan indicates the construction of a berm along the 
Horizon Drive right-of-way line adjacent to Lot 17. Initial landscaping of the 
berm will consist of hydro-seeding with natural grass varieties. Every effort will 
be made to preserve existing vegetation along the Horizon Drive right-of-way 
during berm construction. No attempt will be made to landscape or berm along 
Horizon Drive west of Horizon Circle since much of the site lies within an 
identified wetlands area. 

3. The one-way loop has been shortened 275 feet. The drawing identified as R-1 
of 4 depicts the street cross-sections per City Council stipulations. 

4. No parking signs have been indicated on the drawing identified as R-1 of 4. 
The covenants have been modified to require each dwelling to have a minimum 
of 4 off-street parking spaces in addition to those within the garage. 

5. Cash escrow payment in the amount of $22,800 for Horizon Drive 
improvements will be made at the time of final plat recordation. 

Proj. Nar./Horizon Glen 
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6. A cash payment in the amount of $3,825 will be made at the time of final plat 
recording for the open space payment. 

7. The covenants have been modified to indicate that maintenance of the common 
drives will be the responsibility of those lot owners sharing the drive and not the 
City of Grand Junction. 

8. Horizon Glen Subdivision will connect to the City water system when it becomes 
available. It is assumed that this requirement is in the form of an existing City 
ordinance. Drawings identified as S 1 of 3 and S3 of 3 indicate the proposed 
construction standards for the water supply system within Horizon Glen. 

9. Storm water detention has not been provided due to the location of the site in 
relationship to the entire drainage basin. 

10. The previously submitted drainage report address as modifications which will 
occur to the pond near the north property line. A preservation easement is 
indicated on the final plat which will prohibit any residential construction below 
the dam. 

11. The final plat indicates preservation easements and Private Open Space within 
the identified wetlands area. The areas identified as "wetlands" have been 
illustrated on the Final Development Plan. The covenants include maintenance 
and use within these areas. 

12. The Final Development Plan and drawing identified as U1 of 1 indicates the 
location of a possible future irrigation pond. An application for water rights 
from the existing drain is in process. It is not known at this time whether or not 
the request will be granted. 

13. A subsurface soils report is currently being prepared and will be transmitted to 
the State Geologist for review. 

14. A detailed floodplain and drainage analysis was transmitted to the City 
Engineer's office with the Preliminary Plan. The analysis will not change as a 
result of final platting. Drawings indicated as sheets R1 thru R4 indicate 
detailed grading proposals. 

15. Minimal disturbance of the wetlands, drainage, and vegetation patterns will be 
maintained thru final construction. A copy of our wetlands permit is included 
for review. 

16. Building envelopes are indicated on the Final Development Plan. 

17. The O.D.P. for Filing 2 indicates a walkway/bikeway along the Horizon Drive 
channel. 

18. The final plat and plan have been submitted in accordance with section 7-5-3.B.4 
of the Development Code. 

Proj. Nar./Horizon Glen 2 
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19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

A request for replatting Lot Two, Foster Subdivision has been made of Mesa 
County. When the replat has been accepted by Mesa County, those lots within 
Horizon Glen currently in the County can then be annexed to the City. The 
County's approval process will run concurrently with the City's process. 

The Final Development Plan illustrates existing improvements at the end of F 
112 Road. Modifications to F 112 Road have not been included as part of this 
proposal. An outlot has been identified on the final plat for ultimate ownership 
transfer to the adjoining property located south of Lot 1, thus, allowing access 
to F 112 Road. 

The O.D.P. for Filing 2 illustrates the possible extension of a street between 
Horizon Drive and the property north of Filing 2. 

Preliminary street profiles have been included on the O.D.P. for Filing 2 for 
review of the City in terms of sight distances. 

Proj. Nar./Horizon Glen 3 
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Mesa c'tunty Department of Public Works 

750 Main Street 

Division of Planning 

(303) 244-1636 

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

PHO.JEC'f HEVIEW 
b/9/Bl 

A. PHO.JECT DESClli.£Ililll: C42--91 I<EPLAT OF LOT 2, FOSTEH SUBDIVISION 
Petitioner: S.L. Ventures 
Loca.t.ion: Homestead Drive ,ry_ Cascade Drive (G & 26-1/2 Roads) 
A request to subdivide Lot 2 into ~ lots, one which would be 
filed as a Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision, a 3.44-acre lot 
in a Residential (RlB) zone, and the other lot will be annexed 
into the City of Grand Junction as a part of Horizon Glen 
Subdivision. 

B. S.URHOUND.ING L£ill.LL.J1.;3E AND_Z.illH.tlG.: The area is residential in 
nature--largo, secluded homos on several acres of land. The 
Foster Subdivision ii bordered on the west and south by the City. 
The County zoning in the immediate area is RlB (1/2 acre density) 
and RlA (1 acre density). 

C. .S.TAlD.':_GQt!MENTS: Li'oster Subdivision was approved in 19130 
~· initially as a 2-lot subdivision with a skewed cul-de-sac at the 

south property line on Cascnde Drive with 50 feet of right-of-way 
dedicated for both Cascade Drive and Homestead Road. Homestead 
Road made a 90 degree turn to the south for 300 feet and a 100-
feet wide heel-shaped turnaround was provided. The recorded plat 
shows most of Homesteud Ho<:1d vacated to a 225-feet cul-de-sac, a 
third lot recorded, a 10-foet right-of-way vacation on Homestead 
and Cascade, and a vacation of the cul-de-sac as previously 
required on the south portion of Lot 2. 

The approved road plans called for a 22-foot asphalt-paved mat, 
gravel shoulders, and earthen ditch drainages. A short turning 
radius was designated at the intersection of Cascade and 
Homestead. A fire hydrant was required by the Grand Junction 
Fire Department and a 400-feet, 6-inch water line upgrade was 
requested by lJte Water in addition to the road improvements, but 
the rocorded improvemenLs ugreen1ent only reflects sanitary sewer 
improvements. The only sewered lot is Lo·t 1, however. The Board 
waived the requirement for the Utilities Coordinating Committee 
to sign off on the plat. 

The Fosters approached the County Planning Division in May, 1990 
with an exemption application to lessen the property area of Lot 
2 by adjusting the south property line of Lot 2. The application 
was denied due to complications arising from City/County boundary 
lines, improvements that needed to be constructed, and an attempt 
to resolve the landlocking of the City property to the south by 
requiring dedic-::ltion of a. r-oad from Cascade Drive to provide 
access to that property, also owned by the Fosters. The Fosters 
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were denied the exemption and informed that resubdivision 
procedures needed to be followed to accomplish their objective. 

The current AssessorJs map shows a split of Lot 2 even though one 
was not approved by the County. The property owner deeded this 
portion of the lot to family members on December 31, 1990, filing 
correcting deeds on February 26, 1991 and transferring ownership 
on March 29, 1991. Family transfers have not qualified as exempt 
from subdivision regulations since 1983, and this is an illegal 
split of Lot 2. 

The current replat proposes a reduction of Lot 2 and the creation 
of an out lot to be combined with the property to the south. It 
is not an administrat.ive procedure because of the fact that road, 
water and fire flow improvements have not been constructed as 
required by the review agencies in 1980 (reference Mesa County 
Land Develogment Code Section 6.4.9). 

The property to the south and the out lot split from Lot 2 are 
part of a proposal to the City of Grand Junction for a 17-lot 
residential subdivision named Horizon Glen Subdivision. The City 
Council granted approval last month to the preliminary plan for 
Horizon Glen. The replat must be finalized through the County 
before the City will annex the portion of Lot 2 and grant final 
approval to Horizon Glen Subdivision. 

Foster Subdivision is definitely within the urbanizing area of 
the County and also within the annexation corridor of immediate 
interest to the City. Homestead Road should be improved to 
County standards, and the cul-de-sac that was dedicated should 
also be constructed and improved. Elton Heights, the subdivision 
to the north approved in March, 1991, dedicated the right-of-way 
necessary to complete the full circle 50-foot radius. Cascade 
Drive should be widened to the 50-foot width required for a local 
road and half-section improvements should be constructed 
(Section 4.1.5.B ~)- The street frontage available to the 
parcel to the east facilitates the development of 6 lots in the 
R1B zone. At that time half-road improvements would be an 
equitable assessment to that developer. The owner of the 
property at the south tip of Cascade Drive is very concerned that 
the west portion of his lot will be difficult to access if 
Cascade Drive is not constructed. The survey submitted to the 
Planning Division does not accurately portray the alignment of 
Cascade Drive. 

Cascade Drive has a 6-inch water line to its first curve and a 3-
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inch line south. There is a 2-inch line in Homestead Drive. The 
petitioners have been encouraged to work with the Elton Heights 
developers to install a hydrant on Cascade Drive to benefit both 
developments. 

The QQd.e. requires connection to sewer services within 90 days of 
sewer line provision within 400 feet of the property or within 2 
years of development approvo.l. Lot 2 should connect to sewer 
within 90 days as it is currently extended to Lot 1. 

D. STAFF RECOMtlENDATIQN: Approval of the replat as it would rectify 
the unapproved subdivi~ion of Lot 2 as recently recorded subject 
to: 

1) Installation of a fire hydrant to be coordinated with the 
Elton Heights developers; 

2) Improvements to Homestead Drive as required by County 
Engineering; 

3) Dedication of the required 10 feet for Cascade Drive and 
construction of half-section improvements and a temporary 
turnaround dedicated and constructed at the end of Cascade 
Drive; 

4) Connection to sewer within 90 days for Lot 2. 



Mesa 

750 Main StrE 

May 10, 1991 

Mr. Bill Foster 
Northwestern Mutual In 
101 S. Third Street, S 
Grand Junction, CO 8 

Re: Replat of Lot 2, 

Dear Bill: 

While reviewing your a 
yesterday, it came to 
means other than the r 
Tim Foster was notifie 

orado 81502·5022 

4-15-93 
Kathy, 

Rich Krohn mentioned yesterday that you are 
doing a background Study of the Foster Situation. 

I thought it might be of some help in getting 
up-to-speed on what has been going on in the County 
for the past 2t years if I put together a package 
for you. 

I've also included a Recap letter you may not 
have seen to Dan Wilson regarding the Situation in 
the City 

2 was to be presented I hope this material proves to be a convenience 
approval per Section 2 for you. 
(copy enclosed) . This cnsregara J:or comp~ ~ance w~ -r.n oo-r.n ot:.at:.e ana 
local regulations has caused our office and the County Attorney 
considerable concern. Please be prepared to address the problem at 
the Planning Commission public hearing May 16, 1991 when your 
petition to replat will be heard. 

The evidence of owner~?hip submitted needs to correctly reflect 
current property owners. As we discussed earlier today, this 
evidence of title needs to be received by our office prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting next Thursday. Likewise, the development 
application should be updated by that time to demonstrate consent of 
.al..l.. current property owners. If these requirements are not met by 
Thursday, May 16, your application will be pulled from the agenda. 

xc: Tim Foster, Atty 
Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
422 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Lyle Dechant, County Attorney 
Kathy Portner, Grand Junction Community Development 
File 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of the feasibility level 

geotechnical engineering study we conducted for the proposed 

Horizon Glen Subdivision, Grand Junction, Colorado. The study 

was conducted at the request of Mr. Tom Logue, Armstrong 

Consultants, for Mr. Bill Foster. 

The conclusions, suggestions and recommendations presented 

in this report are based on the data gathered during our site and 

laboratory study and on our experience with similar soil 

conditions. Factual data gathered during the field and 

laboratory work are summarized in Appendices A and B. 

1.1 Proposed Construction 

The proposed project will consist of developing about 

seventeen (17) residential lots. The development will include 

paved roads. 

1.2 Scope of Services 

Our services included feasibility level geotechnical 

engineering field and laboratory studies, and analysis and report 

preparation for the proposed site. The scope of our services is 

outlined below. 

- The field study consisted of describing and sampling the 
soils encountered in five (5) auger advanced test borings 
at various locations on the development. 

1 
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The soils encountered in the test borings were described and 
samples retrieved for the subsequent laboratory study. 

- The laboratory study included tests of select soil samples 
obtained during the field study to help assess the 
strength and swell/consolidation potential of the soils 
tested. Soil samples were tested for sulfate chemicals 
which may be potentially corrosive to concrete. 

- This report presents our feasibility level geotechnical 
engineering suggestions and recommendations for planning 
and design of site development including: 

. Viable foundation types for the conditions encountered, 

. Ranges of allowable bearing pressures for the foundation 
types, 

. Ranges of lateral earth pressure recommendations for 
design of laterally loaded walls, and 

. Geotechnical considerations and recommendations for 
concrete slab-on-grade floors. 

- Our recommendations and suggestions are based on the 
subsoil and ground water conditions encountered during our 
site and laboratory studies. 

2.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Site characteristics include observed existing and pre-

existing site conditions that may influence the geotechnical 

engineering aspects of the proposed site development. 

2.1 Site Location 

The proposed development is located north of Horizon Drive 

about five hundred (500) to six hundred (600) feet west of the 

intersection of 12th Street and Horizon Drive, Grand Junction, 

Colorado. A project vicinity map is shown on Figure 1. 
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2.2 Site Conditions 

At the time of our field study the site contained a medium 

dense cover of native vegetation. The site slopes down generally 

to the south at slope inclinations ranging from about 3 to 1 

(horizontal to vertical) and flatter. A large drainage course is 

located along the west property line and a large drainage course 

is located near the central portion of the development. The 

drainage courses trend generally to the south and are confluent 

in the south portion of the site. Both drainages contained 

flowing water at the time of our field study. Some evidence was 

observed which indicates that the area had been irrigated farm 

land in the recent past. A small pond is located north of the 

site in the drainage channel crossing the central portion of the 

site. 

2.3 Subsurface Conditions 

The subsurface exploration consisted of observing, 

describing and sampling the soils encountered in five (5) test 

borings. The approximate locations of the test borings are shown 

on Figure 2. The logs describing the soils encountered in the 

test borings are presented in Appendix A. 

The soils encountered in the lower elevation of the site, 

near the drainage channels, consisted of various mixtures of very 

soft, wet sandy clay. The soft sandy clay soils tested have a 

low swell potential when wetted and may consolidate under light 
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building loads. The soils encountered in the higher elevations 

of the site consisted generally of sandy and gravelly clay. The 

sandy and gravelly clay soils tested have a low swell potential 

when wetted and may consolidate under light to moderate building 

loads. 

Formational material was encountered in the test borings 

located in the lower elevations of the site, in the south portion 

of the development, at a depth of about eleven (11) to twelve 

(12) feet. No formational material was encountered in the test 

borings in the higher elevations of the site to a maximum depth 

explored of about twenty (20) feet. The formational material 

encountered was a silty clay shale of the Mancos formation. 

Free subsurface water was encountered in test borings 2 and 

3 at a depth of about four (4) feet. 

3.0 ON-SITE DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

We anticipate that the subsurface water elevation may 

fluctuate with seasonal and other varying conditions. Deep 

excavations may encounter subsurface water and soils that may 

tend to cave. It may be necessary to dewater construction 

excavations to provide more suitable working conditions. 

Excavations should be well braced or sloped to prevent wall 

collapse. 

observed. 

Federal, state and local safety codes should be 

4 

1Lambrrt anil ~ls~ociatr~ 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS AND 

MATERIAL TESTING 



. M91040GE 

The formational material encountered in the test borings was 

very hard. We anticipate that it may be possible to excavate 

this material, however additional effort may be necessary. We do 

not recommend blasting to aid in excavation of the material. 

Blasting may fracture the formational material which will reduce 

the integrity of the support characteristics of the formational 

material. 

It has been our experience that sites in developed areas may 

contain existing subterranean structures or poor quality man-

placed fill. If subterranean structures or poor quality man-

placed fill are suspected or encountered, they should be removed 

and replaced with compacted structural fill as discussed under 

COMPACTED STRUCTURAL FILL below. 

4.0 FOUNDATION DISCUSSION 

Two criteria for any foundation which must be satisfied for 

satisfactory foundation performance are: 

l) contact stresses must be low enough to preclude shear 
failure of the foundation soils which would result in 
lateral movement of the soils from beneath the 
foundation, and 

2) settlement or heave of the foundation must be within 
amounts tolerable to the superstructure. 

The soils encountered in the test borings have varying 

engineering characteristics that may influence the design and 

construction considerations 1 of the foundations. The 

characteristics include swell potential, settlement potential, 
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bearing capacity and the bearing conditions of the soils 

supporting the foundations. These are discussed below. 

4.1 Swell Potential 

Some of the materials encountered in the test borings at the 

anticipated foundation depth may have swell potential. Swell 

potential is the tendency of the soil to increase in volume when 

it becomes wetted. The volume change occurs as moisture is 

absorbed into the soil and water molecules become attached to or 

adsorbed by the individual clay platlets. Associated with the 

process of volume change is swell pressure. The swell pressure 

is the force the soil applies on its surroundings when moisture 

is absorbed into the soil. Foundation design considerations 

concerning swelling soils include structure tolerance to movement 

and dead load pressures to help restrict uplift. The structure's 

tolerance to movement should be addressed by the structural 

engineer and is dependent upon many facets of the design 

including the overall structural concept and the building 

material. The uplift forces or pressure due to wetted clay soils 

can be addressed by designing the foundations with a minimum dead 

load and/or placing the foundations on a blanket of compacted 

structural fill. The compacted structural fill blanket will 

increase the dead load on the swelling foundations soils and will 

increase the separation of the foundation from the swelling 

soils. Suggestions and recommendations for design dead load and 
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compacted structural fill blankets should be made based on site 

specific geotechnical engineering studies and site specific 

construction. 

4.2 Settlement Potential 

Settlement potential of a soil is the tendency for a soil to 

experience volume change when subjected to a load. Settlement is 

characterized by downward movement of all or a portion of the 

supported structure as the soil particles move closer together 

resulting in decreased soil volume. Settlement potential is a 

function of foundation loads, depth of footing embedment, the 

width of the footing and the settlement potential or 

compressibility of the influenced soil. Foundation design 

considerations concerning settlement potential include the amount 

of movement tolerable to the structure and the design and 

construction concepts to help reduce the potential movement. The 

settlement potential of the foundation can be reduced by reducing 

foundation pressures and/or placing the foundations on a blanket 

of compacted structural fill. The anticipated post construction 

settlement potential and suggested compacted fill thickness 

recommendations should be based on site specific soil conditions 

and site specific proposed construction. 

4.3 Soil Support Characteristics 

The soil bearing capacity is a function of the engineering 

properties of the soils supporting the foundations, the 
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foundation width, the depth of embedment of the bottom of the 

foundation below the lowest adjacent grade, the influence of the 

ground water and the amount of settlement tolerable to the 

structure. Soil bearing capacity and associated minimum depth of 

embedment should be based on site specific geotechnical 

engineering studies. 

5.0 FOUNDATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

We have analyzed spread footings and drilled piers as 

potential foundation systems for the proposed structures. These 

are discussed below. 

5.1 Spread Footings 

The structures may be founded on spread footings which are 

placed either on the natural undisturbed soils or a blanket of 

compacted structural fill. The blanket of compacted structural 

fill is to help reduce the anticipated post construction 

settlement. The anticipated post construction settlement and 

associated fill thickness supporting the footings should be based 

on site specific soil and construction conditions. If the 

footings are supported on a blanket of compacted structural fill 

the blanket of compacted structural fill should extend beyond 

each edge of each footing a distance at least equal to the fill 

thickness. Geotechnical recommendations for constructing 

compacted structural fill are presented below. The soil bearing 

capacity will depend on the minimum depth of embedment of the 
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bottom of the footing below the lowest adjacent grade. The 

embedment concept is shown on Figure 3. We anticipate that the 

footings may be designed using a soil bearing capacity ranging 

from about 500 to 750 pounds per square foot for footings on the 

soft wet clay and about 1000 to 1500 pounds per square foot for 

footings on the sandy and gravelly clay with a minimum depth of 

embedment of at least one (1) foot when placed either on the 

natural undisturbed soils or a blanket of compacted structural 

fill. 

We anticipate that the post construction settlement may be 

about one half (1/2) to one (1) inch. 

The actual swell potential and settlement potential, as 

discussed above, will vary with site specific conditions 

including the moisture content of the supporting soils. 

5.2 General Spread Footing Considerations 

In our analysis it was necessary to assume that the material 

encountered in the test borings extended throughout the building 

sites and to a depth below the maximum depth of the influence of 

the footings. We should be contacted to provide site specific 

geotechnical engineering studies based on conditions for each 

site and planned construction. 

We anticipate that the surface of the formational material 

may undulate which may result in a portion of the footings 

supported on the overlying soils. 
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foundations will perform differently between the areas supported 

on formational material and the areas supported on the non-

formational material. For this reason we suggest that if 

formational material is encountered only in portions of the 

foundation excavations at footing depth the foundation in all 

areas should be extended to support all footings on the 

formational material. 

The bottom of any footings exposed to freezing temperatures 

should be placed below the maximum depth of frost penetration for 

the area. Refer to the local building code for details. 

The bottom of the foundation excavations should be proof 

rolled or proof compacted prior to placing compacted structural 

fill or foundation concrete. The proof rolling is to help reduce 

the influence of any disturbance that may occur during the 

excavation operations. Any areas of loose, low density or 

yielding soils evidenced during the proof rolling operation 

should be removed and replaced with compacted structural fill. 

Caution should be exercised during the proof rolling operations. 

Excess proof rolling may increase pore pressure of the soil and 

degrade the integrity of the soils. 

All footings should be proportioned as much as practicable 

to reduce the post construction differential settlement. 

Footings for large localized loads should be designed for bearing 

pressures and footing dimensions in the range of adjacent 
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footings to reduce the potential for differential settlement. We 

are available to discuss this with you. 

Foundation walls may be reinforced, for geotechnical 

purposes. We suggest at least two (2) number 5 bars, continuous 

at the top and the bottom (4 bars total), at maximum vertical 

spacing. This will help provide the walls with additional beam 

strength and help reduce the effects of slight differential 

settlement. The walls may need additional reinforcing steel for 

structural purposes. The structural engineer should be consulted 

for foundation design. The structural engineering reinforcing 

design tailored for each site of this project will be more 

appropriate than the suggestions presented above. 

5.3 Drilled Piers 

Drilled piers or caissons that are drilled into the 

unweathered formational material can be used to support the 

proposed structure in the lower elevations of the site in the 

areas with soft wet clay. The piers should be drilled into the 

formational material a distance equal to at least two (2) pier 

diameters, or ten (10) feet, whichever is deeper. We anticipate 

that the piers may be designed as end bearing piers using a 

formational material bearing capacity of about 15,000 to 2~,000 

pounds per square foot. We suggest that piers be designed using 

end bearing capacity only. Side shear may be used for the design 

to resist uplift .forces. When using skin friction for resisting 
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uplift we suggest that you discount the upper portion of the pier 

embedment in the formational material to a depth of at least one 

and one half (1 1/2) pier diameters into the formational 

material. The bottom of the pier holes should be cleaned to 

insure that all loose and disturbed materials are removed prior 

to placing pier concrete. Because of the rebounding potential in 

the formational materials when unloaded by excavation and the 

possibility of desiccation of the newly exposed material we 

suggest that concrete be placed in the pier holes immediately 

after excavation and cleaning. We anticipate that the post 

construction settlement potential of each pier may be about one 

quarter (1/4) inch to one half (1/2) inch. 

The portion of the pier above the formational surface and in 

the weathered formational material should be cased with a sono 

tube or similar casing to help prevent flaring on the top of the 

pier holes and help provide a positive separation of the pier 

concrete and the adjacent soils. Construction of the piers 

should include extreme care to prevent flaring of the top of the 

piers. This is to help reduce the potential of swelling soils to 

impose uplift forces which will put the pier in tension. The 

drilled piers should be vertically reinforced to provide tensile 

strength in the piers should swelling on-site soils apply tensile 

forces on the piers. The structural engineer should be consulted 

to provide structural design recommendations. 
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The grade beams between piers should be provided with void 

spaces between the soil and the grade beam. The grade beam should 

not come in contact with the soils. This is to help reduce the 

potential for heave of the foundations should the soils swell. 

Free ground water and caving soils were encountered in the 

test borings at the time of the field study. We anticipate that 

ground water will be encountered in the pier holes. If ground 

water is encountered, the pier holes should be dewatered prior to 

placing pier concrete and no pier concrete should be placed when 

more than six {6) inches of water exists in the bottom of the 

pier holes. The piers should be filled with a tremie placed 

concrete immediately after the drilling and cleaning operation is 

complete. It may be necessary to case the pier holes with 

temporary casing to prevent caving during pier construction. 

Very difficult drilling conditions were encountered in the 

formational material during our field study. We anticipate that 

the formational material may be very difficult to drill with pier 

drilling equipment readily available in western Colorado. It may 

be necessary to obtain specialty pier drilling equipment to drill 

piers into the formational material encountered in our test 

borings. 

The structural engineer should be consulted to provide 

structural design recommendations for the drilled piers and grade 

beam foundation system. 
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6.0 INTERIOR FLOOR SLAB DISCUSSION 

It is our understanding that, as currently planned, the 

floors may be either concrete slabs-on-grade or a supported 

structural floors. The natural soils that will support interior 

floor slabs are stable at their natural moisture content. 

However, the owner should realize that when wetted, the site 

soils may experience volume changes. 

Engineering design dealing with swelling soils is an art 

which is still in its infancy. The owner is cautioned that the 

soils on this site may have swelling potential and concrete slab-

on-grade floors and other lightly loaded members may experience 

movement when the supporting soils become wetted. We suggest you 

consider floors suspended from the foundation systems as 

structural floors or a similar design that will not be influenced 

by subgrade volume changes. If the owner is willing to accept 

the risk of possible damage from swelling soils supporting 

concrete slab-on-grade floors, the following recommendations to 

help reduce the damage from swelling soils should be followed. 

These recommendations are based on generally accepted design and 

construction procedures for construction on soils that tend to 

experience volume changes when wetted and are intended to help 

reduce the damage caused by swelling soils. Lambert and 

Associates does not intend that the owner, or the owner's 

consultants should interpret these recommendations as a solution 
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to the problems of swelling soils, but as measures to reduce the 

influence of swelling soils. 

Concrete flatwork, such as concrete slab-on-grade floors, 

should be underlain by compacted structural fill. We anticipate 

that the layer of compacted fill should be about one (1) to two 

(2) feet thick and constructed as discussed under COMPACTED 

STRUCTURAL FILL below. The thickness of the compacted structural 

fill layer should be determined on a site specific basis. 

The natural soils exposed in the areas supporting concrete 

slab-on-grade floors should be kept very moist during 

construction prior to placement of concrete slab-on-grade floors. 

This is to help increase the moisture regime of the potentially 

expansive soils supporting floor slabs and help reduce the 

expansion potential of the soils. We are available to discuss 

this concept with you. 

Concrete slab-on-grade floors should be provided with a 

positive separation, such as a slip joint, from all bearing 

members and utility lines to allow their independent movements 

and to help reduce possible damage that could be caused by 

movement of soils supporting interior slabs. The floor slab 

should be constructed as a floating slab. All water and sewer 

pipe lines should be isolated from the slab. Any appliances, 

such as a water heater or furnace, placed on the floating floor 

slab should be constructed with flexible joints to accommodate 
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future movement of the floor slab with respect to the structure. 

We suggest partitions constructed on the concrete slab-on-grade 

floors be provided with a void space above or below the 

partitions to relieve stresses induced by elevation changes in 

the floor slab. 

The concrete slabs should be scored or jointed to help 

define the locations of any cracking. The areas defined by 

scoring and jointing should be about square and enclose about 200 

square feet. Also, joints should be scored in the floors a 

distance of about three (3) feet from, and parallel to, the 

walls. 

If moisture rise through the concrete slab-on-grade floors 

will adversely influence the performance of the floor or floor 

coverings a moisture barrier may be installed beneath the floor 

slab to help discourage capillary and vapor moisture rise through 

the floor slab. The moisture barrier may consist of a heavy 

plastic membrane, six (6) mil or greater, protected on the top 

and bottom by at least two (2) inches of clean sand. The plastic 

membrane should be lapped and taped or glued and protected from 

punctures during construction. 

The Portland Cement Association suggests that welded wire 

reinforcing mesh is not necessary in concrete slab-on-grade 

floors when properly jointed. It is our opinion that welded wire 

mesh may help improve the integrity of the slab-on-grade floors. 
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We suggest that concrete slab-on-grade floors should be 

reinforced, for geotechnical purposes, with at least 6 x 6 - W2.9 

x W2.9 (6 x 6 - 6 x 6) welded wire mesh positioned midway in the 

slab. The structural engineer should be contacted for structural 

design of the floor slabs. 

7.0 COMPACTED STRUCTURAL FILL 

Compacted structural fill is typically a material which is 

constructed for direct support of structures or structural 

components. 

There are several material characteristics which should be 

examined before choosing a material for potential use as 

compacted structural fill. These characteristics include; the 

size of the larger particles, the engineering characteristics of 

the fine grained portion of material matrix, the moisture content 

that the material will need to be for compaction with respect to 

the existing initial moisture content, the organic content of the 

material, and the items that influence the cost to use the 

material. 

Compacted fill should be a non-expansive material with the 

maximum aggregate size less than about two (2) to three (3) 

inches and less than about twenty five (25) percent coarser than 

three quarter (3/4) inch size. 

The reason for the maximum size is that larger sizes may 

have too great an influence on the compaction characteristics of 
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the material and may also impose point loads on the footings or 

floor slabs that are in contact with the material. Frequently 

pit-run material or crushed aggregate material is used for 

structural fill material. Pit-run material may be satisfactory, 

however crushed aggregate material with angular grains is 

preferable. Angular particles tend to interlock with each other 

better than rounded particles. 

The fine grained portion of the fill material will have a 

significant influence on the performance of the fill. Material 

which has a fine grained matrix composed of silt and/or clay 

which exhibits expansive characteristics should be avoided for 

use as structural fill. The moisture content of the material 

should be monitored during construction and maintained near 

optimum moisture content for compaction of the material. 

Soil with an appreciable organic content may not perform 

adequately for use as structural fill material due to the 

compressibility of the material and ultimately due to the decay 

of the organic portion of the material. 

The natural on-site soils are not suitable for use as 

compacted structural fill material supporting building or 

structure members because of their clay content and swell 

potential. The natural on-site soils may be used as compacted 

fill in areas that will not influence the structure such as to 
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establish general site grade. We are available to discuss this 

with you. 

All areas to receive compacted structural fill should be 

properly prepared prior to fill placement. The preparation 

should include removal of all organic or deleterious material and 

the areas to receive fill should be proof rolled after the 

organic deleterious material has been removed. Any areas of 

soft, yielding, or low density soil, evidenced during the proof 

rolling operation should be removed. Fill should be moisture 

conditioned, placed in thin lifts not exceeding six (6) inches in 

compacted thickness and compacted to at least 90 percent of 

maximum dry density as defined by ASTM Dl557, modified Proctor. 

We recommend that the geotechnical engineer or his 

representative be present during the proof rolling and fill 

placement operations to observe and test the material. 

8.0 LATERAL EARTH PRESSURES 

Laterally loaded walls supporting soil, such as basement 

walls, will act as retaining walls and should be designed as 

such. 

Walls that are designed to deflect and mobilize the internal 

soil strength should be designed for active earth pressures. 

Walls that are restrained so that they are not able to deflect to 

mobilize internal soil strength should be designed for at-rest 

earth pressures. The values for the lateral earth pressures will 
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depend on the type of soil retained by the wall, backfill 

configuration and construction technique. We suggest that for 

design of laterally loaded walls you consider an active lateral 

earth pressure range of about 50 to ss'pounds per cubic foot per 

foot of depth and an at-rest lateral earth pressure range of 

about 70 to 100 pounds per cubic foot per foot of depth for the 

on-site soils retained. Lateral earth pressure values should be 

verified on a building and site specific basis. 

The soils tested have measured swell pressure of about 300 

pounds per square foot. Our experience has shown that the actual 

swell pressure may be much higher. If the retained soils should 

be come moistened after construction the soil may swell against 

retaining or basement walls. The walls should be designed to 

resist the swell pressure of the soils. 

The above lateral earth pressures may be reduced by 

overexcavating the wall backfill area beyond the zone of 

influence and backfilling with crushed rock type material. The 

zone of influence concept is presented on Figure 4. 

Resistant forces used in the design of the walls will depend 

on the type of soil that tends to resist movement. We suggest 

that you consider a passive earth pressure range of 170 to 295 

pounds per cubic foot per foot of embedment and a coefficient of 

friction range of 0.1 to 0.3 for the on-site soil. The passive 
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lateral earth pressure values and the coefficient of friction 

should be verified on a site specific basis. 

The lateral earth pressure values provided above, for design 

purposes, should be treated as equivalent fluid pressures. The 

lateral earth pressures provided above are for level well drained 

backfill and do not include surcharge loads or additional loading 

as a result of compaction of the backfill. Unlevel or non-

horizontal backfill either in front of or behind walls retaining 

soils will significantly influence the lateral earth pressure 

values. Care should be taken during construction to prevent 

construction and backfill techniques from overstressing the walls 

retaining soils. Backfill should be placed in thin lifts and 

compacted, as discussed in this report to realize the lateral 

earth pressure values. 

Walls retaining soil should be designed and constructed so 

that hydrostatic pressure will not accumulate or will not affect 

the integrity of the walls. Drainage plans should include a 

subdrain behind the wall at the bottom of the backfill to provide 

positive drainage. Exterior retaining walls should be provided 

with weep holes to help provide an outlet for collected water 

behind the wall. The ground surface adjacent to the wall should 

be sloped to permit rapid drainage of rain, snow melt and 

irrigation water away from the wall backfill. Sprinkler systems 
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should not be installed directly adjacent to retaining or 

basement walls. 

9.0 DRAIN SYSTEM 

A drain system should be provided around building spaces 

below the finished grade and behind any walls retaining soil. 

The drain systems are to help reduce the potential for 

hydrostatic pressure to develop behind retaining walls. A sketch 

of the drain system is shown on Figure 5. 

Subdrains should consist of a three (3) or four (4) inch 

diameter perforated pipe surrounded by a filter. The filter 

should consist of a filter fabric or a graded material such as 

washed concrete sand or pea gravel. If sand or gravel is chosen 

the pipe should be placed in the middle of about four (4) cubic 

feet of ag.gregate per linear foot of pipe. The drain system 

should be sloped to positive gravity outlets. If the drains are 

daylighted the drains should be.provided with all water outlets 

and the outlets should be maintained to prevent them from being 

plugged or frozen. We should be contacted to provide site 

specific geotechnical engineering details of the drain system. 

10.0 BACKFILL 

Backfill areas and utility trench backfill should be 

constructed such that the backfill will not settle after 

completion of construction, and that the backfill is relatively 
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impervious for the upper few feet. The backfill material should 

be free of trash and other deleterious material. It should be 

moisture conditioned and compacted to at least 90 percent 

relative compaction using a modified Proctor density (ASTM 

Dl557). Only enough water should be added to the backfill 

material to allow proper compaction. Do not pond, puddle, float 

or jet backfill soils. 

Backfill placement techniques should not jeopardize the 

integrity of existing structural members. We recommend recently 

constructed concrete structural members be appropriately cured 

prior to adjacent backfilling. 

11.0 SURFACE DRAINAGE 

The foundation soils should be prevented from becoming 

wetted after construction. This can be aided by providing 

positive and rapid drainage of surface water away from the 

building. 

The final grade of the ground surface adjacent to the 

building should have a definite slope away from the foundation 

walls on all sides. We suggest a minimum fall of about one (1) 

foot in the first ten (10) feet away from the foundation. 

Downspouts and faucets should discharge onto splash blocks that 

extend beyond the limits of the backfill areas. Splash blocks 

should be sloped away from the foundation walls. Snow storage 

areas should not be located next to the structure. Proper 
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surface drainage should be maintained from the onset of 

construction through the proposed project life. 

12.0 LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION 

An irrigation system should not be installed next to 

foundation walls, concrete flatwork or asphalt paved areas. If 

an irrigation system is installed, the system should be placed so 

that the irrigation water does not fall or flow near foundation 

walls, flatwork or pavements. The amount of irrigation water 

should be controlled. 

13.0 SOIL CORROSIVITY TO CONCRETE 

Chemical tests were performed on a sample of soil obtained 

during the field study. The soil sample was tested for pH, water 

soluble sulfates, and total dissolved salts. The results are 

presented in Appendix B. The test results indicate a water 

soluble sulfate content of 0.25 to 0.95 percent. Based on the 

American Concrete Institute (ACI) information a water soluble 

sulfate content of 0.95 percent indicates severe exposure to 

sulfate attack on concrete. We suggest sulfate resistant cement 

be used in concrete which will be in contact with the on-site 

soils. Recommendations for sulfate resistant cement based on the 

water soluble sulfate content should be used. The American 

Concrete Institute recommends a maximum water/cement ratio of 
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0.45 for concrete where severe exposure to sulfate attack will 

occur. 

14.0 CONCRETE QUALITY 

It is our understanding current plans include reinforced 

structural concrete for building foundations and walls, and may 

include concrete slabs-on-grade and pavement. To insure concrete 

members perform as intended the structural engineer should be 

consulted and should address factors such as design loadings, 

anticipated movement and deformations. 

The quality of concrete is influenced by proportioning of 

the concrete mix, placement, consolidation and curing. Desirable 

qualities of concrete include compressive strengths, water 

tightness and resistance to weathering. Engineering observations 

and testing of concrete during construction is essential as an 

aid to safeguard the quality of the completed concrete. Testing 

of the concrete is normally performed to determine compressive 

strength, entrained air content, slump and temperature. We 

recommend that your budget include provisions for testing of 

concrete during construction and that the testing consultant be 

retained by the owner or the owner's engineer or architect, not 

the contractor, to maintain third party credibility. 
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15.0 DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

This subsoil and foundation study is based on a feasibility 

level geotechnical engineering field and laboratory study, 

therefore it is necessary to assume that the subsurface 

conditions do not vary greatly from those encountered in the test 

borings. Our experience has shown that significant variations 

are likely to exist and can become apparent only during 

additional site specific subsurface studies. For this reason, 

and because of our familiarity with the project, Lambert and 

Associates should be retained to provide site specific 

geotechnical engineering studies. The cost of the geotechnical 

engineering studies and material testing during construction or 

additional engineering consultation is not included in the fee 

for this report. We recommend that your construction budget 

include site visits early during construction for the project 

geotechnical engineer to observe foundation excavations and for 

additional site visits to test compacted soil. We recommend that 

the observation and material testing services during construction 

be retained by the owner or the owner's engineer or architect, 

not the contractor, to maintain third party credibility. We are 

experienced and available to provide material testing services. 

We have included a copy of a report prepared by Van Gilder 

Insurance which discusses testing services during construction. 

It is our opinion that the owner, architect and engineer be 
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familiar with the information. If you have any questions 

regarding this concept please contact us. 

It is difficult to predict if unexpected subsurface 

conditions will be encountered during construction. Since such 

conditions may be found we suggest that the owner and the 

contractor make provisions in their budget and construction 

schedule to accommodate unexpected subsurface conditions. 

This report does not provide earthwork specifications. We 

can provide guidelines for your use in preparing project specific 

earthwork specifications. Please contact us if you need these 

for your project. 

16.0 LIMITATIONS 

It is the owner's and the owner's representatives 

responsibility to read this report and become familiar with the 

recommendations and suggestions presented. We should be 

contacted if any questions arise concerning the geotechnical 

engineering aspects of this project as a result of the 

information presented in this report. 

The recommendations outlined above are based on our 

understanding of the currently proposed construction. We are 

available to discuss the details of our recommendations with you, 

and revise them where necessary. This geotechnical engineering. 

report is based on the proposed site development and scope of 

services as provided to us by Mr. Torn Logue and Mr. Bill Foster, 

27 

1Lambert anb Q,G,Sociate,t; 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS AND 

MA TEAIAL TESTING 



M91040GE 

on the type of construction planned, existing site conditions at 

the time of the field study, and on our findings. Should the 

planned, proposed use of the site be altered, Lambert and 

Associates must be contacted, since any such changes may make our 

suggestions and recommendations given inappropriate. This report 

should be used ONLY for the planned development for which this 

report was tailored and prepared, and ONLY to meet information 

needs of the owner and the owner's representatives. In the event 

that any changes in the future design or location of the building 

are planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in 

this report shall not be considered valid unless the changes are 

reviewed and conclusions of this report are modified or verified 

in writing. It is recommended that the geotechnical engineer be 

provided the opportunity for a general review of the final 

project design and specifications in order that the earthwork and 

foundation recommendations may be properly interpreted and 

implemented in the design and specifications. 

This report presents both suggestions and recommendations. 

The suggestions are presented so that the owner and the owner's 

representatives may compare the cost to the potential risk or 

benefit for the suggested procedures. 

We represent that our services were performed within the 

limits prescribed by you and with the usual thoroughness and 

competence of the current accepted practice of the geotechnical 
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engineering profession in the area. No warranty or 

representation either expressed or implied is included or 

intended in this report or our contract. We are available to 

discuss our findings with you. If you have any questions please 

contact us. The supporting data for this report is included in 

the accompanying figures and appendices. 

This report is a product of Lambert and Associates. 

Excerpts from this report used in other documents may not convey 

the intent or proper concepts when taken out of context or they 

may be misinterpreted or used incorrectly. Reproduction, in part 

or whole, of this document without prior written consent of 

Lambert and Associates is prohibited. 

We have enclosed a copy of a brief discussion about 

geotechnical reports published by Association of Soil and 

Foundation Engineers for your reference. 

Please call when further consultation or observations and 

tests are required. 

If you have any questions concerning this report or if we 

may be of further assistance, please contact us. 

Respectfully submitted; 

LAMBERT AND ASSOCIATES 

/);/'l t/1 ~ ~ 
// tfUWJ:!!f 7[7 -·~~7y---

A6rinan W. Jo~ton, P. E. c: . . · 
;;;/ anager Ge#echnical Engineer 
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APPENDIX A 

The field study was performed on May 2, 1991. The field 

study consisted of logging and sampling the soils encountered in 

five (5) test borings. The approximate locations of the test 

borings are shown on Figure 2. The log of the soils encountered 

in the test borings are presented on Figures A2 through A6. 

The test borings were logged by Lambert and Associates and 

samples of significant soil types were obtained. The samples 

were obtained from the test borings using a Modified California 

Barrel sampler and bulk disturbed samples were obtained. 

Penetration blow counts were determined using a 140 pound hammer 

free falling 3~ inches. The blow counts are presented on the 

logs of the test borings such as 25/4 where 25 blows with the 

hammer were required to drive the sampler 4 inches. 

The engineering field description and major soil 

classification are based on our interpretation of the materials 

encountered and are prepared according to the Unified Soil 

Classification System, ASTM D2488. Since the description and 

classification which appear on the test boring log is intended to 

be that which most accurately describes a given interval of the 

test boring (frequently an interval of several feet) 

discrepancies do occur in the Unified Soil Classification System 
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nomenclature between that interval and a particular sample in the 

interval. For example, an interval on the test boring log may be 

identified as a silty sand (SM) while one sample taken within the 

interval may have individually been identified as a sandy silt 

(ML). This discrepancy is frequently allowed to remain to 

emphasize the occurrence of local textural variations in the 

interval. 

The stratification lines presented on the logs are intended 

to present our interpretation of the subsurface conditions 

encountered in the test borings. The stratification lines 

represent the approximate boundary between soil types and the 

transition may be gradual. 
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KEY TO 
LOG OF TEST BORING 

Dote Drilled------ Fi•ld Engineer------

Location --------------------------------------------

Boring Numb•r --------

Elevation ---------------

Diameter ------- Totol Depth---- Wmer Table ______________________ _ 

~ .c: Sample 

~ ! Type N 

Soil Description 

. 

Sand,silty,~edium 

( 511) 

Lunified Soi 1 

dense,moist,tan, 

Classification 

~~~4-----lndicates Bulk Bag Samnle 

C iV,_;;:....-....+------1 nd i cates Drive Sam~ 1 e 
5 f ~ 

~~---4-----lndicates Samnler Tyne: 

. 

JO 

15 

C - Modified California 
St- Standard Sol it Spoor. 
H - Hand Samnler 

7/12 Indicates seven blows renuired to 
drive the samnler twelve inches 
with a hammer that weighs one 
hundred forty nounds and ls dropned 
thirty inches. 

BOUNCE: Indicates no further 
penetration occurred with 
additional blows with the 
hammer 

NR: Indicates no samnle recovered 

CAVED: Indicates det:th the test 
boring caved after crill ing 

~1-e~~--+--~ln~icates the location of free 
subsurface water when measured 

25 

CLAY NOTE: Symbols are often 
used only to heln visually 

SILT identify the described 
information nresenteo on 

SAND the log. 

GRAVEL: 

CLAYS'TmJE 

SArlOS TONE 

. 

Laboratory nt.t Rftult~ 

Notes in this column indicate 
tests rerformed and test results 
if not nlotted. 

DO: Indicates dry density in 
nounds oer cubic foot 

11 C : I n d i c a t e s mo i s t u r e con ten t 
as nercent of dry unit 
weight 

LL: Indicates L!ouid Limit 

PL: Indicates Plastic Li:nit 

PI: Indicates Plasticity Index 

Hor1zon Glen 
Project Nome ------------------

Proje.:t Number M 9 1 0 4 0 G E Fioure ---"-'Au.l __ 
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~ LOG OF TEST BORIN(JIII 

Oote Dr liN _s_l_21_9_1 __ Woods "'* ~..-., ----- IOrlat N .. t•'----------------
E le~ot#o11 -----------------

..,_, TobM None encountered 

L.ocatlolt See test boring location sketch 

DiiltNMr 4 inches TtiiOI ""'-'• 20 feet 

- -. 

I ~ ... 
,.., DHcrl ption LoNnlt.wy ., "-ttt. 

4 N 

Clay,sandy and gravelly,loose, 
slightly moist,'brown~ (CL) 

~ 
~ 

:::1 
a) 

c 9/6 
~ 

14/6 . 

c~ 25/4 bounce 

10 ~ 

1-

I~ 

~ 

Clay,sandy and gravelly,very moist, 
brown (CL) 

r---- -JAW' Bottom of test boring I at 20 feet 

. 

~~ 

Project NoMe _H_o_r_r _zo_n __ G_I_e_n -----------------
F,. _Az __ 
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~LOG OF TEST BORING ._, 

Dote DriiH 512191 2 IDrl., N .... r ________________ __ 

Locotlolt _ _.S;.;e;.;e;....;;t.;;;e.;;;.s .;;.t ...;b;.;o;;.:r..;i..;.;n;.;~.q...;.l o;;.;c;.;a;.;t:-..;i..;o;.;.:n:....;;.s,:.;.ke:;.t~c;;.:.h.:..... _____ _ E feyofloll -------------------
o;o,..,., __ 4_i_n_c_h_e_s _ 20 feet .,_, Tobie ___ 4_f_e_e_t _______ _ 

. -
I 

,., Deter# pti01t L oNnlttN 1 ... "-'it. 
4 trt-- N 

Clay,sandy,soft to medium stiff, 
~ery' moist'to;wet,brown (CL) 

..::L. -::J 
a:l 

,\7 
3/6 Swell Consolidation Test: c 3/6 MC: 25.6% DO: 101.0 pcf 

~ Direct Shear Strength Test: 
MC: 25.6% DO: 95.0 pcf 

10 
~ij Moisture Content: 52.1% 

Clay,sandy,sl ightly gravelly,sl ightly 
stiff,very moist to wet,brown ( C L) 

Formational material ,silty,clayshale 
hard,Mancos formation 

1e 

t-- ·-, .. - Bottom of test boring 2 at 20 feet 

,, 1-

Project HOlM _.;.;H.;;.o.;..r_i z;;.o;;.;n.;......;G;.;.l..;.e.;.;.n _______________ _ l'roje•f NumW M91 040G E FlfMre _A .... 3 __ _ 
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Dot• DrllfHI 5/2/9! ,., E,.,..., _wo_o_d_s __ __ IDrlAt N .. aer ______ 3 __________ __ 

See test boring location sketch 
l.IJcofiOit -------------------- El•~•tlore -----------
{);(J,..,., 4 inches 15 feet ..,.,. r,,,. 4 feet 

----~~---------------
• 

I 
,., DHcrlpti01t LONnJIM1 -· ,._,,. 

4 1'y,e N 

Clay,sandy,very 
wet brown (CL) 

soft,very moist to 

• 

~ 
~ 

~ 

::J 

~ 
co 

~ 

"' 

10 '" 
Formational material ,s1lty,c1aysnaTe 
hard,Mancos formation 

- te Bottom of test boring 3 at 15 feet 

'20 

. 
~ 

~~ 
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~ LOG OF TEST BORING '-.1 

OGte Dr lied __ s_l 2_1_9_1 -
4 

lOri~ N ... er ______________ __ 

LAH:otiOit See test boring location sketch £1e~ot#ore -----------

~~Mr--4~iwnc~b~e~s- T~ ~~ 19 feet .,., Tobie __ N_o_ne_e_n_c_o_un_t~e_r..;.e_d ----

-
I .,,.. W OHcri pti01t L • ..,.,,.,., ... ~teet~~,. 

4 N 
Ctay,sanay an-d gravetty,medlum stltt, 
slightly moist,brown (CL) 

. 
~ 

' 
~~ 

10 
~[ ~ 
CXl 

~ 

" ~ 

. 
Bottom ot test oor1ng 4 at 19 teet 

20 

~ 
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'-'LOG OF TEST BORING .._, 

Dote Drlled 
512191 Woods 

l'leM E,._., ----- 5 
~ftt N .. t•r-----------------

L.ocoflolt __ ..;S:;.;;e;.;e~te;;;.;s;..;t--.;;b;.;;.o.;.r.;.i n;.;.g.....,;l..;;;o.;;.c,;:;.a .;..t :..;i o;.;.n:....:.s.;.;.k,;:;.e .:.;t c;;.h,;._____ E I eliOt loll ---------------

Dill,_.,., 4 inches T~ ~* 18 feet ~ Tobie None encountered 

-
I 

,., DHeri pti01t L altoNittW 1 . ., "...,,. 
4 ~,. N 

Clay,sandy and gravelly,slight1y 
stiff,s1ightly moist,brown ( CL) 

..::£ 
~ 

:::J 
a:l 

c 9/6 Swell Con so 1 ida t ion Test: 

5 18/l MC: ].4% DD: 99.0 pcf 

~ ~ " 

10 

15 

Bottom of test boring 5 at 18 feet 

'20 

15 ~ 
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APPENDIX B 

The laboratory study consisted of performing: 

• Moisture content and dry density tests, 
. Swell-consolidation tests, 
• Direct Shear Strength tests, 
. Sieve analysis tests, 
• Atterberg limits tests, and 
. Chemical tests. 

It should be noted that samples o~tained using a drive type 

sleeve sampler may experience some disturbance during the 

sampling operations. The test results obtained using these 

samples are used only as indicators of the in situ soil 

characteristics. 

TESTING 

Moisture Content and Dry Density 

Moisture content and dry density were determined for each 

sample tested of the samples obtained. The moisture content was 

determined according to ASTM Test Method D2216 by obtaining the 

moisture sample from the drive sleeve. The dry density of the 

sample was determined by using the wet weight of the entire 

sample tested. The results of the moisture and dry density 

determinations are presented on the log of test borings, Figures 

A2 through A6. 

Bl 
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Swell Tests 

Loaded swell tests were performed on drive samples obtained 

during the field study. These tests are performed in general 

accordance with ASTM Test Method D2435 to the extent that the 

same equipment and sample dimensions used for consolidation 

testing are used for the determination of expansion. A sample is 

subjected to static surcharge, water is introduced to produce 

saturation, and volume change is measured as in ASTM Test Method 

D2435. Results are reported as percent change in sample height. 

Consolidation Tests 

One dimensional consolidation properties of drive samples 

were evaluated according to the provisions of ASTM Test Method 

D2435. Water was added in all cases during the test. Exclusive 

of special readings during consolidation rate tests, readings 

during an increment of load were taken regularly until the change 

in sample height was less than 0.001 inch over a two hour period. 

The results of the swell-consolidation load test are summarized 

on Figures Bl and B2, swell-consolidation tests. 

It should be noted that the graphic presentation of 

consolidation data is a presentation of volume change with change 

in axial load. As a result, both expansion and consolidation can 

• 
be illustrated. 

B2 

1Lambcrt anll Q,G,S'ociate,G 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS AND 

MATERIAL TESTING 



M91040GE 

Direct Shear Strength Tests 

Direct shear strength properties of sleeve samples were 

evaluated in general accordance with testing procedures defined 

by ASTM Test Method D3080. The direct shear strength test was 

performed on a sample obtained from test boring 2 at a depth of 

four (4) to five (5) feet. Based on the results of the direct 

shear strength tests an internal angle of friction of 10 degrees 

and a cohesion of 125 pounds per square foot were used in our 

analysis. 

Sieve Analysis Tests 

Sieve analysis tests were conducted on selected samples of 

the material obtained during our field study. The sieve analysis 

tests were conducted in general accordance with ASTM Test Method 

D422. The results of the sieve analysis tests are presented on 

Figures B3 through B5. 

Atterberg Limits Tests 

Atterberg limits tests were conducted on samples obtained 

during our field study. The Atterberg limits tests were 

conducted in general accordance with ASTM Test Method D4118. The 

results of the Atterberg limits test are presented on Figures B3 

through B5. 

B3 
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Chemical Tests 

Chemical tests for water soluble sulfates, pH, and total 

dissolved salts were performed by Grand Junction Laboratories on 

select samples obtained during the field study. The results of 

the chemical tests are tabulated below. 

TEST 
BORING 

3 

4 

DEPTH 

2 to 4 feet 

4 feet 

PH 

7.A 

8.2 

TOTAL DISSOLVED 
SALTS 

WATER SOLUBLE 
SULFATE 

B4 

0.57% 0.25% 

1.17% 0.94% 
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Boring No. 2 SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS 

Moisture D7t Dejsity Height Diojeter Swell P'jsure 
Depth 4-5 feet Content fO-'J (,.C. F. (in.) (in. (P. s. F. 

Initial 25.6 101.0 1.0 J.q4 200 + 
Final 
Soil Description Clay,sandy, light brown 

SWELL- CONSOLIDATION TEST Project No. : M91040GE 

~am bert anb g$,SOCiatt,6' Dote: 5/13/91 

Figure: Bl 
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Boring No. 5 SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS 

Moisture D~Density Hei~ht Diajeter Swell P'j•ure 
Depth 4-5 feet Icon tent r'A.J (~,C. F. J (in. (in. ( P. s. F. 

Initial 7.4 99.0 1,0 1.94 300 + 
·Finn/ 

Soil Descriotion Sand,c1ayey,grave11y, 1i9ht brown 

SWELL- CONSOLIDATION TEST Project No. : M91 040G E 

1:ambtrt anb g$Sociatt$ Date: 5/13/91 

Figure: B2 
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TEST RESULTS 

PROJECT Horizon Glen PROJECT NO. M91040GE DAT§/7/91 ----------------------------- ------------------
LOCATION Grand Junction. CO SOURCE Boring 3@ 2 to 4 feet 

SAMPLE N 0 • _...!,4~00~3L---------S P E C I F I CAT I 0 N •':------------------

SIEVE ANALYSIS ...:, 

u. s. STD. CUMULATIVE 
SIEVE SIZE PERCENT PJ\SSING 

3/4 11 100 

1/211 100 

3/8 11 100 

No. 4 100 

No. 8 99.8 

No. 10 99 

No. 16 99 

No. 30 98 

No. 40 97 

No. 50 89 

No. 100 68 

No. 200 50 

Sampled on 5/8/91 

Clay,sandy 

, ... Moisture Content: 22. 1% 
i 

ATTERBERG Ll M ITS RESULTS 

Figure 83 

*It is our understanding that the noted specification is the project specification. 
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TEST RESULTS 

PROJECT __ ~H~o~r~i~z~o~n~~G~l~e~n~ ____________ PROJECT NO. M91040GE DATE 5/7/91 

LOCATION Grand Junction, c·oJorado SOURCE Boring 4 @ 4 feet 

SAMPLE NO. 4003 SPECIFICATION* 
----~------------- --------------------------------------

U. S. STD. 
SIEVE SIZE 

1/211 

3/8" 

No. 4 

No. 8 

No. 10 

No. 16 

No. 30 

No. 40 

No. 50 

No. 100 

No. 200 

SIEVE ANALYSIS 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT PASSING 

100 

95 

86 

77 
76 

72 

69 
68 

66 

59 

49 

Clay, sandy 

Moisture Content: 7.4% 

ATTERBERG LIMITS RESULtS 

Figure B4 

*It is our understanding that the noted specification is the project specification. 
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1Lambert anb g%%ociate% 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS AND MATERIAL TESTING 

TEST RESULTS 

PROJECT Horizon Glen 

LOCATION Grand Junction, CO 

PROJECT NO._M_;9::_1_0_4_0_G_E ____ DATE 5/7/91 

SOURCE Boring 5 @ 6 feet 

SAMPLE NO. 4003 SPECIFICATION* 
----~------------ ----~-------------------------------

SIEVE ANALYSIS 

u. s. STD. CUMULATIVE 
SIEVE SIZE PERCENT PASSING 

3/411 100 
1/211 100 

318 11 98 

No. 4 90 

No. 8 78 

No. 10 75 

No. 16 69 

No. 30 63 

No. 40 62 

No. 50 60 

No. 100 51 

No. 200 42 

Sampled on 5/8/91 

Clay, sandy 

Moisture Content: 6.7% 

ATTERBERb LIMITS ·RESULTS 

Figure B5 

is our understanding that the noted specification is the project specification. 
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.ALL MEN BY THESE PF~ESEN TS t ha·t SL VENTURES, INC., a 

corpor·ation ( her·e·i nafter' refer red to as SL), being the 
;\, 

>'? 
owner of the land comprising "Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 

;• located in Mesa County, Color•ado, and bEdng dE"sirous of 

protecting property values, and protecting the health, convenience, 

wc·lfar·e and use of the owner~s of lots within said subd·ivision, does 

hereby declar·e and adopt the following use and building 

restrictions each and all of which shall be applicable to and run 

with the land in "The Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 1 " 

ARTICLE I 

DEFINITIO!\JS 

: . a. ACCO - Architectural Control Committee. 

See Article 2 of Protective Covenants for 

regulations and uses. 

b. SL - SL Venturec.:;, Inc. 

c. HG- Hor•izon Glen Homeowner's Associa·tion, Inc. 

2. OPEN SPACE - means and includes property owned by 

·the HG for· ·the common us0; and enjoyment of the 

homeowners. 

3. Any area includes and means the land and air above 

such land described and shown in the plat 

recorded related to this property. 

4. FEE SIMPLE TITLE·- FeEJ Simple Title, as used herein, 

shall mean fee simple title to a site if such an 
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estate or interest exists with respect to a site of, 

if not, that estate or interest with respect to a 

site which is more nearly equivalent to fee simple 

title. 

ARTICLE II 

ARCHITECTURAL CONTROL COMMITTEE 

1. SL shall appoint an Architectural Control 

Committee (ACCO) of not less than three nor 

2. 

more than five persons to serve at the 

p 1 easu re of SL as an ACCO. The ACCO shall 

meet as r·equ ired to consider· and approve or· 

disapprove applications for· any proposed 

change in the existing state of Property. 

Said ACCO shall have and exerc·ise all of the 

powers, duties and responsibilities set out in 

this ·instrumen·t. 

No exter· ·;or improvements of any kind, 

including dr·iveways leading to the various 

structures within The Horizon Glen Subdivision 

1 shall ever be constructed, 

remade 1 ed, or altered in .:;my fashion on any 

lands within Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 

No. 1, nor may any vegetation be altered or 

destroyed, nor any landscaping 

unless two complete of plans and 

spec·ifications for· such construction 
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alteration or landscaping are submitted to and 

approved by the ACCO prior to the commencement 

All appl icat·ions shall be 

submitted to the ACCO in writing and all 

decisions of the ACCO shall be answered in 

wr'iting. In the event the ACCO fails to take 

any action within thirty (30) days after 

complete ar'chit:ectur·al 

specif·ications for such 

plans 

work have 

and 

been 

submitted to it, then all of such submitted 

plans and specifications shall be deemed to be 

approved. The ACCO may adopt rules and 

r·egu ·J at i ens for' pi'OCeSS ·j ng of such 

applications. 

3. Plans and specifications submitted hereunder 

shall show the nat:ur•e, kind, shape, hei£jht, 

4. 

materials, floor plans, location, exterior 

color scheme, alterations, grading, drainage, 

er·osion control, and all other' 

necessary for the /\CCO to proper 1 y consider 

and make a deter•minat·ion thereon. The ACCO 

shall disapprove any plans and specifications 

submitted to it which are not sufficient for 

it to exercise the judgment required of it by 

ther~e covenants. 

Wher·e circumstances such as topography, 
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locat·ion of ·trees, br·ush, r•ocl.; ou·tcr•opp·ings, 

.';les·thet·ic cons ·i der·at ·ions, or· other 

matters r·equire cw allow, the ACCO may, by a 

two-t hi r•ds vote, all ow r·easona b l e va r ·1 ances, 

but within county requirements, as to any of 

the covenants, including required minimum size 

of s t r' u c t u r' i n g , setback or side 

requirements, contained in this instrument on 

such terms and conditions as it shall require. 

Approval by adjoining property owners shall be 

favorably considered in any such decisions. 

The ACCO shall exercise its best judgment to 

see that all improvements, structures, 

landscaping, and all alterations on the lands 

within the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 

conform and harmonize with the natural 

surrounding and with existing structures as to 

external design, mater···rals, color·, sid·Ing, 

hei,,;Jht, topography, grade, drainage, erosion 

control and finished ground elevation. 

6. /',fter' appr·oval of any proposed change, the 

same shall be completed with due diligence in 

conformity with conditions of approval. 

Fa·i"lur•e to accompl·ish the change wi·thin one 

year after date of approval or to complete the 

change in accordance w·J-th ter•ms of appr•oval 



shall operate automatically to revoke the 

approval and the ACCO may require the property 

to be r•es·tored as near'lY as possible to ·its 

prev·i ous state. The ·tirne for completion of 

any such work may be extended by the ACCO. 

7. The ACCO, SL or any owner shall not be liable 

in damages to any person or association 

submitting any plans and specifications or to 

any Owner' by reason of any action, failure to 

act, approval, disapproval, or failure to 

approve or disapprove any such plans and 

specificat·ions. Any Owner submitting or 

causing to be submitted any plans and 

spc~c·ffications to the /\CCO .:::tnd 

covenants that he will not bring any action cr 

suit to recover damages against the ACCO, 

"",., ,,.,, any Owner co ll ec t -; ve "J y, its members 

individually or' its adv·isors, employees or· 

agt':lnts. 

Cl. The ACCO shall keep and safeguar·d for· at leas·t 

five (5) years complete permanent written 

r·ecords of all applications for approval 

~-;;ubmitted to it, ·including one set of al; 

plans and specifications so submitted and of 

all actions of approval or disapproval and all 

other action~; tahEm by ·it under the pr'ovisions 
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of this instrument. 

~~1(,~ pr-ovis-ion of these Protect·ive Covenants 

hor'ein contained shall r'un w-ith the land and 

shall be binding until December 31, 2010, and 

shall be automatically extended for successive 

per'iods of ten (10) y~:oars, unless by vote 

reflected by signed document duly recorded by 

~ majority of the then Owners, it is agreed to 

change or repeal said covenants in whole or in 

Any provisions violating the rule 

against perpetuities or the rules prohibiting 

unr·easonable r'estr·aints on aliena·t·ion shall 

continua and remain in full force and effect 

for' a period of twenty-one ( 2 1 ) years 

following the death of the survivor of Timothy 

E. Foster and William E. Foster, II, or• unt·il 

this Protective Covenant is terminated as 

hereinabove provided, whichever first occurs. 

10. t\ny provision containod in this Pr·otective 

Covenant may be amended or repealed, with the 

written consent of 51% of the Owners of sites 

within Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 

by recor•d i ng a written instrument or 

instruments spec·ifying thl~. amendment or the 

repeal , executed by HG and by not less than 

f·ifty percent u-;·!9o) of the~ Owner·s of :.s·ftes 



within Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 

shown by the records in the office of the Mesa 

County Clerk and Recorder. 

11. Each provision of these Protective Covenants, 

and all prov·isions necessar-ily implied 

therefrom shall be deemed incorporated in each 

Deed or other·· instrument of conveyance; be 

deemed accepted, r·atif·ied and declar·ed as a 

personal covenant of each Owner and binding 

thereon; be deemed and declared for the 

benefit of SL and each Owner and s ha 11 be 

deemed a real covenant and an equitable 

servitude running as a burden with and upon 

the title to each parcel of land. 

12. Each provision of these Protective Covenants 

s hal ·1 be enforcea b 1 e by SL or any Owner by 

proceeding for pro h i b ; t ·r v e or mandatory 

injunct·ion or su·it to recover damages or, in 

the discretion of the SL, for so long as any 

Owner fails to comply with any provisions, by 

exclusion of such Owner and such Owner's 

guests from use of any facility and from 

enjoyment of any function. If court 

proceedings are instituted in connection with 

the rights of enforcement and remedies 

provided in this Covenant, the prevailing 
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party shall be entitled to recover costs and 

expenses, including reasonable attorney fees. 

13. No violation or· br·each of thh; Covenant, or 

t~nforcement ac·tion shall impair the lien of 

any mortgage, deed of trust or other lien in 

good faitr't and for value created prior to 

recording of lis pendens or other document by 

a plaintiff showing violation or breach. 

14. Neither SL, its Board of Directors, or the 

ACCO, nor any member, agent or employee shall 

be liable to any party for any action or for 

any failure to act with respect to any matter 

if the action tdken or failure to act was in 

good faith and without malice. 

15. Except as otherwise provided herein, this 

Covt~nant shall be binding upon and inur'e to 

the benefit of SL and each Owner and the 

heirs, personal representatives, successors 

and assigns of each. 

SL shall have the r'·ight to delegate, 

assign or transfer duties and functions herein 

imposed on SL to the ACCO, or ·to a pol·itical 

subdivision created for the purpose, ·inter 

ali,:J, of perforrrl"ing such functions or' any of 

them. 

16. Until such time as SL owns lt=oss than ten 
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percent (10%) of the property within Horizon 

Glen Subdivision Filing No. 1, the r"ight to 

appoint and remove all members and alternate 

members of the ACCO shall be and is hereby 

vested solely in SL unless prior to said time 

SL r-ecords a dE~claration waiving its right 

hereunder·. By specific agreement, the Board 

and SL may delegate specified functions of the 

ACCO to a subcommittee, appointed by the SL, 

to function in the same matter as the ACCO. 

When SL waives or no longer has the right to 

appoint and r-emove the members of the ACCO, 

said right shall be vested solely in the HG; 

provided, however, that no member or alternate 

member once appointed may be removed from the 

ACCO except by the vote or written consent of 

four·-f·ifths of 

Exercise of the 

removal, as set 

the members of the 

right 

for··th 

of appointment 

here·in, shall 

HG. 

and 

be 

evidenced by a BOARD resolution available to 

all members identifying each ACCO member 

replaced or removed from the ACCO. 

Any member or· alternate member of the 

ACCO may at any time resign from the ACCO upon 

wr ·i tten notice delivered to SL or the HC, 

whichever then has the right to appoint 
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17. 

members. 

Vacancies on the AC:CO, however caused, 

s~hall be filled by SL or the HG, whichever" 

then has the power to appoint members. 

Invalid·ity' or" unenforceability of any 

provision of this Covenant in whole or in part 

shall not affect the validity or 

enforceability of any other provision or any 

valid and enforceable part of a provision of 

these protective covenants. 

18. The captions and headings in this instrument 

ar·e for convenience only and shall not be 

cons i der·ed in construing any provi s i ens of 

these Protective Covenants. 

19. Failure to enforce any provisions of these 

Pr·otect-lve Covenants shall not operate as a 

waiver of any such provision or of any other 

provision of these Protective Covenants. 

20. SL also reser'ves the r·i9ht "t:o re-locate and 

mod·! fy and al·ignrnents and 

d~3signs and has fu1 l powE'~r over des-ign and 

amendment of all pr·t:~l-imin~:n··y and final plats 

as per agreements with the county. 

21 It is tf·H9 intent·ion of the cr•eation of thFo 

ACCO to make its decisions fina1. It ·is the 

fu;"ther' ·intent·ion of these covenants not to 
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create inflexible rules for rules sake but to 

create a good living environment for the 

residents of Hor'izon Glen Subdivision No. 

and all decisions made by the ACCO should be 

made with that thought in mind. 

ARTICLE III 

PERMITTED AND PROHIBITED USES 

1. The property located within the Horizon Glen 

Subdivision Filing No. 1 may be used only for 

~;Jngle-family r't-;Js 1 dence with the usual 

outbuildings. One lot, as shown on the plat 

of Horizon Clan Subdivision Filing No. 1, 

shall be the minimum building area upon which 

residences and the usual 

outbuildings may be constructed. One or more 

lots rnay be utilized as a s·ingle bLdld·lng 

plot. 

2. Garages, which shall be for' ·the use only of 

the occupants of the residence to which they 

a r•e per·t ·; nen·t, may be attached or' dc:)t:ac hed 

frorn the residence. 

3. The pr··ernises shall not be used or occupied for 

other than a single-family and family servants 

and ::-:> ha 11 not be used for ot her• than 

residential use. The ground floor area of the 

0•6 
n1din dwelling shall not be less than 2:a-&8 ~:::q. 
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ft. for a one-story dwelling and 2,000 sq. ft. 

for two-stories, exclusive of garage, covered 

wal ~'<S and open por•ches. The height o-F any 

build·ing shall no·t be mor•e than two full 

stories above street level. The main r•oof of 

tf~tc•se dwell·ings shall have a pitch of not less 

than 6 to 12 feet. 

4. Each building structure shall be completed no 

later than one year after commencement of 

construction. All driveways will be paved and 

maintained in good condition. 

5. No owner of any part of the property will do 

or permit to be done any act upon his property 

which may be or is or may become a nuisance. 

6. No sign of any natur·e sha"ll be d·isplayed or 

placed u pen -~ny pa r·t of the pr•operty except 

"For Rent" or "For Sale" signs, referring only 

to the premises on which displayed and not to 

exceed two square feet in size and one sign to 

a property. 

7. No an·imals, b·irds or fowl shall be kept or 

maintained on any part of the property except 

dogs, cat~? and pet birds >vhich may bE:; kept 

thereon in reasonable numbers as pets for the 

pleasure and use of the occupants but not for 

any commercial use or purposes. Birds shall 
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be confined in cages. 

8. All gar·bage r·eceptacles will be kept in an 

enclosed area not viewable from the street. No 

garbage incinet"ators shall be permitted. No 

clotheslines or drying yards shall be allowed 

on the prem·ises. 

9. No trailers or habitable motor vehicles of any 

nature shall be kept on or stored on any part 

of the property except within an enclosed 

garage. No truc~<s of any nature shall be 

parked overnight on any lot except in an 

enclosed garage. A pleasure boat on its 

trailer may be parked or stored on that 

portion of the lot away from the street line 

beyond the front building line as long as it 

is not visible from the street servicing the 

said lot. No individual water supply system 

shall be per·mitted except solely for 

irrigation purposes. 

10. No single-family unit shall be divided into 

two or more units nor conveyed or encumbered 

in a dimension less than the full or original 

dimension. 

1 1 . No elevated tanks of any kind shall be 

permitted or any tank for storage of natural 

gas, gasol-ine, oil or" other" fuel or' water 
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shall be bur'ied, or' if located above ground, 

the location and screen ·i ng sha 11 be as 

determined by the ACCO, except for those tanks 

as being necessary by the HG. 

12. All exterior lights and light standards, other 

th.:1n ordinar'y low ·intensity lights, shall be 

subject to approval by the ACCO for harmonious 

1 3 . 

development and pr'evention of l·ighting 

nuisance. 

No activities shall be conducted on the 

property and no ·improvements constructed on 

the property which are or might be unsafe or 

hazardous to any person or property. Without 

limiting the generality of the foregoing, no 

firearms 

pr·()perty, 

shall be discharged 

and no open fires shall 

upon any 

be l·ighted 

or permitted on any property except in a 

contained barbecue unit while attended and in 

use for cooking purposes or within a safe and 

well-designated interior fireplace. 

14. No gas line, light and power• lines, telephone 

lines or television cables shall be permitted 

unless said lines are buried underground from· 

their primary source at the lot lines of the 

unit. The owner s ha ·11 pay all cost:s. .ACCO 

may, however, allow overhead light, power, 
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telephone and telev·is·ion lines from pr·imar·y 

sour·ce if the cost of placing the same 

underground would be excessive as determined 

by ACCO in its sole discretion and by a two

thirds vote. 

No hunt·ing, 

killing or 

shooting, trapping or 

harming of wildlife 

otherwise 

shall be 

permitted in the Horizon Glen Subdivision 

f·iling No. ·1, it be·ing the intent her·c~of to 

conserve and protect all wildlife to the 

fullest extent possible. 

Except as in an approved grading, drainage and 

erosion control, no structure shall be placed 

or "located in 

obstr"uct, 

such a manner that 

or otherwise alter 

will 

the 

natural wat:er drainage courses and patterns 

ar1d no landscaping or· change to the existing 

terrain shall be made which shall obstruct, 

divert or otherwise alter such drainage. 

17. No hedges or· fences shall be constructed, 

grown or rnainta·ined on the single-family or 

multi-family lot the Horizon Glen 

Subdivision Filing No. (
r I ~'\ 

higher than 4~ feet ~ J 

except fences in connection with 

dwellings. All fences shall be constructed of 

wooden or rock materials and if painted shall 
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18. 

19. 

be of wood tones. No fences shall be placed 

on that portion of a lot fronting on a public 

street between a line drawn parallel to such 

street through the closest edge of the house 

or garage on such lot and the public street. 

No fences can be erected on any out or fill 

slopes on road sections. 

No cesspools or septic tanks shall be 

permitted on any property and each residence 

shall contain at least one fully equipped 

bathroom. 

(a) For the purposes of this paragraph, 

"buildings" shall mean the main 

res ·i dance, the ga r·age and related 

outbuildings. 

(b) No buildings shall be erected closer 

than 25 feet to an)l 50 foot road 

right-of-way; 10 feet within any 30 

foot road right-of-way; 20 feet from 

the rear of each lot; 10 feet from 

the side of each lot and 10 feet 

f r·orr1 any open space area included 

within the Horizon Glen Subdivision 

Fil·'ing No. 1. 

SL for itself, its heirs, executors and assigns, covenants and 

agrees to pay annually its pro-rata share of the cost of 
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maintaining the irrigation system, including, but not limited to, 

any and all pumps, lines, ponds, dams, lift stations or other items 

related to the storage and transport of irrigation water to each 

lot and the costs of providing other reasonable and necessa r"y 

publ·ic services. SL assessments ·in th·is regar"d shall be pa·id 

promptly when same becomes due and -; n the event of SL or its 

assigns failure to pay same promptly when due shall constitute a 

li~n upon the above-described premises and the same may be enforced 

in equ·ity as ·in the case of any lien foreclosure. Such annua·l 

assessments shall accr'ue to the benefit of and may be enforced 

jointly and severally by the other property owners in the Horizon 

Glen Subdivision Filing No. or an association of property owners 

in Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing No. 1 
I t if one shall be formed, 

by SL or by the ACCO. At such time as any public parties shall 

undertake the main ... 

20. (a) Home occupations consisting of any use for gain or 

support cu";tomaril y found within a dwelling and 

carried on by the occupants thereof as long as such 

use meets all of the following conditions: 

1) Must be clearly secondary to the primary use 

of the building as a dwelling. 

2) No article may be sold or offered for sale for 

delivery on the premises. 

3) It ·is oper"ated in its ent·ire·ty within the 

dw<:!lling unit. 

4) No persons other than those who reside within 

-17-



.. 

the dwell·ing unit rnay be employed in such 

occup.:1tion. 

5) There is no advertising except as provided 

within each specific zone. 

6) No additions to or alterations of the exterior 

of the dwelling unit including outside 

entrances for' the purpose of the home 

occupation shall be permitted. 

7) The office or business does not utilize more 

than 25% of the gross floor area of the 

dwelling unit, and in any case not more than 

400 square feet; provided, however, that this 

does not apply to nursery schools. 

8) The houses of such uses and the external 

effects must not interfere with the peace, 

quiet and dignity of the neighborhood and 

adjoining properties. 

9) Occupations specifically prohibited include 

the treatment or hospitalization of animals. 

(b) The following uses: 

1) utility substations; 

?) pre-school and day care centers; 

3) family foster homes (no more than four 

children allowed); 

4) greenhouses and nurseries; 

5) private swimming pools; 
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6) medical offices or hospitals; 

7) libraries; 

8) churches; an9 

9) church schools. 

21. No residential lot captioned A, 8 or C shall 

bH re-subdivided so as to create an additional 

lot. 

22. Easements for installation and maintenance of 

utilities and drainage facilities are reserved 

as shown on the recorded plat. Within these 

easements, no permanent structure, planting or 

other material shall be placed or permitted to 

remain which may damage or interfere with the 

installation and maintenance of utilities, or 

which may change the direction of flow, 

obstruct, or retard the flow of water in and 

through, drainage channels in easements. The 

easement area of each lot and all improvements 

in it shall be maintained continuously by the 

owner of the lot, except for those 

improvements for which a public authority or 

one or more utility companies is responsible. 

23. No owner shall permit any thing or condition 

to exist on his lot which shall induce, breed 

or harbor infectious plant diseases or noxious 

·insects. 
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24 No vehicle belonging to or under the control 

of a unit owner or a member of the family or a 

gues·t, ten ant, lessee, or employee of a unit 

owner shall be pa rf<ed in such manner as to 

impede or prevent ready access to any entrance 

to or exit from a building. Vehicles shall be 

p..:H'ked within designated park·ing areas. Any 

tr·,·~ff·ic flow mar·kings and signs regulat-ing 

traffic on the pr"emises shall be strictly 

obser"ved. 

?~· No sound shall be emitted on any property 

which is unreasonably loud or annoying and no 

odor shall be emitted on any property which is 

noxious or offensive to others. 

:?L PairYt shall range from ligfyt sand color' ·to 

dark br·own, light green to dark green, or 

natural wood. Any variations must be approved 

by ACCO. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 
hereby e>~ecuted 

1 9 9 1 . 

By _____________________ _ 
Secr·etar•y 

STATE OF COLORADO) 
) ss 

~)L Ventures, Inc., 
this Declaration 

a Colorado corporation 
t rd s ----- day of 

SL VENTURES, INC. 

By-----------------------------Pr··es i dent 
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COUNTY Of= MESA ) 

ThE.l forego ·i ng was acknowledged before rne this ____ day of 
------------------- 1 9 91 , by __________ :____ as President of SL 
Ventures, Inc., a Colorado corporat:ion. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: 
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ITEM: #32-91 (Page 1 of 2) 

PETITIONER: SL Ventures, Inc. 

PROPOSAL: Horizon Glen Subdivision Final Plan & Plat Phase I, 
outline Development Plan Phase 2, Zone Change from 
RSF-4 to PR, and Zone of Annexation to PR 

PRESENTED BY: Bennett Boeschenstein 

COMMENTS: SEE REVIEW AGENCY SUMMARY SHEET COMMENTS 

Motions for Final Plat Filing 1 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Plat for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1, I 
move that we approve this subject to the Review Agency 
Summary Sheet Comments and for the following reasons:" 
(STATE REASONS) 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Plat for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1, I 
move that we deny this for the following reasons:" 
(STATE REASONS). 

Motions for Final Plat Filing 1 and 2 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Plat for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1 and 
2, I move that we approve this subject to the Review 
Agency Summary Sheet Comments and contingent upon the 
annexation of Filing 2 to the city of Grand Junction." 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Pla~ for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1 and 
2, I move that we deny this for the following reasons:" 
(STATE REASONS). 



, .... 

Motions for Final Plan 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Plan for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1 and 
2, I move that we approve this subject to the Review 
Agency Summary Sheet Comments and contingent upon the 
annexation of Filing 2 to the city of Grand Junction." 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a 
Final Plan for the Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing 1 and 
2, I move that we deny this for the following reasons:" 
(STATE REASONS). 

Motions for the Outline Development Plan for Phase 2 

APPROVAL: 

DENIAL: 

"Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for an 
Outline Development Plan for the Horizon Glen 
Subdivision Phase 2, I move that we approve this subject 
to the Review Agency Summary Sheet Comments." 

"Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for an 
Outline Development Plan for the Horizon Glen 
Subdivision Phase 2, I move that we deny this for the 
following reasons:" (STATE REASONS). 

Motions for the zone Change from RSF-4 to PR 

Al?PROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, ·a request to change the 
zone from RSF-4 to PR, I move that we forward this on to 
City Council with the recommendation of approval 
contingent upon the annexation of Filing 2 to the City of 
Grand Junction." 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request to change the 
zone from RSF-4 to PR, I move that we recommend denial 
for the following reasons:" (STATE REASONS). 

Motions for the zone of Annexation to PR 

APPROVAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a Zone of 
Annexation to PR, I move that we forward this on to City 
Council with the recommendation of approval contingent 
upon the annexation of Filing 2 to the city of Grand 
Junction." 

DENIAL: "Mr. Chairman, on item #32-91, a request for a Zone of 
Annexation to PR, I move that we recommend denial for the 
following reasons:" (STATE REASONS). 



REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

(Page 1 of 8) 

FILE NO. #32-91 TITLE HEADING: HORIZON GLEN SUBDIVISION 

ACTMTY: Request for a Rezone and a Final Plat and Plan for Phase I, Outline Development Plan for 
Phase II and a Zone of Annexation to Planned Residential 

PETITIONER: S.L. Ventures, Attn: Bill Foster 

REPRESENTATIVE: Armstrong Consultants, Inc. Attn: Tom Logue 

LOCATION: Northwest of 12th Street and Horizon Drive 

PHASE: Final & ODP ACRES: 17.8 

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS: 422 White Ave, Grand Junction, CO 81501 
241-2127 

ENGINEER: Armstrong Consultants, Inc. Attn: Tom Logue 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Kathy Portner (303) 244-1446 

NOTE: WRITTEN RESPONSE BY THE PETITIONER TO THE REVIEW COMMENTS IS REQUIRED 
A MINIMUM OF 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE FIRST SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARING. 

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 05/06/91 
Geor&e Bennett 244-1400 

Filing One: 1) 

2) 

Fire Hydrants - One hydrant to be placed at the intersection of Horizon Drive and 
Horizon Circle. One hydrant to be placed on Lot 4 at the northeast corner 
approximately 130 feet north of the lot line between Lots 3 and 4. An 8 inch line 
should be adequate. 

Access appears to be adequate. 
Please submit drawings S1 of 3, S3 of 3 and R-1 of 4. 

Filing Two: We understand that this is an O.D.P. and further reviews will be necessary prior to final 
approval. Please submit utility composite, street drawing, building plans at review time to 
determine Code compliance. 

If you have any questions, please contact our office. (See attachment "A") 
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U.S. WEST 
Leon Peach 

05/03/91 
244-4964 

New or additional telephone facilities necessitated by this project may result in a "contract" and up-front 
monies required from developer prior to ordering or placing of said facilities. For more information, 
please call Leon Peach 244-4964. 

CI1Y UTILI1Y ENGINEER 05/10/91 
Bill Cheney 244-1590 

Sewer 

1. Invert into existing manhole, MH A-1, needs to be revised upward 0.6 feet to prevent deposition 
taking place between MH A-1 and MH A-2. 

2. Show proposed grade between MH A-8, MH A-9 and MH A-10. 

3. It appears the sewer services to Lots 14, 15, and 16 will be in direct conflict with the proposed 
water line grade. This problem needs to be addressed. 

4. Adequate cover has not been provided at MH B-3. 

5. Cost estimates for sewer line installation on the Improvements Agreement are too low. They 
should be increased 30% to cover the cost of appurtenances. 

6. The plans have not been stamped or sealed by the Professional Engineer who prepared them. 

Water 

1. Minimum cover on water lines shall be 54"; not 42" as shown on the fire hydrant detail. 

2. Construction shall be done in accordance with City Standards and Specifications unless Ute Water 
standards are more stringent. 

3. Cost estimates for water line installation on the Improvements Agreement are too low. They 
should be increased by 50% to cover the costs of appurtenances. 

Irrigation 

1. Easements should be provided across the back of each lot for future irrigation piping. 
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CITY UTILITIES ENGINEER continued: 

Drainage 

1. Storm water on-site detention will be required as stated on the preliminary review comments. 

CITY PARKS & RECREATION 05/03/91 
Don Hobbs 244-1545 

Open Space fee due as noted on page two item #6, $3,825.00. 

CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT 05/10/91 
Marty Currie 244-3577 

No problems noted. 

UTE WATER 
Gary R. Mathews 

05/10/91 
242-7491 

The 8" water main should be extended in Horizon Drive on the same side as existing main to Horizon 
Circle. 

No other utility can be installed in same ditch with the 8" water main. 

Horizon Circle will require a 8" water main. 

Water mains will be installed two foot from the curb and gutter. 

POLICIES AND FEES IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION WILL APPLY. 

PROJECT NARRATIVE- PAGE 2, ITEM 8 IS INCORRECT. 

POST OFFICE 05/15/91 
Svnthia L. Polzine 244-3400 

Mail delivery will be to NBU (centralized) unless 50% developed. On route C-30. 

Please notify when numbering is complete. 
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GRAND VALLEY WATER USERS 05/20/91 
G.W. Klapwyk. Ma:r 242-5065 

Grand Valley Water Users Association has no further comment to make at this time concerning Horizon 
Glen Subdivision. 

Comments previously submitted by Review Agency Cover Sheet dated 2/19/91 (copy following) remain 
unchanged. 

GRAND VALLEY WATER USERS ASSOC 02/19/91 

The Grand Valley Water User's Association will address only the matter of irrigation as it pertains to this 
proposed development and that only to a limited extent, as the land involved is without water-right from 
this Association and the Association has no operating facilities within the affected area. The water to 
supply the subdivision's irrigation needs as herein planned, is undoubtedly return flow and seepage from 
lands to the north that do have water-rights with this Association. This Association does not wish to pass 
judgement on the adequacy of the source or facilities, either present or future and nothing herein stated 
is intended to prejudice the irrigation plan either pro or con. 

CI1Y ENGINEER 
Don Newton 

05/14/91 
244-1559 

1. Intersection of Filing Two access road with Horizon Drive shall provide minimum sight distance 
of 400 feet in each direction from intersection. 

2. Storm runoff from the site shall be limited to historic (undeveloped) rates up to and including a 
10 year storm. All runoff in excess of historic rates shall be detained on site. The modified 
rational method should be used to determine detention storage volume required. 

3. Where slopes of three to one or steeper intersect the street, an approved type of slope 
stabilization will be required to prevent erosion onto the street. The stabilization could be 
vegetation, fabrics, slope paving, etc. 

4. The following additional traffic control signing will be required: 

A. Stop signs on both sides of the one way loop street at intersection with two way Horizon 
Circle. 

B. 25 m.p.h. speed limit sign (R2-1) at south end of Horizon Circle. 

C. Two way traffic sign (W6-3) located south one-way loop on west side of street. 
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CI'IY ENGINEER continued: 

D. Combination One-Way/Do Not Enter (R6-1 and R5-1) at south end of one-way street. 

E. Curve warning/15 m.p.h. speed advisory signs (W1-1R and W13-1) at beginning of curve at 
north end of loop. 

All signs to be located by the City Traffic Engineer. 

5. A minimum of two street lights will be required; one at the intersection of Horizon Circle and 
Horizon Drive and one at the south end of the one-way loop. 

6. Show horizontal curve data on roadway plan. 

7. On sheet R1, Roadway Plan, modify note 6. to read: An approved White pigmented curing and 
sealing compound ...... . 

On typical roadway sections change Grade E Hot Bituminous Pavement (HBP) to Grading C, 
CDOH latest revision (hydrated lime not required). 

8. Include traffic signs in improvements agreement. 

9. Corrugated metal pipe, CMP, for culverts shall be in accordance with section 101.8 of City Standard 
Specifications for Water Lines, Sanitary Sewers, Storm Drainage and Irrigation Systems. 

MESA COUNTY ENGINEERING 
.Jaci Gould, P.E. 

05/09/91 

1. F 1/2 Road adjacent to this subdivision to the west either needs to be constructed through to 
Horizon Drive or a cul-de-sac needs to be constructed to provide an adequate turnaround. A 
minimum of 41.5 feet radius needs to be provided and the surface needs to be constructed to match 
the existing mat. Before any work is performed in an existing County right-of-way a surface 
alteration permit is required and may be obtained from the County Division of Engineering and 
Design. 

2. If the cul-de-sac alternative is selected in the above comment, it is strongly recommended that the 
existing dirt access through the proposed Horizon Glen Subdivision off of Horizon Drive be closed 
off. Once the cul-de-sac is constructed on F 1/2 Road there will be any access allowed off of the 
east end of the cul-de-sac to Horizon Drive. 

3. There may be some wetland issues that need to be addressed by the developer in the proposed 
Horizon Glen Subdivision which is in the City limits. All wetland issues should be coordinated 
through the local office of the Army Corp of Engineers. 
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Community Development Review Comments 5/20/91 
Horizon Glen Subdivision 

~The geotechnical report done by Lambert an~.Aaaociatea indicates 
l-fhat site specific testing may be necessary for each structure. 

Structural recommendations should be followed for future building. 
Review of the project could be delayed if the State Geological 
Survey has not had sufficient time for review of the geologic and 
soils report prior to the Planning Commission hearing. 

(;}The proposed Phase I development minimizes wetlands disturbance. 
~Y disturbance is regulated by the Corps of Engineers. 

Maintenance of the wetlands should be clearly the responsibility of 
the Homeowner's Association in the covenants. 

f:) The proposed road section is as approved by the City Council in 
~eir review of the Preliminary Plan. The road sections do not 

meet existing or proposed street standards. 

(;\The existing driveway onto Horizon Drive from the property south 
'5f lot 1 should be closed after access is established from F 1/2 

Road. 

~ Landscaping for the berm along Horizon Drive must be specified 
and a typical cross-section shown. Landscaping, screening or 
buffering should be provided between the wetlands and lot 1 along 
Horizon Drive. All berming and landscaping must be included in the 
Improvements Agreement. 

~~ Parking will not be allowed on the one-way loop. City approved 
signage must be provided by the developer and included on the 
Improvements Agreement. 

(7~) The developer will be required to pay for 1/2 local road 
\!¢provements to Horizon Drive the length of the property frontage. 

~ Parka and Open Space fees of $225.00 per lot will be due prior 
'to recording the plat. 

An Improvements Guarantee must be provided for review. 

Use of untreated irrigation water is encouraged. What is the 
atus of the application for water rights? Any proposed 

/i~rigation system must be included in the Improvements Agreement. 

( 11 -~The building e~velops for lots 6 & 7 should be set back farther 
'from the road to avoid the steep slopes. Lots 11 & 12 should 

continue the 20 · rear yard setba.ck. 

~) In lieu of an access being provided through lot 17 to the Phase 
) .. £~/development, Council approved a second access onto Horizon 
Drive, if the petitioner provided sufficient evidence to show it 
was feasible. An approved road alignment must be platted with the 
filing 1 development. 
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~The legal description provided with the petition for annexation 
~~s not agree with the proposed Replat of lot 2, Foster 

I Subdivision. The correct legal and signed petition must be t submitted to the Community Development Dept. by noon on Wed., May 
A\,~' 22nd for the petition to be accepted at the June 5th City Council 
1 \ \J~( Meeting. 

\ 
".1: 'Gil 

~ As recommended at the pre-application conference, because of 
~~ complexity of timing for the annexation, rezone and final plan 

and plat approval as well as the replat in the County, Staff 
recommends that Phase I be broken into 2 filings. Filing 1 would 
be the bulk of Horizon Glen Subdivision, including all 
improvements. Filing 2 would be lots 7, 8, 9 & 10 which are 
currently outside the City limits (all or part). This would allow 
Filing 1 to be recorded even if Filing 2 was stalled through 
annexation or the County replat process. 

15.\The street name should be a "Court" instead of a "Circle". It 
~ cannot, however, be Horizon Court because that name is already in 

use. Another name will have to be proposed. 

(!~ The plat should indicate that the triangular "out-lot" is to be 
attached to the adjoining property for access purposes. 

~;J The areas of each lot must be indicated in the plat ( 6-8-
2.A.l.l) 

~~ All ROW and easements must be dedicated to the City of Grand 
Junction (6-8-2.A.1.o and p) (Examples will be provided). 

(19) Titles under the City signature blocks need to be centered~ 

~~~ An elevation benchmark is required on the plat (6-B-2.A.3.c). 

, {21) The proposed Outline Development Plan for 20 multifamily units 
1 ~ ~ears to significantly encroach onto the identified wetlands. 
~ ~ ~ How will the encroachment be mitigated? Rezoning of the Phase II 
~ ~ 0 development should not be considered until Preliminary Plan review. 
~ -~ The topography and drainage features of Phase II will necessitate 

.. \A ~ more detailed design work to determine the density the property can 
': ~ support. 

~ o/c;~ Assuming the applicant meets all submission requirements, the 
~ J~ City process. sche~ule is as follows: (filing 1 as referenced below 
~ f licludes lots 7,8,9 & 10; filing 2 is lots 7,8,9 & 10) 

~ ( June 4th--PC hearing on rezone, zone of annexation, final 
~ ~t ~\ plan and plat, and outline development plan. 

~ ~~Ju~e 5th--CC hearing on accepting annexation petition, 
· c~~ J rezone for filing 1, final plan and plat, and ODP 

Jr~ (_ t~":\ ..1'- (provided there are no deficiencies or problems). 

'0~~ ~ ~ 
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June 12th--UCC Meeting to sign off on plat. 

July 3rd--2nd reading of rezone for filing 1 (effective 30 
days later). 

July 17th--CIC hearing and 1st reading of the annexation 
and zoning for filing 2. 

~ Aug. 7th--CIC 2nd reading of annexation and filing 2 zoning 
~\h ordinances (zoning effective 30 days later, 

u~ ~~ annexation final after 60 days). 

L~~-~~.~If approved, Filing 1 plat (not including lots 7,8,9 and 10) could 
~~ ~Jbe recorded after the July 3rd hearing. au ~ 

~ Filing 2 plat, if approved, could be recorded after Jaal!J' ?~t if 
\~~ ;~~o:J':l.at of lot 2, Foster Subdivision has been approved and 

w of ~tGflfi WJ'il'Ue-'1.1W rf"' f>(((P~, til· 
[/1Yltlf'iCM I • .-tt; (.., ,._.?p!'V~ 0tM7XrJ;/;i 1V C I. rx( f~r;VI 
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MISSING COMMENTS FROM: Transportation Engineer 
County Planning 
School District 
Public Service 
City Property Agent 
City Attorney 
State Geological Survey 
Corps of Engineers 
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Community Development Review Comments 5/20/91 
Horizon Glen Subdivision 

1. The geotechnical report done by Lambert and.Associates indicates 
that site specific testing may be necessary for each structure. 
Structural recommendations should be followed for future building. 
Review of the project could be delayed if the State Geological 
Survey has not had sufficient time for review of the geologic and 
soils report prior to the Planning Commission hearing. 

2. The proposed Phase I development minimizes wetlands disturbance. 
Any disturbance is regulated by the Corps of Engineers. 
Maintenance of the wetlands should be clearly the responsibility of 
the Homeowner's Association in the covenants. 

3. The proposed road section is as approved by the City Council in 
their review of the Preliminary Plan. The road sections do not 
meet existing or proposed street standards. 

4. The existing driveway onto Horizon Drive from the property south 
of lot 1 should be closed after access is established from F 1/2 
Road. 

5. Landscaping for the berm along Horizon Drive must be specified 
and a typical cross-section shown. Landscaping, screening or 
buffering should be provided between the wetlands and lot 1 along 
Horizon Drive. All berming and landscaping must be included in the 
Improvements Agreement. 

6. Parking will not be allowed on the one-way loop. City approved 
signage must be provided by the developer and included on the 
Improvements Agreement. 

7. The developer will be required to pay for 1/2 local road 
improvements to Horizon Drive the length of the property frontage. 

8. Parks and Open Space fees of $225.00 per lot will be due prior 
to recording the plat. 

9. An Improvements Guarantee must be provided for review. 

10. Use of untreated irrigation water is encouraged. What is the 
status of the application for water rights? Any proposed 
irrigation system must be included in the Improvements Agreement. 

11. The building envelops for lots 6 & 7 should be set back farther 
from the road to avoid the steep slopes. Lots 11 & 12 should 
continue the 20' rear yard setback. 

12. In lieu of an access being provided through lot 17 to the Phase 
II development, Council approved a second access onto Horizon 
Drive, if the petitioner provided sufficient evidence to show it 
was feasible. An approved road alignment must be platted with the[\( 
filing 1 development_ V\ 



13. The legal description provided with the petition for annexation 
does not agree with the proposed Replat of lot 2, Foster 
Subdivision. The correct legal and signed petition must be 
submitted to the Community Development Dept. by noon on Wed., May 
22nd for the petition to be accepted at the June 5th City Council 
Meeting. 

14. As recommended at the pre-application conference, because of 
the complexity of timing for the annexation, rezone and final plan 
and plat approval as well as the replat in the County, Staff 
recommends that Phase I be broken into 2 filings. Filing 1 would 
be the bulk of Horizon Glen Subdivision, including all 
improvements. Filing 2 would be lots 7, 8, 9 & 10 which are 
currently outside the City limits (all or part). This would allow 
Filing 1 to be recorded even if Filing 2 was stalled through 
annexation or the County replat process. 

15. The street name should be a "Court" instead of a "Circle". It 
cannot, however, be Horizon Court because that name is already in 
use. Another name will have to be proposed. 

16. The plat should indicate that the triangular "out-lot" is to be 
attached to the adjoining property for access purposes. 

17. The areas of each lot must be indicated in the plat ( 6-8-
2.A.l.l) 

18. All ROW and easements must be dedicated to the City of Grand 
Junction (6-8-2.A.1.o and p) (Examples will be provided). 

19. Titles under the City signature blocks need to be centered~ 

20. An elevation benchmark is required on the plat (6-8-2.A.3.c). 

21. The proposed Outline Development Plan for 20 multifamily units 
appears to significantly encroach onto the identified wetlands. 
How will the encroachment be mitigated? Rezoning of the Phase II 
development should not be considered until Preliminary Plan review. 
The topography and drainage features of Phase II will necessitate 
more detailed design work to determine the density the property can 
support. 

22. Assuming the applicant meets all submission requirements, the 
City process schedule is as follows: (filing 1 as referenced below 
excludes lots 7,8,9 & 10; filing 2 is lots 7,8,9 & 10) 

June 4th--PC hearing on rezone, zone of annexation, final 
plan and plat, and outline development plan. 

June 5th--CC hearing on accepting annexation petition, 
rezone for filing 1, final plan and plat, and ODP 
(provided there are no deficiencies or problems). 

X 
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June 12th--UCC Meeting to sign off on plat. 

July 3rd--2nd reading of rezone for filing 1 (effective 30 
days later). 

July 17th--CIC hearing and 1st reading of the annexation 
and zoning for filing 2. 

Aug. 7th--CIC 2nd reading of annexation and filing 2 zoning 
ordinances (zoning effective 30 days later, 
annexation final after 60 days). 

If approved, Filing 1 plat (not including lots 7,8,9 
be recorded after the July 3rd hearing. 

Filing 2 plat, if approved, could be recorded after 
the replat of lot 2, Foster Subdivision has been 
recorded. 

and 10) could 

tk~. 7th 
J i t'Fidt if 
approved and 



ROY R. ROMER 
GOVERNOR 

May 30, 1991 

Grand Junction Community Development Department 
250 N. 5th Street 
Grand Junction, Colo. 81501 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision 

Dear Department Members: 

JOHN W. ROLD 
DIRECTOR 

We have reviewed the geotechnical and environmental reports and plats for the proposed 
subdivision. Geologic conditions that may affect development include: swelling ancJ.. 
~ing sail~, ~hallow water table. sulfate clays, erosion and the potent~! f'Or r~Q.9J2~ill' 
hazards. 

Bedrock onsite consists of Mancos Shale. The overlying alluvium is derived from the 
Mancos and the Mesa Verde'"Formatwn~ The settlement potential of this material should 
be determined ir1Site-specthc ffiundation excavation inspections and soils tests. Bedrock 
should not be encountered in the excavations for the planned structures, as the shallowest 
bedrock is 12 feet below the ground level. Imported fill material and waste along Horizon 
Drive should be removed and not used as structural foundation material. 

ater table is raised artificially by the resence of ne ca.naJ.s.. Two site 
visits y our staff during the hig water runoff in May revealed substantial amounts of 
surface water in the drainages. Building sites should be located a sufficient distance away 

.from these draina~ This maybe difficult for structures on~southwestcorner 
where the drainages merge and the water table is very shallow (0-4 feet). Basements are 
not recommended in the low-lying areas. Flood potential is minimal because the natural 
drainage of this area is not large. For further assistance regarding State policy on flood 
potential and wetlands areas, contact the Colorado Water Conservation Board in Denver. 

GEOLOGY 
STORY OF THE PAST ... KEY TO THE FUTURE 



Some groundwater seeps or springs were also observed on the hillsides that may require 
mitigation. It is not known whether these are natural springs or canal seeps. French drains 
should be implemented into the drainage and grading plan to lower the water table for 
structures in these areas. These drains may relocate water toward the wetlands area. The 
water table for this subdivision is varied and not well established. The water table should 
be determined for each structure so proper foundation design can be implemented. 

The surface soils locally have a high potential for swelling when in contact with 
groundwater. The potential for swelling soil damage to foundations and flatwork exists in 
shallow water table areas. Site-specific foundation excavation inspections and soils tests 
should be conducted for each structure. These clays may also contain leaching sulfates. 
Corrosive-resistant cement should be used for cement in contact with the ground. 

Erosion from the small hill onsite may affect lots nearby. The grading plan should 
incorporate plans to avoid construction on the steepest grades, or leveling to diminish the 
grade. Landscaping and drainage should take lots below the hill into consideration. This 
hill is not too large to mitigate for construction. 

A radiation survey was not delivered with our packet. This survey should be conducted for 
the presence of uranium mill tailings. Several piles of fill material have been dumped along 
Horizon Drive over the years, and should be inspected. We also recommend radon tests 
for each foundation excavation. If any radiation is observed, proper radon-reduction 
construction in the foundation should be conducted. 

If the recommendations above and those of the consultant engineers are followed, then we 
have no objection to the approval of this subdivision. 

Sincerely, 

1 
- 1_ !Yl,' ff~)- ~tl 

Christopher J. Carroll 
Engineering Geologist 

_) 
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ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 
861 Rood Avenue Grand Junction, Colorado 

May 31, 1991 

Mr. Don Newton, City Engineer 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision - Sight Distances 

Dear Don: 

(303) 242-o101 FAX (303) 241-1769 

As discussed in our telephone conversation, I have field verified the sight distances 
along Horizon Drive from the intersection of Horizon Glen Drive which is the access 
road into Horizon Glen Phase II. Please find enclosed a copy of the field notes for 
these measurements. 

Sights distances were measured from a point approximately 15 feet from the edge of the 
travelled lane and 3 to 4 feet in height to approximate a drivers eye position at a 
stopped condition. The distance to the south was 407 feet to give a full view of 
northbound traffic. If necessary, this could be increased easily by the trimming or 
removal of a large tamarack bush on the east side of the road approximately 300 feet 
from the intersection. 

Distances to the north were measured to two locations. First, oncoming windshields 
become completely invisible at 504 feet offering eye-to-eye visibility at driver height. 
Second, at 294 feet, all portions of oncoming vehicles (including tires) are seen. The 
difference is due to the existence of a slight vertical rise on Horizon Drive 
approximately 300 feet north of the intersection. 

Given the existing speed limit of 40 m.p.h., these distances seem adequate. 

Sincerely, 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 

Patrick M. O'Connor, P.E. 

PMO/ss 

M!Y.g_~!_Ne~?'.!.~--~----~,-·- CONSULTING ENGINEERS·-"·--~·····-·----~-~-····-" 
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FIGURE 4 - 6 
'-' SIGHT DISTANCE AT INT~SECTIONS 

SIGHT DISTAN.CE REQUIREMENT FOR INTERSECTION INVOLVING 
A STOPPED CONDITION ' . 

1 

\_,~t. --- --- I 
s\G\-\ ---

-E~~~~~~~-~-~----

~y[ 15' TO DRIVER~ 

~l 
SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIRED ~j 

ALONG MAJOR ROAD 

EDGE OF 
TRAVELED 
LANE 

DESIGN OF SPEED ON THRU 
ROADWAY (MPH) 

NOTES: 

15 
20 
25 
30 
35 

.J 40 
50 
60 

MINIMUM SIGHT DISTANCE 
FOR STOPPED VEHICLE (FT) 

100 
150 
175 
200 
250 
300 } '* 
450 
650 

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 UNCONTROLLED LOCAL STREET 
INTERSECTIONS 

LOCAL 

POSTED 
SPEED 

20 

DISTANCE 
D (FT) 

90 
130 

D 

_J 
<( 
u 
0 
_J 

OBSTRUCTION 

CURB LINE OR 
EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

30 
Applicable only to low volume, low speed intersections. 
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File No: 

Project: 

Activity: 

AGENCY 

Fire Dept. 

U.S. West 

City Utility Eng. 

( 

RF.SJ>ONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS 
May 31, 1991 

32-91 

Hori:zon Glen Subdivision 

Rezone & Final Plat for Phase I ODP For Phase II 

1. 

RESPONSE 

Fire hydrants have been relocated as requested. 
Horizon Circle is now known as Horizon Glen 
Court. 

2. Drawings identified as Sl of 3, and S3 of 3, and 
R -1 of 4 have been transmitted under separate 
cover. 

Does not require response. 

1. 

5. 

6. 

Invert elevation of MH A-1 has been raised. 

Proposed grades are shown between MH A-8, and 
MH A-9 and MH A-10. 

Conflicts with sewer services for Lots 14, 15 & 16 
and water main elevations are addressed by 
lowering of the water main. 

MH B-3 has been lowered to provide adequate 
cover. 

Costs have been revised on the Improvements 
Agreement. 

A set of stamped and sealed plans by a 
Professional Engineer will be transmitted to the 
department after your final review and acceptance 
of the revised construction plans. 



AGENCY 

City Parks & 
Recreation 

City Police 

Ute Water 

Post Office 

Grand Valley Water 
Users 

Reports/Horizon Glen Comments 

RESPONSE 

Ute Water will not accept water mains with 54" of 
cover, except in isolated cases. 

2. Since Horizon Glen is currently located within the 
Ute District. Since water service, operation and 
maintenance, will be provided by Ute Water to the 
residents of Horizon Glen, construction will be in 
accordance with Ute Water's specifications. 

3. Costs estimates have been revised on the 
Improvements Agreement. 

Irrigation 

1. The proposal calls for the installation of irrigation 
piping to be done jointly in the sewer main and 
service line trenches. 

Drainage 

1. See letter dated May 31, 1991 from Ron Rish to 
Bill Cheney. 

Comment does not require a response. 

Comment does not require a response. 

The 8" water main will be extended on the same side of 
Horizon Drive as the existing main to Horizon Glen Court 
(formerly known as Horizon Circle). 

The proposed gas main extension to Horizon Glen 
Subdivision will be constructed in a separate trench. 

An 8" water main will be extended to the last fire hydrant 
located along Horizon Glen Court. 

Water mains will be installed 2 feet from the curb or 
sidewalk. 

Comment does not require a response. 

Comment does not require a response. 



. ' 

:J ! 

AGENCY 

City Engineering 

Mesa County Eng. 

Reports/Horizon Glen Comments 

1. 

RESPONSE 

See letter dated 5/31/91 from Pat O'Connor to 
Don Newton. 

2. See letter dated 5/31/91 from Ron Rish to Bill 

3. All cut slopes adjacent to the street will be 
hydroseeded as shown of the revised street plans 
which have been transmitted under separate cover. 

4. The requested traffic control signs have been 
added to the construction plans as requested. 

5. The requested street lights have been added to the 
Utility Composit. 

6. Horizontal street curve data has been added to the 
construction plans. 

7. Note 6, and the typical roadway sections have 
been modified as requested. 

8. The Improvement Agreement has been modified 
and transmitted under separate cover. 

9. An additional construction note has been added to 
reflect the construction specifications for 
corrugated metal pt 

1. During the public hearings conducted by the City, 
surrounding land owners requested that a tum 
around not be constructed for F 112 Road. An 
existing driveway located within public right-of
way can permit turning movements with a radius 
of eet. 

2. The petitioner/owner of Horizon Glen does not 
have a right to close the existing gravel drive 
located along the south side of Lot one. This 
drive is located in deeded ingress, egress 
easement, a copy of which is transmitted under 
separate cover. 

3. A wetlands permit has been obtained from the 
Army Corps of Engineers a copy of which has 
been transmitted under separate cover. 



.. 
-· ~ l 

AGENCY 

City Property 

County Planning 

Public Service 

RESPONSE 

All comments have been incorporated with the final plats and 
transmitted under separate cover. 

1. Comment does not require a response. 

2. The petitioner is willing to dedicate the right-of
way for the proposed street across Phase II at such 
time as the final plat for that Phase has been 
accepted by the City. It is the petitioner's 
understanding that actual dedication of the street at 
this time was not a condition of approval by the 
City Council. 

3. The intersection of Horizon Circle (now known as 
Horizon Glen Court) and Horizon Drive do not 
have any obstructions within the sight triangles. 
This intersection has been reviewed by the City's 
Engineering Department. 

4. The sanitary sewer construction plans provide for 
a sewer main extension between Lots 8 and 9 to 
their north property line. 

5. Access to Lot 1 is shown on the Final 
Development Plan. The triangle at the southwest 
corner of Lot 1 is for future access between F 112 
Road and the parcel of land located south of Lot 

1. Requested easements have been added to the final plat. 

Community Development 1. Comment does not require a response. 

Reports/Horizon Glen Comments 

2. Articles 15 & 16 of the covenants indicate 
maintenance responsibilities and activities which 
can occur within the wetlands area. 

3. Comment does not require a response. 

4. The existing driveway along the south side of Lot 
1 is located within a deeded ingress and egress 
easement, a copy of which is attached. The 
petitioner/owner of Horizon Glen Subdivision does 
not have control over the driveway and therefore, 
can not legally close an access drive which they do 
not own. 



AGENCY 

Reports/Horizon Glen Comments 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

11. 

,'-

RESPONSE 

The final development plan has been modified to 
show a typical cross section for the landscaped 
berm. Since the Improvements Agreement 
standard form does not have a line item for private 
landscaped areas which are not to be maintained 
by he City, the buffer has not been included on 
the agreement. 

See comment No. 4 by the City Engineering Dept. 

Comment does not require a response. 

Comment does not require a response. 

An Improvements Guarantee has been provided to 
the City Attorney for review. 

A water right application has been made for waste 
water in the existing drainage channel located 
along the west side of Horizon Glen Subdivision. 
Irrigation water piping will be installed during the 
site development construction phase in the event 
that the rights are obtained in the future. Since 
the standard Subdivision Improvements Agreement 
form does not include a line item for private 
irrigation system improvements, it has not been 
included on the agreement. 

Modifications have been made to the building 
envelopes as requested. 

( 12. "'\rhe petitioner is willing to dedicate the right-of-
\._.,- ~ay for the proposed street across Phase II at such 

time as the final plat for that Phase has been 
accepted by the City. It is the petitioner's 
understanding that actual dedication of the street at 
this time was not a condition of approval by the 
City Council. 

13. A corrected legal description for the proposed 
annexed area has been transmitted to the 
Community Development Department under 
separate cover on May 22, 1991. 

14. Two filing plats have been prepared as requested. 



. ' 

AGENCY 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

G 

22. 

Reports/Horizon Glen Comments 

RESPONSE 

The street name has been changed from Horizon 
Circle to Horizon Glen Court. 

A note has been added to the plat for Outlot 11 A 11 

to indicate its purpose. 

Lot areas have been added to the plat. 

The final plats dedication have been modified to 
dedicate rights-of-way and easements to the City 
of Grand Junction. 

Titles under signature lines on the final plats have 
been centered. 

A benchmark has been added to the final plats. 

At such time as a preliminary plan for Phase II 
development is submitted for review, a detailed 
wetlands study will be conducted and comments 
from the Army Corps of Engineers will be 
provided to your department for review. If the 
dwelling units encroach on any identified wetland 
area, mitigation measurements will be proposed at 
that time. 

Comments do not require a response. 



'-' 
ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 
861 Rood Avenue 

May 31, 1991 

Mr. Bill Cheney 
Utilities Engineer 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th Street 

Grand Junction, Colorado 

Grand Junction, CO 81501 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision 
Armstrong Project 915378 

Dear Bill: 

(303) 242-0101 FAX (303) 241-1769 

This letter is in response to your review comments concerning drainage facilities for the 
above. 

The Drainage Report of January, 1991, delineates six (6) subbasins totaling 103.49 
acres which contribute runoff through the site. The proposed development 
improvements (single-family residences and streets) which will increase runoff drain into 
the smallest subbasins of 4.05 acres and 4.40 acres. Therefore, most of the runoff flow 
through the site is from upstream and offsite contributing areas. Because of this and the 
location of the proposed development at the low end of the basin and adjacent to 
Horizon Channel, we did not consider on-site detention in the design or Drainage 
Report. As shown in the Drainage Report, our design priority was to pass the 100 year 
flows without properties or streets being flooded. 

The review comments indicate a need for on-site detention. Therefore, we see the 
following feasible opportunities for detention, if it is to be provided. 

1. The proposed 18 inch culvert at 14 + 95.40 Horizon Glen Court could 
be reduced in size to create more ponding in the wetlands adjacent to the 
street. As shown in the Drainage Report calculations, HW10 = 1.35 ft. 
and HW100 = 2.10 ft. vs. 4.46 ft. of available headwater depth. 

2. The existing 24 inch culvert under Horizon Drive will provide some 
detention. Our Drainage Report analysis shows the proposed 36 inch 
CMP culvert with beveled entrance which is 230 ft. upstream of the 
existing 24 inch culvert will have HW 10 = 3 .30 ft. and HW 100 = 5. 70 
ft. Therefore, the estimated flows to the existing 24 inch culvert will 
probably pond a considerable amount of water due to being undersized. 

· CONSULTING ENGINEERS ... 



Prior to revtsmg the plan details and caJculating resulting detention volumes 
hydrographs, we would appreciate meeting with you and Don to determine where the 
required detention may best be provided and how to equitably determine what volumes 
of increased runoff will be the basis of any detention sizing, since such a large portion 
of the flows are generated from upstream of the site. 

Thanks for your continued cooperation. I personally apologize for taking so long to 
consider your concerns, but I have been out of state for the past six weeks. 

Sincerely, 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 

ftJ}j?~ 
Ronald P. Rish, P.E. 

cc: Don Newton 
Bill Foster 

RPR/ss 
May/31/Cheney 



I' • ~ ..,., 
ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 
861 Rood Avenue Grand Junction, Colorado (303) 242-o101 

May 31, 1991 

Mr. Don Newton, City Engineer 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision - Sight Distances 

Dear Don: 

FAX (303) 241-1769 

As discussed in our telephone conversation, I have field verified the sight distances 
along Horizon Drive from the intersection of Horizon Glen Drive which is the access 
road into Horizon Glen Phase II. Please find enclosed a copy of the field notes for 
these measurements. 

Sights distances were measured from a point approximately 15 feet from the edge of the 
travelled lane and 3 to 4 feet in height to approximate a drivers eye position at a 
stopped condition. The distance to the south was 407 feet to give a full view of 
northbound traffic. If necessary, this could be increased easily by the trimming or 
removal of a large tamarack bush on the east side of the road approximately 300 feet 
from the intersection. 

Distances to the north were measured to two locations. First, oncoming windshields 
become completely invisible at 504 feet offering eye-to-eye visibility at driver height. 
Second, at 294 feet, all portions of oncoming vehicles (including tires) are seen. The 
difference is due to the existence of a slight vertical rise on Horizon Drive 
approximately 300 feet north of the intersection. 

Given the existing speed limit of 40 m.p.h., these distances seem adequate. 

Sincerely, 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 

Patrick M. O'Connor, P.E. 

PMO/ss 

---- ---~~~~~!~~~~?~----·-· ·---~---... ., CONSULTING ENGINEERS---~---- J 
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• · .... FIGURE 4 - 6 '-' SIGHT DISTANCE AT INl~SECTIONS 
SIGHT DISTAN.CE REQUIREMENT FOR INTERSECTION INVOLVING 

A STOPPED CONDITION 

s\G'0 __. 
\_\~~ __. __. I 

D = 15' TO 
EYE 

-F~~~~~~~-~-~----
~1 

SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIRED ~j 
ALONG MAJOR ROAD 

EDGE OF 
TRAVELED 
LANE 

DESIGN OF SPEED ON THRU 
ROADWAY (MPH) 

NOTES: 

15 
20 
25 
30 
35 

,.. 40 
50 
60 

MINIMUM SIGHT DISTANCE 
FOR STOPPED VEHICLE (FT) 

100 
150 
175 
200 
250 
300} '* 
450 
650 

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 UNCONTROLLED LOCAL STREET 
INTERSECTIONS 
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POSTED 
SPEED 

20 
30 
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DISTANCE 
D (FT) 

90 
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D 

only to low volume, 
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OBSTRUCTION 
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EDGE OF PAVEMENT 

speed intersections. 
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···ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 

861 Rood Avenue 

May 31, 1991 

Mr. Bill Cheney 
Utilities Engineer 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th Street 

Grand Junction, Colorado 

Grand Junction, CO 81501 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision 
Armstrong Project 915378 

Dear Bill: 

(303> 242-om1 FAX (303) 241-1769 

This letter is in response to your review comments concerning drainage facilities for the 
above. 

The Drainage Report of January, 1991, delineates six (6) subbasins totaling 103.49 
acres which contribute runoff through the site. The proposed development 
improvements (single-family residences and streets) which will increase runoff drain into 
the smallest subbasins of 4.05 acres and 4.40 acres. Therefore, most of the runoff flow 
through the site is from upstream and offsite contributing areas. Because of this and the 
location of the proposed development at the low end of the basin and adjacent to 
Horizon Channel, we did not consider on-site detention in the design or Drainage 
Report. As shown in the Drainage Report, our design priority was to pass the 100 year 
flows without properties or streets being flooded. 

The review comments indicate a need for on-site detention. Therefore, we see the 
following feasible opportunities for detention, if it is to be provided. 

1. The proposed 18 inch culvert at 14 + 95.40 Horizon Glen Court could 
be reduced in size to create more ponding in the wetlands adjacent to the 
street. As shown in the Drainage Report calculations, HW10 = 1.35 ft. 
and HW 100 = 2 .10 ft. vs. 4.46 ft. of available headwater depth. 

2. The existing 24 inch culvert under Horizon Drive will provide some 
detention. Our Drainage Report analysis shows the proposed 36 inch 
CMP culvert with beveled entrance which is 230 ft. upstream of the 
existing 24 inch culvert will have HW 10 = 3. 30 ft. and HW 100 = 5. 70 
ft. Therefore, the estimated flows to the existing 24 inch culvert will 
probably pond a considerable amount of water due to being undersized. 

··-· ············~··-···--·~-·· ·" CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
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Prior to revlSlng the plan details and calculating resulting detention volumes 
hydrographs, we would appreciate meeting with you and Don to determine where the 
required detention may best be provided and how to equitably determine what volumes 
of increased runoff will be the basis of any detention sizing, since such a large portion 
of the flows are generated from upstream of the site. 

Thanks for your continued cooperation. I personally apologize for taking so long to 
consider your concerns, but I have been out of state for the past six weeks. 

Sincerely, 

ARMSTRONG CONSULTANTS, INC. 

~j?~ 
Ronald P. Rish, P.E. 

cc: Don Newton 
Bill Foster 

RPR/ss 
May/31/Cheney 



From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Questions regarding the fire department's position and actions, relative to the Horizon Glen 
subdivision, surfaced during the Council workshop of June 3. While we were prepared to 
address those concerns during the Council meeting, they never came up. 

To summarize our actions, we completed our portion of the initial project review on 
February 12. Our comments included the requirement for 20 feet of unobstructed roadway 
width. This essentially meant that the developer would be required to widen the street and 
provide appropriate signs restricting parking on both sides of the street (within the loop 
portion). 

Community development had concern with the optimism that no parking would occur in this 
portion of the development, even with the no parking signs. Meeting with the developer 
and other City staff members led to the decision to allow the project to proceed as 
proposed. 

The Uniform Fire Code requires that "The unobstructed width of a fire apparatus access 
road shall be not less than 20 feet." In applying the code to this unusual development, we 
determined that proposed sidewalks on the outside and "curbs" on the inside of the loop, 
constructed at the street grade, would suffice. 

The requirement of 20 feet serves a dual purpose--to allow for adequate space to conduct 
fire ground operations, and to allow fire department vehicles to pass each other. Operations 
can be carried out with far less than 20 feet, and this particular road design would not 
require that vehicles pass one another. Other incoming fire trucks needing to set-up on one 
side or the other of one that is already in place could be directed through the loop to 
accomplish the same objective. All of this would be necessary only in the event that 
numerous private vehicles were parked on the street at the time of our response. 

I feel comident that our decision to allow the developer to continue with the proposed 
project not only meets the intent of the code, but also continues to assure adequate service 
delivery to the area. 



DUFFORD, WALDECK, MILBURN & KROHN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

900 VALLEY FEDERAL PLAZA 

P. 0. BOX 21BB 
BETTY C. BECHTEL 

WILLIAM H. T. FREY 

ELIZABETH K . ..JORDAN 

WILLIAM M. KANE 

RICHARD H. KROHN 

LAIRD T. MILBURN 

LINDA E. WHITE 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502-2188 

TELEPHONE (303) 242-4614 

TELECOPIER (303) 243-7738 

STEPHAN B. SCHWEISSING June 21, 1991 

HAND DELIVERY 

Bennett Boeschenstein, Director 
Grand Junction Community Development Department 
City of Grand Junction 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Horizon Glen - Phase II Road 

Dear Bennett: 

D . ..J. DUFFORD 

OF COUNSEL 

WILLIAM G. WALDECK 

OF COUNSEL 

You will recall our firm represents Walter and Gertrude Dalby 
concerning the above subdivision application. By now you will 
have received Tim Foster's letter to me of June 17, 1991, 
concerning what we have referred to as the "Phase II Road." 

The position of the petitioners/developer as stated by 
Mr. Logue at the June 5 City Council meeting, and reiterated in 
Mr. Foster's letter, is that they are unwilling to locate and 
dedicate this road until recording of the final plat and plan for 
Phase II. Dalbys' problem remains that there is a substantial 
possibility that Phase II will never be developed and that the 
dedication of the Phase II roadway will then never occur. 

In addition to having previously forbidden Mr. Dalby to enter 
upon the Phase II property, at the Mesa County Commissioners' 
meeting on June 18, 1991, Tim Foster denied permission for Dalbys' 
engineer, land planner, or wetlands expert to enter onto Phase II. 
Their purpose in doing so would be to determine the most practical 
and economical future road configuration for the purposes of 
locating a road right-of-way, acknowledging that dedication only 
would occur at this time and no construction by either party is 
contemplated imminently. 

we continue to believe that these actions by Dalbys were in 
conformance with the motion of Councilman Bessinger encouraging 
Dalbys and the petitioners to cooperate in determining an 
agreeable location for the present dedication of the Phase II 
roadway. Since petitioner is unwilling to cooperate in any 
manner, Dalbys are unable to proceed further to fulfill Councilman 
Bessinger's request. However, Dalbys and I, and their experts, 



Bennett Boeschenstein, Director 
June 24, 1991 
Page Two 

remain willing to meet with you and representatives of the 
petitioner prior to the July 3 Council meeting to address the 
technical issues relative to the location of the Phase II roadway 
to be dedicated as part of the final approval of Horizon Glen 
Phase I Subdivision Addition. We believe an on-site meeting would 
be most productive. 

RHK/jmc 
pc: Walt Dalby 

Dan Wilson 
Tim Foster 

17D/25/7060-002 



Timothy E. Foster 
Douglas E. Larson 
Stephen L . Laiche 
Harry Griff, P.C. 

Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Attorneys at Law 

Central Bank Building, Third Floor, 422 White Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
(303) 245-8021 FAX: (303) 245-0590 

June 17, 1991 

Richard ~· rohn 
DUFFORD, ~LDECK, MILBURN & KROHN 
P. 0. Bo 2188 
Grand Jupction, CO 81502 

Re: SL Ventures, Inc./Walt Dalby 

Dear Rich: 

John Williams, 
of Counsel 

James W. Giese 

This letter is to follow up on our previous conversations 
concerning the Horizon Glen Subdivision and, most recently, the 
June 5 City Council hearing. 

-
Unfortunately, I was not able to attend the June 5, 1991 City 

Council meeting on Horizon Glen. My understanding is that the 
issue of access to Mr. Dalby's property across Phase II of the 
Horizon Glen Subdivision was a major issue. In particular, I am 
told that the council asked that SL Ventures, Inc. and Mr. Dalby 
see if they can't resolve this matter. First let me say that it is 
our firm position that Phase II of SL Ventures insofar as it is 
only at the ODP stage does not lend itself to the actual location 
and dedication of a road right-of-way. Given the unique natures of 
that particular parcel of property, the time to locate and dedicate 
a roadway will be in the subdivision process at the time we plat 
Phase II. 

However, we are willing to reiterate the previous proposal we 
made on May 23, 1991. The salient portions of that proposal were 
that at the time of development of Phase II a dedication of the 
appropriate road would be made through to Mr. Dalby's property. To 
the extent that additional distances of said road needed to be 
constructed to facilitate Mr. Dalby's property, the cost of such 
development would be borne by Mr. Dalby. Furthermore, Mr. Dalby 
will participate equally in the planning and design of the roadway. 
Insofar as such dedication will then resolve Mr. Dalby's access 
problem, he or his successors will support the vacation of Cascade 
Drive. Finally, a similar agreement to provide access for the 
Phase II of Horizon Glen will be provided through the Dalby 
properties to Twelfth Street. Again, it is difficult, if not 
impossible, to locate any road at this point in time given the 
uncertainty of the ultimate development. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation with regard to this 
matter in advance. I look forward to hearing from you in the near 
future concerning the possible resolution of this matter. If you 



Richard Krohn, Esq. 
Page Two 
June 17, 1991 

have any questions or comments concerning the above please feel 
free to contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

FOSTER, LARSON, LAICHE & GRIFF 

TEF/cdc 
xc: Bennett Boeschenstein- City Planning"~ 



Timothy E. Foster 
Douglas E. Larson 
Stephen L . Laiche 
Harry Griff, P.C. 

Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Attorneys at Law 

Central Bank Building, Third Floor, 422 White Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
(303) 245-8021 FAX: (303) 245-0590 

June 28, 1991 

Richard H. Kroh 
DUFFORD, WALDE K, MILBURN AND KROHN 
P. 0. Box 218 
Grand 81502 

[ 

Re: Horizon Glen Phase II Road 

Dear Rich: 

John Williams, 
of Counsel 

James W. Giese 

I am in receipt of your letter dated June 21, 1991 to Bennett 
Boeschenstein. I am sorry that you have not seen fit to reply to 
my correspondence to you dated Ju.ne 17, 1991 but am construing your 
correspondence to Bennett as a rejection of our offer. 

I would be happy to discuss with you any counterproposal or 
other suggested alternatives which you might have. 

~ look forward to hearing from you in the near future. Thank 
you very much for your cooperation with regard to this matter to 
date. 

Sincerely, 

LAICHE & GRIFF 

TEF/cdc 
xc: Bill Foster 

Bennett Boeschenstein~ 



.... ::>"' 

Grand Junction Community Development Department 
Planning • Zoning • Code Enforcement 

September 4, 1991 

Bill Foster 
S.L. Ventures, Inc. 
422 White Ave. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Bill: 

250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668 
(303) 244-1430 FAX (303) 244-1599 

I have enclosed a copy of the Public Works Director's comments on the proposed road 
through Phase II development of Horizon Glen Subdivision. All of his concerns must be 
satisfactorily addressed prior to recording the Phase I plat. The following will also be 
required prior to recording the plat: 

1. Final approved plat and site plan (including floodplain and wetlands delineation).(./#~ It, kA.tuztitJ J 
2. Approved Improvements Agreement/Guarantee (;u(;fd J 
3. Approved Construction plans for infrastructure. 
4. Open Space Fee of $225 per lot paid to the Parks Department. 
5. vee approval (document in our file). (/'1l~J .. · ' . 

6. Approved Covenants. fluc;uf) ~ 1 ·' (!1'' ·. • ,...,·.: , / . , · /~-~'- ..?/~.) CutrttiJ 
7. Foster Replat to be recorded with Horizon Glen Subdivision. (.5U 4ft~· ~Mr rv~ 
8. Approved irrigation plan. ~ '.r /I'~~~ . 
9. Final Corps of Engineers approval. (r.r Uuw<'{'£' fu'm tHA-JkfJ) 

If you have further questions you can call me at 244-1448. 

Bennett Boeschenstein 
Director 

xc: Dan Wilson, City Attorney 
Don Newton, City Engineer 
File #32-91 



Timothy E. Foster 
Douglas E. Larson 
Stephen L . Laiche 
Harry Griff, P.C. 

Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Attorneys at Law 

Central Bank Building, Third Floor, 422 White Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
(303) 245-8021 FAX: (303) 245-0590 

September 9, 1991 

Bennett Boeschenstein 
GRAND JUNCTION COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT - PLANNING & ZONING 
250 N. Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668 

Dear Bennett: 

John Williams, 
of Counsel 

James W. Giese 

I received a copy of your letter to Bill Foster's attention 
for SL Ventures, Inc. and am responding thereto. Please be advised 
that the following responses are numbered in accordance with your G 
letter of September 4, 1991. ~ 

1. The final approved site plan is on file with your office.:;~ 
2. The approved Improvements Agreement/Guarantee is in its 

final stages between Dan Wilson and me. 

3. Approved construction plans for infrastructure is a brand 
new requirement but we are happy to get those to you via our 
construction manager. 

4. We will be happy to submit the requisite open-space fee at 
the time of recording of the plat. 

5. As you indicate, the UCC approval has already been 
received. 

6. The covenants have been approved and are in their finalt.NO~JiT 
form. Both you and Dan Wilson have copies. ~0f~~~ 

7. Udell Williams is finalizing with the county surveyor the ~~ 
Foster replat. 

8. As we indicated at the final hearing, we do not have an 
irrigation plan and the subdivision will go forward without the 
same being included therein. 

9. There is no requirement for a final Corps of Engineers 
approval as in fact we have a permit to do the work which we are 
currently doing, a copy of which permit is in your file. 

In summary, items 1, 4, 5, 6, 8 and 9 are either resolved and 
you have copies or are not issues. Item 2, 3 and 7 are in their 
final stages and we will have them in your hand within the week. 
Item 4, of course, we will pay at the time that we seek to record 
the plat. 



Bennett Boeschenstein 
Page Two 
September 9, 1991 

I look forward to hearing from you in the near future 
regarding this matter. In the future I would appreciate it if you 
would mail all correspondence both to Bill at his address and to me 
at my address as has been your previous practice and we have agreed 
to. 

Sincerely, 

LAICHE & GRIFF 

TEF/cdc 

xc: Bill Foster 



,. 

September 16, 1991 

Patrick O'Connor 
Armstrong Consultants 
861 Rood Ave. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Pat, 

RE: Horizon Glen Road and Irrigation Plans 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

250 North Fifth Street 

I have reviewed the revised plans that were submitted on September 9, 1991 and have the 
following comments: 

1. Corrugated steel drainage pipes which have been installed across the roads do not 
meet City specifications for drainage pipes and will need to be replaced or lined 
using an acceptable method. The plans should clearly specify what type or types of 
pipe are to be used in accordance with City specifications. 

2. Show on roadway plan where expansion joints are to be located in 2' and 4' wide 
sidewalks to allow for thermal expansion of concrete. Note 4. on sheet Rl does not 
provide for expansion joints in this type of sidewallc. 

3. In irrigation pond control structure top of slide gate frame should be attached to top 
of weir for support. 

4. Show the type and class pipe to be used for irrigation pipe. 

5. Cut-off collars should be used to seal pipes in walls of irrigation structure on 36" 
RCP and 6" PVC pipes. 

6. There doesn't appear to be room for an access ladder between manhole opening and 
concrete weir. How will a person get into this structure? 

7. On road section "Typical 1", show 3" Grade C Asphalt to be placed in 2 lifts. 

8. Road plans show specifications for hydro-seeding but areas to be seeded are not 
designated. 
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September 16, 1991 
Horizon Glen 

9. I need to see a grading plan with contours showing the final grading of the lots. 

10. Show station and elevations on concrete sidewalks at intersection of one way loop 
with Horizon Glen Court. Typical sections are not adequate to control pavement 
cross slopes and street grading at this intersection. All transitions in grades 
approaching the intersection should also be shown on the plans. 

11. Preliminary grading of the roadways has revealed a considerable amount of wet and 
unstable subgrade conditions. A detail for stabilization of the road subgrade will be 
required on the plans. Inspection of the stabilized road subgrade by the City will be 
required prior to placement of the road base and pavement. 

12. No details have been shown or approved for stabilization of the 2:1 cut slopes along 
the west side of the traffic loop. If slopes are llydro-seeded, how will they be 
irrigated and maintained? These slopes must be stabilized or flattened to prevent 
erosion and sloughing into the street. Please submit cross-sections showing cuts and 
fills for roadways. 

13. Alignment of access road to future lot 17 will require 44' minimum right-of-way width 
plus easements for cut and fill slopes. The proposed alignment will need to be 
staked in the field for our review. 

Please call me at 244-1559 if you have any question regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

J. Don Newton, 
City Engineer 

ckb 

xc: Kathy Portner 
Bill Cheney 
Dan Wilson 
Jim Shanks 
File:HoriGln 
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DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENTS AGREEMENT 

1. Parties: The parties to this Development Improvements 
Agreement ("the Agreement") are SL VENTURES, INC. , ( 11 the 
Developer") and THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, Colorado ("the City"). 

THEREFORE, for valuable consideration, the receipt and 
adequacy of which is acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 

2. Effective Date: The Effective Date of the Agreement will 
be the date that this Agreement is recorded which is not sooner 
than recordation of the first final plat for Horizon Glen 
Subdivision. 

RECITALS 

The Developer seeks permission to develop property within the 
City to be known as Horizon Glen ("the Subdivision"), which 
property is more particularly described on Exhibit "A" attached and 
incorporated by this reference ("the Property") . The City seeks to 
protect the health, safety and general welfare of the community by 
requiring the completion of various improvements in the Subdivision 
and limiting the harmful effects of substandard subdivisions. The 
purpose of thi~ Agreement is to protect the City from the cost of 
completing subdivision improvements itself and is not executed for 
the benefit of materialmen, laborers, or others providing work, 
services or material to the Subdivision or for the benefit of lot 
or home buyers in the Subdivision. The mutual promises, covenants, 
and obligations contained in this Agreement are authorized by state 
law, the Colorado Constitution and the City's land development 
ordinances. The Developer 1 s obligation to complete the 
improvements will be independent of any obligations of the City 
contained herein. 

DEVELOPER'S OBLIGATION 

3. Improvements: The Developer will design, construct and ~ 
install, at its own expense, those on-site and off-site subdivision ~ 
improvements listed on Exhibit "B" attached and incorporated by ) C:C 
this reference. The Developer agrees to pay the City for /):{
inspection services performed by the City, in addition to amount~~ 
shown on Exhibit B. The city estimates that~MC1\£Tk!N~ill b 
required for City inspection of the required improvements.·~ 

4. Security: To secure the performance of its obligations 
under this Agreement (except its obligations for warranty under 
paragraph 6), the Developer wi 11 enter into an agreement which 
complies with either option identified in paragraph 24. 

5. Standards: The Developer will construct the Improvements 
according to the stand&rds and specifications as adopted by the 
City as of the date of final plat recordation. 



6. Warranty: The Developer warrants that the Improvements, 
each and every one of them, will be free from defects for a period 
of twelve (12) months from the date that the City Engineer accepts 
or approves the improvements completed by the Developer. 

7. Commencement and Completion Periods: The improvements, 
each and every one of them, will be completed within twenty-four 
months from the Effective Date of this Agreement (the 11 Completion 
Period 11

). 

8. Compliance with Law: The developer will comply with all 
relevant federal, state and local laws, ordinances, and regulations 
in effect at the time of final subdivision plat approval when 
fulfilling its obligations under this Agreement. 

9. Notice of Defect: The Developer's Engineer will provide 
timely notice to the Developer, contractor, issuer of security and 
the City Engineer whenever inspection reveals, or the Developer's 
Engineer otherwise has knowledge, that an improvement does not 
conform to City standards and any specifications approved in the 
development application. 

10. Acceptance of Improvements: The City's final acceptance 
and/or approval of improvements will not be given or obtained until 
Developer presents a document or documents, for the benefit of the 
City, showing that the Developer owns the improvements in fee 
simple and that there are no liens or other restrictions on the 
improvements. For purpose of this Agreement, mechanic's lien 
waivers from all contractors and subcontractors working on or 
supplying materials for the benefit of improvements to the 
subdivision will suffice. 

Approval and/or acceptance of any improvements does not 
constitute a waiver by the City of any rights it may have pursuant 
to paragraph 6 hereinabove on account of any defect in or failure 
of the improvement that is detected or which occurs after the 
approval and/or acceptance. 

11. Use of Proceeds: The City will use funds deposited with 
it or drawn under the bank disbursement agreement entered into 
between the parties only for the purpose of completing the 
Improvements or correcting defects in or failure of the 
Improvements. 

12. Events of Default: The following conditions, occurrences 
or actions will constitute a default by the Developer during the 
Completion Period: 

a. Developer's failure to complete each portion of the 
Improvements in conformance with the agreed upon time 
schedule; the City may not declare a default until a 
fourteen calendar day notice has been given to the 
Developer and the Developer has failed or refused to 



take substantial steps to correct whatever 
deficiency the City has notified the Developer 
about; 

b. Developer•s failure to demonstrate reasonable intent to 
correct defective construction of any improvement within 
the applicable correction period; the City may not 
declare a default until a fourteen calendar day notice 
has been given to the Developer; 

c. Developer•s insolvency, the appointment of a receiver for 
the Developer or the filing of a voluntary or involuntary 
petition in bankruptcy respecting the Developer; in such 
event City may immediately declare a default without 
prior notification to Developer. 

13. Measure of Damages: The measure of damages for breach of 
this Agreement by Developer will be the reasonable cost of 
satisfactorily completing the Improvements. However, neither that 
amount nor the amount of a letter of credit, the subdivision 
improvements disbursement agreement or cash escrow establish the 
maximum amount of the Developer•s liability. For improvements upon 
which construct ion has not begun, the estimated costs of the 
Improvements as shown on Exhibit "B" will be prima facie evidence 
of the cost of completion. 

14. No Waiver: No waiver of any provision of this Agreement 
by the City will be deemed or constitute a waiver of any other 
provision, nor will it be deemed or constitute a continuing waiver 
unless expressly provided for by a written amendment to this 
Agreement signed by both City and Developer; nor will the waiver of 
any default under this Agreement be deemed a waiver of any 
subsequent default or defaults of the same type. The City 1 s 
failure to exercise any right under this Agreement will not 
constitute the approval of any wrongful act by the Developer or the 
acceptance of any improvement. 

15. Amendment or Modification: The parties to this Agreement 
may amend or modify this Agreement only by written instrument 
executed on behalf of the City by the City Manager or his designee 
and on behalf of the Developer by its authorized officer. Such 
amendment or modification will be properly notarized before it may 
be effective. 

16. Attorney•s Fees: Should either party be required to 
resort to litigation to enforce the terms Df this Agreement, the 
prevailing party, plaintiff or defendant, will be entitled to 
costs, including reasonable attorney•s fees and expert witness 
fees, from the opposing party. If the court awards relief to both 
parties, the attorney•s fees may be equitably divided between the 
parties by the decision maker. 

17. Vested Rights: The City does not warrant by this 
Agreement that the Developer is entitled to any other approval(s) 



required by the City, if any, before the Developer is entitled to 
commence development of the Subdivision or to transfer ownership of 
property in the Subdivision. 

18. Third Party Rights: No person or entity who or which is 
not a party to this Agreement will have any right of action under 
this Agreement. 

19. Time: For the purpose of computing the Abandonment and 
Completion Periods, and time periods for City action, such times in 
which war, civil disasters, or acts of God occur or exist will not 
be included if such times prevent the Developer or City from 
performing its obligations under the Agreement. 

20. Severability: If any part, term, or provision of this 
Agreement is held by the courts to be illegal or otherwise 
unenforceable, such illegality or unenforceability will not affect 
the validity of any other part, term, or provision and the rights 
of the parties will be construed as if the part, term, or provision 
was never part of the Agreement. 

21. Notice: Any notice required or permitted by this 
Agreement will be deemed effective when personally delivered in 
writing or three (3) days after notice is deposited with the U.S. 
Postal Service postage prepaid, certified, and return receipt 
requested, and addressed as follows: 

If to Developer: 

If to City: 

SL Ventures, Inc. 
Timothy E. Foster 
422 White Avenue, 
Grand Junction, CO 

Suite 323 
81501 

SL Ventures, Inc. 
William E. Foster II 
101 South Third, Suite 375 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

City of Grand Junction 
Community Development Director 
250 N. 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

22. Recordation: Developer will pay for any costs to record 
a memorandum of this Agreement in the Clerk and Recorder•s Office 
of Mesa County, Colorado. 

23. Personal Jurisdiction and Venue: Personal jurisdiction 
and venue for any civil action commenced by either party to this 
Agreement whether arising out of or relating to the Agreement, 
letter of credit, subdivision improvements disbursements agreement, 
or cash escrow agreement will be deemed to be proper only if such 
action is commenced in District Court for Mesa County. The 
Developer expressly waives his right to bring such action in or to 
remove such action to any other court whether state or federal. 
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24. The improvements guarantee required by the City Code to 
ensure that the improvements described in the improvements 
agreement are constructed to city standards may be in the form of 
an agreement: (I) between a bank doing business in Mesa County and 
the City or as described in (II) below or between the City and the 
Developer as set forth in (III) below. 

I. The agreement between a bank and the City (I) shall 
provide, among other things, for the bank to guarantee and warrant 
to the City that it shall: 

a. have available money equal to the estimated costs of 
the required improvements, in an amount equal to the amount agreed 
upon in the Improvements Agreement; 

b. only pay such amounts to contractors who have 
constructed required Improvements. 

c. only pay such amount after the bank has received the 
written approval of the City Engineer, or his designee; the City 
Engineer shall inspect within three (3) working days of request; 

II. The alternative to (I), above is identified as (II) and 
shall contain the following provisions: 

The Finance Department of the City will act as disbursing 
agent and will account for disbursements to Developer contractors 
as required improvements are completed and accepted. 

The City will accept a cash deposit from the Developer equal to the -,·{ff 
City approved estimate of the required improvements, for the .;:... f 
purposes of securing and guaranteeing the construction of the 
required sewer, water, streets, and on-site improvements in th~~ 
development ~lan. Such d~osit(s), currently estimated a 
approximatelyll ) ~'"' tm~frall be given to the City•s Finance ~..Jl. 
Department, commin led with other funds of the City and ~ 
specifically invested in the short term market. Interest income 'J 
shall be allocated to the Developer's escrow account monthly, in 
the same manner as other short-term investments of the City. 

Such interest income shall be used to reimburse the General 
Fund of the City for accounting and transaction costs incurred in 
making payments to the appropriate contractors. For purposes of 
this Agreement, the City•s costs shall be $100.00 for each check 
disbursement or other transaction which is made. After all 
required improvements have been made and accepted by the City, any 
surplus funds remaining in the account shall be returned to the 
developer within thirty (30) calendar da s of said acceptance date. 
No guarantee as to the level of interes income or rate of return 
on the funds so deposited is either implied or made in this 
Agreement, the City agrees only to keep the funds invested as with 
other City funds. Any transaction cos s which are not covered by 
the amount of the deposit plus accrued interest shall be paid to 
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the City by the Developer in like manner within thirty (30) days of 
completion of the improvements. 

e. in any event, Developer promises to construct the 
required improvements to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, in 
accordance with the approved plans and specifications. 

III. The alternative to (I) and (II), ,above is identified as 
(III) and shall contain the following provisions: 

The Agreement between the City and the Developer shall provide 
for the Developer to guarantee and warrant to the City that it 
shall: 

a. have money available in a separate account to \fJ!Er 
complete the required improvements in the amount set forth pursuant n~ 
to this Agreement. f AO-' (lt'c'"t.l< ~'?iJ• r'\.C} t1h.. '?l,tJ\1Vrlt rJt-:' ~1:0P ~ fl1'-9 :\ ~ 

C{t'r )v\~ 
b. only pay such amounts to contractors who have 

constructed required improvements. 

c. only pay such amounts to Contractors after receipt of 
written acceptance or approval of said work by the City Engineer or 
his designee; the City Engineer or his designee shall inspect 
within three (3) working days of receipt. 

25. Benefits: The benefits of this Agreement to the Developer 
are personal and may not be assigned without the express written 
approval of the City. Such approval may not be unreasonably 
withheld, but any unapproved assignment is void. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, the burdens of this Agreement are personal 
obligations of the Developer and also will be binding on the heirs, 
successors, and assigns of the Developer, and shall be a 
covenant(s) running with the property. 

26. Immunity: Nothing contained in this Agreement constitutes 
a waiver of the City•s sovereign immunity under any applicable 
state law. 

Attest: 

NeaB. Lockhart~__!~(;~ 
City Clerk tJ 

/ 

City of Grand Junction 
250 North Fifth Street 
Gra unct~,JKi} /'\:1'5"'01 

By: ~W\ 
K. Achen 
Manager 

Horizon Glen Subdivision 

By,Jdtc~ 
William E. Foster II 
President 
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. '"'RE: 

Name of Subdivision or dther Improvement Location 

Intending to be legally bound, the undersigned subdivider hereby agrees t, 
provide throughout this subdivision and as shown on the subdivision plat o 
IIP~rztW~ 5v"PN1511JN, F.'l/ni #o. One date ,/vn~ 191!._, the fol 

Name of Subdivision 

lowing improvements to City of Grand Junction standards and to furnish a1 
Improvements Guarantee in the form acceptable to the City for these improve 
ments. 

Estimated 
Quantity and Estimated Completion 

Improvements UnJt Costs Cost Date 

Street Gracing ZtpOC.:y~ ze! .5; zooeP a:-1. 1911 

Street Base 14~0~ ~8~ II~ t,O()e. CJd. l'llfl 
Street Paving 4 'l(J /,n r.S> Z-2 !!!! 1~ 2~oe la::f. 1'111 
Curbs and Gutters 1$5 o t.F l9 Jf!! 4t:J5t:Jflfl Oc:f. 11?1 

Sidewalks /,!5o t..F (j) ~ g!/ AJO()~ t!Jd. /191 
Storm Sewer Facilities 4 CMP<!ISOO~ J.t:'oO~ t?d, rtrtl 
Sanitary Sewers 

Mains 1:!_22 (g) zo ~ 2~. 44() '!! /Je-f. lrt'/1 

Laterals/House Connections 17 ea. rs;,iJ !5()~ /9, 8.50~ ~c:f. 1191 

On-site Sewage Treatment /lltl 

Water Mains 1500 t.F C!JJ 18!! 27;_000 ~ od. 1'19/ 

Fire Hydrants z_ ~Ci. (jj) /2(2(2!!' 5. ()(}()~ r_k.f-. 1991 

On-site Water Supply Nl/ 

Survey Monuments NIJ 

Street Lights 2 ea rBJ MOO~ ~(}0()~ ~&f-. 1'111 

Street Name Signs Zl ~~~ (I;) /00~ ZfiJOe!! Oc-f. 1'1'11 

Constructioo Administration - . ~5tJ()'l!! t:Jc.-f-. /'1 '!I 
Utility Relocation Costs Non~ 
Design Costs 55ood Ocf. /'I'll 
SUB TOTAL 

-

Supervision of all installations (should nol: normally exceed -&% ol.' subtotal) lfazo 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS AND SUPERVISION: S ~/.~1,~~~~~70~~--------------------
The above improvements will be constructed in accordance with the specifications and 
requirements of the City or appropriate utility agency and in accordance with detailed 
construction plans, based on the City Council approved plan, and submitted ot the City 
Engineer for review and approval prior to start of construction. The improvements will 
be constructed in reasonable conformance with the time schedule shown above. @_Im::. 

:~~~~ments Gua<antee will be fucqjshed 'L.!!J l2 to c;,dtnq ~ sui>dlvlsion 

1 s'"S.LrU Srf.bdtvtde< 

DATE: lo ,11 ~ 19~L 

I h~ve reviewed the estimated costs and time schedule shown above and, based 
on th~ plan layouts submitted to date and the ent of construction, 
I ta~e no exception to the above. 



October 9, 1991 

Patrick M. O'Connor 
Armstrong Consultants 
861 Rood Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Horizon Glen Revised Plans 

Dear Pat: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

250 North Fifth Street 

I have received revised plans for Horizon Glen Subdivision Filing One and have the 
following additional comments: 

1. Typical section for one-way road shows 3 to I cut and fill slopes. The cross sections 
still show 2 to I cut and fill slopes in some sectiops. 

I would recommend that all cut slopes intersecting the roadway be flattened to 3 
to I or that slope reinforcement be used. I am not convinced that hydro-seeding will 
stabilize or prevent erosion of the slope into the roadway. 

2. The requested lot grading plan is needed to insure that there will not be a problem 
caused by over lot drainage. 

This plan will be required prior to any building permits being issued. 

With the exception of the items listed below, you may consider the roadway plans (dated 
October 4, 1991) approved by this office and you are authorized to begin construction of the 
roadways. 

Sincerely, . 

{)~ ~;;~;;;-
J. Don Newton 
City Engineer 

xc: Bill Foster 
Jim Shanks 
Bill Cheney / 
Kathy Portner v 

jdn:file:connor.hor 
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October 29, 1991 

Bennett Boeschenstein, Director 
Grand Junction Development Department 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Dalby-Horizon Glen Subdivision Final Plat 

Dear Bennett: 

D. J. DUFFORD 

OF COUNSEL 

WILLIAM G. WALDECK 

OF COUNSEL 

I have reviewed the blueline copy of the partially signed 
final plat of Horizon Glen Subdivision, which Kathy Portner 
delivered to my office Friday afternoon. Out of an abundance of 
caution, I believe it would be desirable to obtain and record a 
simple letter from the owner to the City along the following 
lines: 

The undersigned acknowledges and agrees 
that in the final plat of Horizon Glen 
Subdivision to the City of Grand Junction 
(Mesa County, Colorado), which plat was 
recorded November , 1991, in Plat Book 
at Page in the-records of the Clerk ana-
Recorder-or-Mesa County, Colorado, it is the 
undersigned's understanding and intent that 
the area labeled as "Dedicated Public ROW" 
constitutes a "street" or "road" for the 
purposes of the dedicatory language contained 
in that final plat described above. 

[SEAL] 

ATTEST: 

Timothy E. Foster 
Secretary 

SL VENTURES, INC., 
a Colorado corporation 

By: 
William E. Foster, III 
President 

This will avoid the need to make any changes to the plat itself. 



Bennett Boeschenstein, Director 
October 29, 1991 
Page Two 

That letter could be recorded in the county records at 
minimal additional cost to avoid any uncertainty as to the intent 
that the right-of-way is in fact included within the dedicatory 
language contained in the final plat and that it is a street for 
future development purposes. Of course, I am certain this is 
Fosters' intent, as I am certain you are, so they should have no 
objection. This additional precautionary procedure should also be 
beneficial to clarify the City's interest in the future. 

Also, I am concerned not to see indication of permanent 
monumenting of the boundaries of the ROW on the plat. My 
understanding from our last meeting was that the applicable 
statutes require that this be done as part of the final plats. In 
view of your sign-off of the plat, I would like to know what is 
happening on this issue. 

Once again, thank you for your assistance and consideration. 

RHK/jmc 
pc: Walt Dalby 

Dan Wilson 

St:cerely, 

~rd H. Krohn 



Linda Dannenber~r 
Mesa County Planninr DtpaJOtMnt 
750 Main stNet 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(JOJ) 244-1771 & 244-16)6 

Nove11be'1" 18, 1991 

Walter L. Dalby 
555 Pi~n A.enue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(JOJ) 4)4-2608 A 242-2992 

Replat Lot TMo rosteJ" SubdiYieion • .. 

Dear Lindas 

I wa111 shock~~td to l~~tarn that th~~t REPLAT LOT '1W FOSTER SUBDIVISION vas recorded on 
NovAmber ~th without ever passing thru your hands. It is ~ undeJOstanding that 
this was a violation of Mesa County review and recording proceduresJ and, it pre
vented verifying legal de~criptions and veriryi~ a clear re-dedication ot a por
tion or the Cascade Drive Right-Of-Way before the REP.IAT vas reoot'ded. 

The Board of County Commissioners, in its decision of June 18th, clearly intended 
thAt thA FAstern 10 feet or Lot Two of Foster Subdivision adjacent to the Cascadft 
Vrive Right-Of-Way be vacated to Mesa County for use as dedicated public ROW. 
That requirement is to restore the uniaproYed portion or Cascade Drift to a uni· 
form 50 root width along its entire length. 

I am gJOeatly concerned, after reviewing the REPI.AT that vas reoordecl, becausel 

A. The required vacation is depicted on the drawing in a very poor Mnne'l". No
thing is said in the Dedication section, and enough a11biguity exists on the 
drawing, that a~ :paJOty could question the width or the Cascade ROW and/o'l" 
challenge the validity or the Yacation. 

B. It is ~ 1n!o!"11tation that Margaret E. roster did not cnm all ot IDT A as de
scribed and depicted on the REPLAT at the tiM or recording. It is IIY unde'l"• 
standing that the'l"efore the legal desc'l"iption in the Dedication section is in
valid; theNfoJ"e LOT A as depicted is invalid; and, thel'tltore the ftcation to 
ROW is iftftlid. 

Consequently, a cleaJO and definite restoration ot the Cascade nri .. ROW to a uni
fortll 50 foot width has not occuzored. 

Ir the County elects not to have a conected Plat 'recorded and accepts deed (•),. 
afteJO the fact, to solve the ovneJOship proble11 ot LOT A, that procedure v1ll ~ 
solve the defects ot the REPLA.T relatin to the ROW w.oation beoau•el 



, 
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1. 

2. 

). 

4. 

DlL!!' - Pap 2 

There is no Bearin~~; and Dbtance on the North end of the at"ea to be ncated. 
The N 89°58•24" E Bearing and 1)5.68 toot Dlstanee at the Northern boundary of 
LOT A extends 10 teet beyond the lot • s Northeast corMr. 

'!here is no width apecified an;vwhere alon« Caacade ~"• 

or the se•en •5/8 IN. REBAR AND M>NUMENT CAP SKT BY LS 16835 I.N CONC."Itftl" 
shown on the drawing and specified in the Legend, only the 110nuHnt shown at 
the Northeast corner of the "E X C E P T I 0 N" parcel depicted on the REPLA1 
could be round as or November 1 ?th. tberefore' the new Eastern boundary of 
LOT A, and the ?acated area, cannot be deterained "on the «J""UM" •• the dra .. 
ing indicate• should be possible. 

The REPIAT' s only reference to any vacation whatsoewr is the label, in the 
future tense, located within LOT A eayingl "VACATED 10' ROW 1'0 B1 DIDICATED 
HERJ!X)N". 

Legal Counsel has adrlsed 11e that the w.cation on the reoorded Jti:PLAT ia a• 
biguous and •Y not stancl in the face of ohallenge. .. 

6. The Mesa County Assessor's Office cannot assure me that the .acation on the 
recorded REPLAT is unambi~ous; and has, in fact, suggested that a title co~ 
pany be consulted for an "opinion" as to the status of the .acation depicted. 

I su~pect that, given the lonl': and complicated history of the Cascade DriYe ROW 
issue, opinions or judgments rendered by third parties regal'd.ing the w.cation de
picted on the REPLAT are inadequate to settle the issue. 

It is also my feeling that re-dedication or the Cascade Dr-ift ROW to a uniforw~ 50 
foot width, in the 11anner it was done on the recorded REPLAT, vas not what the 
Board of Cormnissioners had in mind when the requirement was •de. 

In view of the roregoin,, I earnestly sul':gest that Mesa County require that the 
vacation of the Eastern 10 feet of LOT A be accomplished by an accurate WarrantY 
Deed to Mesa County from the undiepu.ted legal owner or owners ot LOT A. 

Thll9 requirement for such a Warranty Deed will eliminate any atllbi«Uity re~a!"di~ 
the Cascade Drive ROW and hopefully spare County Officials and adjacent property 
owners from rerlsitin« this issue again in the tutul"e. 

It I can prorlde any addi tiona! into!"'l&tion o!" assistance in thie •tteP, do 110t 
hesitate to call on ae. 

c.c.t Mesa County co..iaeioners 
Mesa County Attorney 
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Recordation of Replat of Lot 2, Foster S~bcl~V.~.~·~o.~. 
' ; " '.,.,),', '' 

:· .. ~ . . . . 

You recall my anger two weeks ago when I learned that Bill. Foste-r har 
filed a subdivision plat without the accompanying develqpmept ~ef~it 
and other plat documents. I never signed the development ~~rm~t. 
which would indicate that I had reviewed the plat anq 0~.·4 J}le 
accompanying documentation .. Bill Foster has confi~med,that the 
Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision, was recorded with ·~noo~plete 
representation of ownership. He supposedly hae recordecl a.deed thie 
week from S.L. Ventures to Margaret Foster to combine owner~hip qf 
Lot A. (Her lot was split illegally in December, 1990.), .... 

. I ' ' 



Dan Wilson, C1 ty Attorney 
C1 ty or Grand Junction 
City Hall 
2.50 North Firth Street 
Grand Junction, 00 81.501 
()0)) 244-1.505 

/~ I /, 
r- , I '··· ,...;-,._,_, 

November 25, 1991 

Qalby 
yon Aftnue 
/unction, CO 81.501 
~34-2608 & 242-2992 

Hi• Horizon Glen Sub<iivbion--Recorded Plat. 

Dear Dans 

I warned you it would happen. 

You aesul"ed 1118 that 1 t would not be allowed to happen. 

It happened t 

Detailed letter to follow. 

Sincerely, 

C. C. I Riahard JCrohn 



Dan W1lson1 City Attorney 
City ot Grand Junction 
250 North Fitth Street 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
()0)) 244-1505 

November )0, 1991 

/7~ 

Walter Dalby 
555 Pi~n Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
()OJ) 4)4-26o8 A 242-2992 

Bls Horizon Glen Subdivision--Recorded flat. 

Dear Dans 

In a meeting in your office on July 29, 1991, I provided ~u with extensive 
information warranting a particularly thorough examination for accuracy and 
compliance of the Plat of the Horizon Glen Subdivision when it was submitted 
for signatures of approval and recording. 

During that meetin~, we discussed four major concerns that I had regarding 
the upcoming Plat submission. Those concerns I expressed, and your responses 
to them, were as followss 

1. I expected that the Plat woul~ not contain accurate survey data; and, in
formed you that I was commissionin~ and would provide a current boundary 
survey of the Dalby property to assist the City in the review ot that 
Plat for survey accuracy. 

You stated that the Plat survey had better be accurate; that we could 
both rely on Jim Shanks, Director of Public Works & Utilities, to see to 
it that the Plat survey was accurate; and, that if the Plat survey was 
inaccurate, the ·~rrors would be corrected before the Plat was allowed to 
be recorded. 

2. I expected that the Plat was unlikely to contain a public ROW of suitable 
width and alignment to provide acceptable future traffic circulation to 
the Dalby property and on to North 12th Street; and, informed you of the 
extraordinary difficulties I had experienced in trying to cooperate in 
determining a suitable'alignment of that ROW. 

We 111\ltually discussed the process for determining the ROW align11ent, the 
role that Jim Shanks was to play, the width the ROW was to be, and the 
participation that I and my staff were to have in evaluating anJ proposed 
ROW. 

You assured me that I and my lAndscape Archi teet and my Engineer would be 
given opportunities to effectively participate in the evaluation and AP
proval of the ROW; committed to a ROW width requirement of at least 44-
feet; and, told me that I could rely on Jim Shanks to see to it that the 
ftOW was acceptable to tne. 
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). I expected that, when the Plat was submitted, continuous and urgent de
unds would be ude to immediately sign approval and record the Plat, 
thereby frustrating a thorough examination of the Plat before such appro
val and recording was granted. 

You tiral.y stated that, if such demands were "'Ade when the Plat vas under
going exaaination, then the Petitioner would just have to wait on the 
City's review process; assured me that I and my staff would be tully in
volved in the review process; and, that the City would be very thorough 
in its evaluation of this particular submission. 

4. I speculated that previous events sug~est~d that some form ot irre~lar
ity might occur in the process of approving and/or recording the Plat. 

You assured me that something like that would not be allowed to happen. 

I have drawn the above material from my August 6, 1991, letter to you which 
recapitulated that meetin~, and from the extensive notes I made concerning 
our conversation on July 29th. 

.. 
I now direct your attention to the attach~d copy of my letter to Jim Shanks 
dated July 25, 1991. That letter of recapitulation indicates that Mr. Shanks 
had already committed to me (with the two exceptions of the ROW width and who 
was specifically responsible for determininf, the accuracy of Plat survey 
data) the sAme assurances concernin~ Items #1 thru 114 above that you gave me. 
My notes of that meeting on July 19th show that Mr. Shanks firmly supported 
those assurances. 

I now direct your Attention to the attached copy of my letter to Bennett 
Boeschenstein dAted July 25, 1991. That letter of recapitulation indicates, 
and my notes confirm, that l-"JJ". Boeschenstein htHI already committed to me that 
Jim Shanks would effectively coordinate dAterminAtion of the ROW ali~nment 
with me, and that I and my stAff would contribut•• siP,nificantly to determin
ing the most logical alipnment of that RO~-specifically including physical 
examination of ROW layout(s) at the site. 

I have revi8Wed the Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat record8d in the records ot 
the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder on November 6, 1991. 

I shall now discuss that recorded Plat in four SECTIONS corresponding to 
Iteu #1 thru 14 listed above • . 

- -
SEctiON 1 ~ Accuracy of ~vex DBt4. 

On July 19, 1991, in a meeting with Jim Shanks, I discussed getting a current 
survey of the Dalby property for use in checking the Plat's .urwey accuracy. 
I asked what would happen if I had a survey that showed one thing and the sub
mitted Plat showed another? Mr. Shanks informed me then, and reiterated to 
me later, that boundar.y differences tell under the authority ot the County 
Surveyor, and that the County Surveyor was responsiblR for resol.tng such dis
agreements. Mr. Shanks directed that I take the ftlatter up with P'Ped WebeJe.; 
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I now direct your attention to rrry letter to Fred Weber dated Novellber 25, 
1991. That letter itemizes the survey errors on the recorded Plat and doou
aents rrry efforts to have boundary differences between properties resolved 
before the Plat was allowed to be recorded. A copy of that letter was attach
ed to m;y note to you of the same date. 

In a aeeting a.,nc you, rrry Attorney Richard Krohn, Bennett BDeschenstein, Ji111 
Shanks, and rrryself on October 14, 1991, I displayed a current boundary survey 
of the Dalby property that accurately depicted the boundaries between the Dal
by property and Horizon Glen Subdivision property. As I recall, no interest 
was shown by the asse111bled City Officials in having a copy of that survey for 
use in checking the accuracy of the Subdivision Plat when it was sub111itted. 

Given the information contained in my letter of Nove111ber 25th to Fred Weber, 
it is extremely doubtful that surveyor Dennis Johnson ever reviewed Sheet 2 
of the recorded Plat; he certainly could not have read Sheet 1 which he sign
ed certifying the Plat's accuracy. 

It appears that Sheet 2 of the recorded Plat was 111erely a casually updated 
drawing of one prepared by Armstrong Consultants, Inc., and used during the 
final public hearings process last June and July. This 111ay account for the 
failure of Mr. Johnson to review it before signing his certification to the 
separate Sheet 1. Mr. Johnson certainly knew that Horizon Glen Subdiv!sion's 
Plat neAded to conform to the bnarin~s and distances he agreed to in the pre
sence of Fred weber in September of this year. 

Summarx of SECTION Is 

A boundary survey was availablA to City Staff for use in determining the 
Plat's accuracy before recording, but the Plat was accepted and recorded 
without verification by City Staff. 

You and Jim Shanks both committed to me that the Plat survey would be 
accurate, but it was not. 

You cotn~~itted to 11'18 that if the Plat survey was inaccurate, it would not 
be allowed to be'· recorded, but it was. 

SECTION II - Participation in ROW Evaluation. 

On approximately August 28, 1991, Bennett Boeschenstein and Jim Shanks met 
with Bill Foster at the ROw' site. Hr. Foster provided a drawing of a proposed 
location of a ROW in the future development area of the Subdivision. Mr. 
Boeschenstein, in a later conversation with me on September 4, 1991, charac
terized the ROW portrayed on that drawing as little more than a "sketch" drawn 
in without distances labeled and without any stakes on the ground. Mr. Boes
chenstein stated that Mr. Shanks was not at all pleased with the drawing and 
the fact that the ROW alignment had not been field-staked. 

I now direct your attention to Bennett Boeschenstein's letter to Bill POster 
dated September 4, 1991 (you were copied). Please notice Ji• Shanks' review 
comments of August 30th attached to that letter--particularly it .. •))• ot 
those comments which statess 
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"The street alignment needs to be field staked. The purpose or our review 
of the street alignment is to insure that the alignment and future exten
sion is feasible given that there are wetlands in the immediate vicinity. 
The best way to do that is to field stake the alignment tor review. I 
cannot approve this alignment without knowing its relationship to the ex
isting topocraphy which includes the wetlands on this site and on the 
property to the north." 

Obviously, I and my staff--especially my Engineer--had the same need for field-. 
staking in order for us to effectively participate in evaluating a proposed 
ROW placement. 

In a meeting with Jim Shanks on September 9, 1991, I pointed out to him that 
the ROW on the drawing that he had evaluated was only 40-feet wide rather than 
the minimum 44-feet you had committed to on July 29th. Mr. Shanks and I 
then engaged in the same type of discussion of "ADT's" and road codes that you 
and I did on July 29th were the matter had already been settled. 

On September 16, 1991, I happened upon Bennett Boeschenstein and City Engineer 
Ik>n Newton while I was drivinP, pn~t the site. Mr. Boeschenstein and Mr. New
ton were attempting to evaluate another nrawin~ provinAd by Bill Foster. The 
drawing appeared to be the August 28th version updated with some distances and 
curve data. There were still r.o stakes showing the alignment of the ROW on 
the grounn and the ROW width wns still 40-feet. Mr. Newton commented that 
what had been submitted was not suitable for evaluation. 

On September 2?, 1991, Jim Shnnks called me to s~y that Bill Foster had had 
the center of the two ends of the proposed RON ~taked. In response to my 
question, Mr. Shanks stated that therfl werfl no intermediate points staked, 
nor any widths. 

Mr. Shanks requested that I p:o look at the end-points with him. When I ask
Ad why we were goinP, out to thn ~;1 tH when the HOW :11 i17.nment had not bAen 
field-staked as to curves and coursP, Mr. Shanks said that the suggested end
point at the Dalby property could be evaluated by itself. There was nothin~ 
here for my Engineer to evaluate, but I suggested that my Land Architect Ted 
Ciavonne accompany tls, and Mr. Shanks supported that idea. 

It had been a t'ull lftOnth since Mr. Shanks and others had begun ftValuating 
various versions of ROW proposals. It had been over four months since either 
my Engineer or my Landscape Architect had been to the site. You will recall 
that the end-point of the ROW at the Dalby property had been placed at a 
totally unreasonable and damaging location on the ODP sketch presented at the 
June 4, 1991, final City Planning Commission heari~. 

Since this was ~ tirst opportunity to participate to any degree in the eval
uation and review of any part of a ROW proposal, I did so with the understand
ing that Mr. Ciavonne and I would be assisting Mr. Shanks in getting a prelim
inary opinion regarding the general suitability of that end-point (i.e. its 
potential impact upon continuation ot future traffic circulation on to North 
12th Street and upon building sites on the Dalby property). 

On October 1 1 1991, Jilll Shanks, Ted Ciavonne, and I met at Mr. Shanks' office 
and then went together to the site to view the two end-point stakes. We dis
cussed why I considered 1 t very important that the ROW be at least 1.14-teet. 
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wide, the difficulty of the terrain, and speculated where the proposed ROW on 
the drawing aight actually be on that terrain. 

When it came to evaluating the end-point stake at the Dalby property, Mr. 
Shanks requested that we ignore wetlands considerations for the purposes of 
this visit. Hr. Ciavonne considered the proposed Northern end-point to be 
better than we had seen proposed before, pronounced it generally suitable for 
accessing building sites on the Dalby property, and made suggestions to Mr. 
Shanks regarding a ROW's best form of approach to that Northern end-point. 

We finished with a discussion regarding permanent monumenting of any ROW that 
was eventually accepted. We discussed the number and placement of such monu
ments necessary to identify the alignment of a ROW on the ground so that a 
street could be constructed without dispute as to its precise location. Mr. 
Shanks committed to requiring the eight permanent monuments necessary to de
fine the full width of a ROW of this nature and indicated their placement on 
the plat drawing he had brought to the site with him. 

After that October 1st visit to the site, Jim Shanks ~enerated an internal 
memo to Bennett Boeschenstein dated October J, 1991. I qu9te the content or 
that memo in its entirety: 

"1 have reviewed the layout of the proposed street between proposed lots 
17 and 18 at Horizon Glen subdivision. Th~ alip,nment as proposed is 
satisfactory. I rlid talk to ~ill Foster about widening the right-of-way 
from 40' to 44• to match our proposed strAet standards for a residential 
street. Bill said that he didn't have a problem with that and would make 
the change. I reviewed the location with Walt Dalby and Ted Ciavonne. 
Their only comment, other than the width being 44' was some additional 
width at the north end of the right-of-way. I don't think that it is a 
major point and I am willing to approve the right-of-way if it is amended 
to 44 ft." 

Apparently, Mr. Shanks had concluded that the October 1st visit to the site 
constituted fulfillment of all commitments made to me by him, Mr. Boeschen
stein, and yourself regardin~ my and my staff's participation in the evalu
ation and acceptabil1ty of the proposed ROW. Given Mr. Shanks' August JOth 
reQuirements for field-stakeing of the proposed ROW alignment in order to be 
able to evaluate it (see quoted material at the top of Page 4 of this l~tter), 
and my ~ineer's need as well, I expected that I and my staff would be ablft 
to evaluate the proposed October 1st alignment in relation to the difficult 
topography when the field-stakeing had been done. 

In the m8eting in your office on October 14, 1991, among you, Richard Krohn, 
Bennett Boeschenstein, Jim Shanks, and myself, the conclusions reached were& 

A ROW to the Dalby property that was acceptable was to be 44-teet wide. 

A City Survey Crew was to field-stake the center line ot the proposed ROW 
to the Dalby property in order for me and my starr to eYaluate, on the 
ground, the proposed alignment before signed approval was considered. It 
was recognized that Petitioner had not performed such required tield
stakeing and continued to deny me and JrY staff the abUi ty to tully eY&lu
ate the proposed alignment. 
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Once a ROW was accepted, eight perm.nent surveyor's mnu•nts vere to be 
set to define the 44-foot ROW on the ground before the Plat was to be 
considered tor signed approval. 

Since no utility easements Wftre bein, required for the ROW, Mr. Shanks 
was to provide Mr. Krohn with a letter stating City agreeaent that, when 
the street is constructed, all utilities can be placed within the ROW, 
and that a sidewalk will only be required on one side ot the street (The 
final version of that letter was received on November 20th.). 

Mr. Boesohenstein vas to provide me w1 th a copy or the Plat as soon as it 
was submitted tor review and signatures of approval. 

In the late afternoon or Friday, October 25, 1991, a copy of the Plat ot the 
Horizon Glen Subdivision, dated October 21, 1991, was delivered to Richard 
Krohn. I was informed by him on M:>nday, October 28, 1991 , and had DIY first 
look at the documents on that day. 

I was surprised and concerned about the submitted Plat becauses 

I and ~ starr had not yet been permitted to ~o on Horizon Glen property 
in order to examine and evaluate the actual alignment of the ROW to the 
Dalby property that had been field-staked by the City Survey Crew. 

The Plat itself showed no permanent monuments defining the boundaries of 
said ROW as required. 

The Plat did not contain language that clearly dedicated said ROW to the 
public. 

The Plat had already been signed as approved by Bennett Boeschenstein. 

Because of the continuing refu~al by PetitionP-r to voluntarily permit me and 
my staff on the ROW to the Dalby property, Richard Krohn contacted both 
Bennett Boeschenstein and Jim Shanks on November 1, 1991, requesting that such 
permission be required before signed approval was considered by Mr. Shanks or 
by City Engineering.·· 

Despite that fact, the Plat of the Horizon Glen Subdivision was recorded in 
the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder on the afternoon of November 
6, 1991, without such permission ever be required or achieved, and without an 
opportunity tor .a and ~ staff to evaluate the ROW alignment that had been 
accepted and approved by City Engineer Don Newton. , 

When I learned, late on the afternoon or November ?, 1991, that the Plat had 
actually been permitted to be recorded, I walked that ROW to the Dalby proper
ty (now named Horizon Glen Drive on the recorded Plat) at m.v first opportuni
ty. On the .orning of November 9, 1991, I discovered the followings 

The center line stakes set by the City Survey Crew appeared to define a 
bizaare Southern curve. I felt that the ourve could not possibly be cor
rectly defined. 

Only six of the required eight permanent monuments defining the boundaries 
of the ROW were set; the two required at theyterminus at Horizon Drive 

Southern 
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were missing. 

The six permanent monuments that had been set, all defined a ROW 40-teet 
wide; not the 44-toot width that is required and is portrayed on the re
corded Plat. 

I iamediately tried to raise these questions with Jim Shanks on the next day 
of business, but learned that he was on a hunting trip and would not be avail· 
able to me until November 20th. Mr. Shanks and I did ~~eet on November 20, 
1991, to discuss the above issues as well as other concerns that I had as the 
result of reviewing the Plat that had been allowed to be recorded. It was ~ 
clear impression that Mr. Shanks had not ever seen the center line stakes set 
by the City Survey Crew or the inconsistent labels that were written on them. 
Mr. Shanks and I agreed to arrange to go to the site to examine ~ findings. 

On November 26, 1991, Jim Shanks and I went to the site and met up with City 
Surveyor Gordon Graham and his Assistant Ed Wacker. We verified that the mid
curve stake on the South curve was indeed mis-placed; that the two required 
permanent monu~~ents at the Horizon Drive terminus were not set; and, that the 
remaining six required permanent monuments were placed only 20-feet from the 
center line of the ROW. Mr. Shanks committed to me on November 26th that: 
Petitioner will be required to re-set the six mis-placed permanent monuments 
at the proper location~; Petitioner will be required to properly set the two 
missing permanent monuments at Horizon Drive; ~nd, the mis-placed center line 
stake will be re-set by the City Survey Crew by the end of this month. 

Given the above, and given the fact that the recorded Plat is so inaccurate 
that it claims two different di~t~nces for the ~~me property boundary line, 
I want to know if the Curve and Tangent data and distances specified on the 
recorded Plat actually define a ROW that does, in fact, reach from Horizon 
Drive all the way to the Dalby rroperty. I shudder to think of the conse
quences if that ROW falls short at either end, and it turns out that addi
tional land is needed from Horizon Glen Subdivision property in order to 
construct the streetl 

During the November 26th examination of the aforementioned conditions at the 
site, several observ.tions were made about how tight the curves were, and Mr. 
Shanks asked where the large culvert which carries the water of the channel 
under Horizon Drive came out on the Horizon Glen Subdivision property in re
lation to the edge of the ROW. It surprised me greatly that Mr. Shanks, who 
was charged with the responsibility of judgi~ the adequacy and appropriate
ness of the tuture City street, appeared to be wholly unfamiliar with the 
final configuration and physical location of the Horizon Glen ~ive ROW. , 

Su!IIJft&ey ot SECtiON IIs 

Despite commitments from Mr. Boeschenstein, Mr. Shanks, and you, that I 
and ~ starr would participate effectively in the evaluation of a proposed 
ROW alignment, our sole participation was one look at two end-point stakes. 

The minimum acceptable 44-root ROW width that you had coaaitted to on 
July 29th was not required of Petitioner until October .)rd. 

Petitioner tailed to comply with the City's requirement to stake the cen
ter line ot the ROW for evaluation or the proposed alim-ent in relation 
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to the dittioul t topography and wetlands. 

Petitioner tailed to document the required ROW monumentation on the Plat 
and tailed to comply with accurate ROW monumentation required-on the 
ground. 

- - - - -
SECTION lU- Hasty Review, Approval. and Recording. 

During the oourse ot the seven business days between Octobor 28th when I 
learned that a Plat had been subMitted and November 6th when the Plat was re
corded, I heard frequent references about pleas by Petitioner and Petitioner's 
representatives to have the Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat quickly approved 
and recorded. 

It is curious whY such a sense of urgency should suddenly develop. There had 
been some three months ot relatively leisurely activity concerning the Subdi
vision after the final developMent plan had been approved by City Council. 
And, nearly tour months had elapsed since that July Jrd Council hearing before 
the Plat was submitted for review, appro~al, and recording. 

I am aware that heavy construction equipment had been active at the Subdivi
sion site since on or beforA August ?.1st. A "For SalA" sign was placed at 
the site on or before August ?)th. Another "Jo'or Sale" ~ign, one depicting the 
finAl Plat's lot configuration, was up by ~eptember 25th--complete with sales 
brochures. All this activity had occurred without the need for a recorded 
Plat, but suddenly the Plat must be approved and recorded immediately' 

In any event, the haste with which the Plat was recorded was such that the 
Community Development Department could not even wait for the person respon
sible for a replat in the Mesa County Planning Department to return a tele
phone call. 

Summary ot SECTION Ilia 

The Plat that was approved and recorded was not reviewed with the atten
tion and thoroughness that I was assured to expect; otherwise, the errors 
on the Plat itself and the monumentation errors at the site would not 
have been permitted to be approved. 

I and 11\Y starr were fully involved in the review and approval process, 
but not in the manner that I had anticipated: 

• 
We expended one month of effort in providing current ard accurate 
survey data of the area tor use in evaluating Plat survey accuracy, 
but· many errors appeared on the recorded Plat. 

We expended two months of effort in achieving the ROW being depicted 
as 44-teet wide on the Plat, but the ROW is monulll8nted 40-t .. t wide 
on tbe ground. 

We expended three months ot effort in achieving the necessary center 
line stakeing to properly evaluate the ROW, but then were not allowed 
to do so, 

- - - - - -
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- - - -
SECIION ll - Irreculari ties in Approval and Recording. 

Aa or the date ot recording of Novelftber 6, 1991, the tollowinc detects exist 
on the recorded HDriaon Glen Subdirision Plata 

Sheet 1 or the Plat does not situate the Subdivision correctly in the 
section ot the township. 

Sheet 1's detailed legal description does not agree with the Subdivision 
layout on Sheet 2. 

Sheet 2's survey data is inaccurate and disagrees within itselt. 

The permanent nonuments defininY, the Horizon Glen Drive ROW are missing 
from Sheet 2's Subdivision layout. 

As of November 9, 1991, the following defects existed at the Horizon Glen 
Subdivision sitea ~ 

The permanent monuments defining the.Horizon Glen Drive ROW on the ground 
were mis-placed and incomplete. 

The center line stakeinP, of Horizon Glen Drive ROW was incorrect. 

It was easy enough for me to determine the above defects shortly after the 
Plat was recorded. 

The question is why those defects were not addressed before signatures or 
approval were granted? 

Su!!ll!lary of Slg;TION IV: 

The recorded Plat was not within a reasonable standard of accuracy and 
compliance to merit approval and recording. 

CONCLUSIONS a 

The concerns stated in Items #1 thru f4 at the beginning or this letter have 
all been borne out on the recorded Plat of Horizon Glen Subdivision. 

I 

The knowledge that City Staff had acquired during the course or the public 
hearings process, together with the detailed information that I provided to 
you and Berin8tt Boeschenstein and Jim Shanks, clearly justified a particularly 
thorough examination of this Subdivision Plat for completeness, accuracy, and 
compliance before any signatures of approval were considered. 

The many defects evident on the recOIJ"ded Plat and the monu~~~entation errol'"s at 
the site demonstrate that the submitted Plat did not merit appl'"Oval--let alone 
recording in -the records of Mesa County. 
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R8CQMMENPATIONSa 

In view or the documented defects contained in the recorded Plat ot the 
Horizon Glen Subdivision, and in view or the irregularities that occurred in 
the approval and recording process, the Plat should not be allowed to stand. 
It harms the integrity or the boundaries betweAn the properties and it 
impares the precise undisputed location ot the Horizon Glen Drive 
right-ot-way. 

Since Affidavits or Correction to cure the recorded Plat's defects would be 
so many, such a remedy could well be more confuseing than clarifying. This 
suggests that the recording of a separate corrected Subdivision Plat would 
be the best course of action. 

Therefore, I recommend the followingl 

A. That the City of GrAnd Junction require that a Correction Plat for 
the Horizon Glen Subdivision be prepared and submitted tor approval. 

B. That said Correction Plat be reviewed to verify that the survey 
defects detailed in my letter to County Surveyor Fred Weber dated 
November 25, 1991, are corrected. 

C. That said Corr~ction Fl~t rlisplay the permanent monumentation of the 
Horizon Glen Driv~ ripht-of-way, and that correspondinP.lY accurate 
permanent monumentation be verified to exist on the property itself. 

D. That the CUrve and Tan~ent data and distances of Horizon Glen Drive 
right-of-way on said Correction Plat be verified to determine that 
the right-of-way does, in fact, reach from Horizon Drive all the 
way to the DRlby property. 

Please inform me and my Attorney, Richard Krohn, of the actions to be taken 
in this matter. 

.. Sincerely, 

w~~~-17 

Att.a Letter to Jia Shanks ot 7/25/91 
Letter to Bennett Boeschenstein or 7/25/91 

c.c.a Richard Krohn 



J••• L. Shank•, DlHctor 
Depart .. nt of PUblic WOrk• & Utilitie• 
C1 ty or Gr-and Junction 
2.50 loJ"t.h Fitth StNet 
Gl-and Junction, 00 81S01 
()OJ) 244-1.5.5? 

Walter L. Dalby 
555 Pinyon Avenue 
Gl-and Junction, CX) 81501 
()OJ) 4)4-2608 • 2'-2·2992 

M• Horizon Glen - Pbate II lticht-ot·Wv. 

Dear Jiaa 

This letter is to recapitulate our •eting in your ottioe''on July 19, 1991 • .. 
Your ~idance t1"011 C1 ty Council and the CoBJUni ty Dewlop~~ent DlpartMI'lt it 
thats 

1. SL Ventures is to provide, tor tull review, a n....,.cl ali~nt ot 
the Ph••• II R.o.w. to be dedicated to·the public. 

2. The Dalbys and thier representatins shall tally participate in the 
evaluation of the R.o.w. ali~nment with particular e.phasis upon the 
specific location ot the R.o.w. at the property•• bound&r7• 

J. The City Attorney shall be included in the re.tev proo••• and appro.
the Phase II Plat before it is Recol"'ded. 

4. 'nte R. 0. W. shall not be app!"Oftd nor a Plat be allowd to be Rectorded 
if the alignment is not reasonable and logical tor tbe topo«ra~hy or 
the Dalby propeJ"ty • 

.5. The Plat toJ" Phase I ot the HoJ"izon Glen subdi ri•ion thall •t be a.
corded betoN the Ph••• II Plat. 

Dn-ing OUJ" discu••ion, it is 113" und.erstand.in« ,.. agreed tbatl 
• 

6. lou will notify .. when the sul"ft~ R.o.w. is wbllitted, and that I 
and -:r repJ"esentati'f'8s will then Met with you at the •ite to 
phyfically exaldne the ali&nMnt portrayed on the nt.itted c:INW!III• 

? • The Phase II Plat will be tho'I"OUghly exaained tor acCNPaq ot the lrtt.P
ny pi"Ovided by SL Venture•; and, if said ft!"fty does not eoftfon to 
Dalby SUJ"'fty data, the County Su!"'N)'OJ" will Naolft the ditteMMe8. 

8. Should the Phase II Plat contairdng the Jt.O.W. be nbldttecl at the 
last ldnote with a J"equest tor 1-.diate RecOl"ding, then all boo!'d
inga ot Horizon Glen subdirlfion Plat. will be dela,.S ut.U 1~ 
1 thft 1 aboft haft been aGOOIIPli•hed. 
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I was reeently eontaeted by Mr. Bill Fostel", President ot SL VentuNa, Im. 
He intol"'led • that SL Ventures 1a Nady to aet a PhaH II R.o.w. al1~nt. 

Mr-. Fostel" stated that I would be allowed on theil" pl"'JM!"t.Y to ... where the 
R.o.w. waa beiftl aligned, bit !!!l.x U MI-a. Dalby and I ~1" up to SL Venture• 
l"ighta and inteNate in OUl" pl"'perty vhioh haft al!"Hdy been Mttled in 
Public Heal"il'l«l. 

In view or this l"~Uil"eMnt by SL Ventul"es, it appeal"S that the R.o.w. align
ment that v:Ul be subllitted, will be solel7 the ehoice or SL Ventarea. 

It also appeal"a that it will be neoeeea'l"'1 to!' Ml-e. Dalby and • te rely 
heaYily upon the eight pointe descl"ibed abo.s. 

I shall vait to!' you to contact .. when a K.o.w. alignaeftt hal been nbmtted. 

Wal tel" L. Dalby 

cc1 Benn8tt Boeschenstein 



Bennett BDesoheJtwtein, D1Notor 
Co.aun1 ty DewlopMnt Dep&l"tllent 
C1 ty or G!'and Junction 
250 Jol"th Fifth stNet 
Grand Junction, CO 81.501 
()0)) 244-14)0 

Waltv L. ~by 
555 PiJI10ft lwmte 
<h-and Junction, 00 81501 
()0)) 4 )4-2608 ' 242-2992 

REI Horizon Glen - Phase II Richt-ot-WU. 

Dear S.nnettl 

On July 2)rd, I vas contacted by B1l1 roster. He into,...:a • that SL Ventmoee 
is ready to set a Phase II R.o.w. alignaent. 

Bill stated that I would be allowed on thAir property to see where the R.o.w. 
was bei~ ali~Md, but only if Mrs. Dalby and I give up to SL Ventures 
rights and interests in our property which have already been eettled in 
Public Hearings. · 

It did not seeM reAsonable th~t we be required to make such an agreeaent in 
order to see where the R.O.W. is being proposed by SL Ventures; therefore, I 
declined to do so. DftmAnds of this nature have been continually made ot us 
as a requirement for SL Ventures to reveal to us the alignaent ot the R.O.W. 
they propose. I do not think that such behaTior is what City Council had in 
mind. in the 1110tions ot the June 5th and July )rd Hearings. 

Mrs. Dalby and I ehall rely upon the . assurances you expressed to • 1B oar 
meeting in your office on July 8, 1991. 

Before that con-Nrsation becomes stale in llY' lleiiOJ"Yt let .. reoapitulat. that 
moetin~. 

After intoJ"'Iing • that City Council, in the July )rd Hearin«t had vanted 
approval or the Final Plan & Plat tor the Horizon Glen subdivieion; both the 
Phase I Dewlopunt and the Phase II ODP, you .. ntioned the Hleftllt Ocnmoil 
stipulations I 

A. 'ftlat a R.O.W. ehal.l be dedicated to the ptblic 1n the Pbue n Plat 
to proYide tor tuture traffic circulation. 

B. '.fttat the Phase I Plan & Plat shall not be Recorded urstil the Phase II 
R.o.w. hu been approftd and the Pbaee II Plat bae been leooPCied. 

C. That SL Ventures pay tor the engineering, the ftl"ft7• and the ~ 
ation or the Plat or Pbaee II containing the pablio a.o. w. 
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~ring our diaauasion, it is ...,. understamiftl that 10\1 aaftl"td • tbatl 

1. I and IIY representatins are to contribute to dete!'llininc the ••t 
logical looation ot the Phaae II a.o.w.; aM., that no l.o.w. will be 
appro-..4 w1 tbftt oar 1npat. 

2. Mr. Jia Shanks, Director ot Public Works & Utllitiea, v11l ooordinat• 
with us and SL Ventures in order to ali~n the Phase II I.O.W.a in
cluding physical examination of the R.O.W. layout at tbe aite. 

J. Should SL Ventures fail to proTide an acceptable sur.-.,.4 drawing or 
the Phase II R.o.w., then Mr. Shanks will stake it h1uelt and haw 
SL Ventures pay to shoot the eurYey or that altrn-ant. 

4. City Attorney Dan Wilson wU.l be ift'f'Olftd in the approw.l proo .. • 
vben the Phase n Plat 1e nbllitted. 

I co11111ented to you in the meeting that neither I nor a~ ot w:r pepreaentati.,.s 
han ever seen a surnyed alignment of a Phase II R.o.w. Uthough w ha.,. been 
told by SL Ventures that one has existed since April. Consequently, deapite 
the fact that ~ staff and I hAve been ready tor three .anths to add our input 
on th~ location of the R.o.w., I have always been asked to aeoept an al1gn.ent 
that SL Ventures hAs kept entirely to itself. As I recall, you stated that 
you have never seen the survoyed R.o.w. drawing held by ~trot~~ Connltant., 
Inc. · 

As you suggested in the meetin~, I have -.t with Jia Shanka. A recapitulation 
of that •eeting is attached tor your intorution. 

Sincerely, 

cc 1 Richard H. lrohn 



November 25, 1991 

Fred Webe!", County Surveyo!" 
Mesa County Surveyi~ Department 
5)1 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
(JOJ) 244-1822 

Wd te:r Dalby 
555 Pinyon AYenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81.501 
( )0)) 4 )4-2608 & 242-2992 

~~ Horizon Glen Subdivision--Recorded Plat. 

Dear Preds 

I have :reviewed the recently recorded Horizon Glen Subdivi'sion Plat and was 
amazed to find that: 

Monum~nt~, b~~rinv~, And ni~tAncAs thAt had been previously agreed to and 
nccApted by surveyor ~nni~ W. Johnson are cha~ed on the !"eoorded Plat 
that w~s prepared bv Ar~stron~ Consultants, Inc. 

The recorded Plat contain~ An important and da~av.i~ inteJ"n&l inconsisten
cy wh~re the sum of intermediate distances shown do not add up to the 
total distance shown. 

I shall discuss the abovP item~ in detail lAter in this letter. 

1 Also noticed several other ohvious errors on the recorded Plat. Sheet 1 
places the entire Subdivision in the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 2, but pa!"t of 
it is actually situated in the NE 1/4 NE 1/4 as the result of annexing County 
property for Lots 7 thru 9 into the Subdivision. Sheet 1's Legal Description 
contains one clearly incorrect bearin~, on~ bearinv, th~t d1S&Rrees with the 
corresponding bearing shown on Sheet ?., and three bearings that are of exact
ly opposite compass headings of those shown on Sheet 2. The Surveyor's Certi
ficate certifies that the Subdivision is a part of the County or Oolo!"ado. 

I would like to refresh your memory as to what I attempted to accoiiPlish 1"8-

garding the Horizon Glen Subdivision's Final Plat. 

I first came to you on July ')1st with a 19?2 t'mrvey or our properly and with 
several drawings eoncernin~ Horizon Glen that had been submitted to the COm
munity Development Department. Those drawin~s had been used in the City Coun
cil hearing on July )rd where final approval was granted tor the Subdi~eion. 

Those Horizon Glen drawin"s had All been preparftd by A~stro~ Consultants, 
Inc., and I was concerned because those drawings not only contained incon
sistencies among and within themselves, but also disa~reed with a boundary 
survey or the properties I had seen that had been performed b.1 one Dennis W. 
Johnson of Century Surveying. Mr. Johnson's sUl"fty, dated Ma!"Oh 24, 1991~ 
also u!"kedly disagreed w1 th 1IS.Y 19?2 survey. 



As th .. result or discusdnl'; the drawi~s prepAr8d ~ Armstron~; Consultants' 
the shorteomi~s of my 1972 survey, and upon determinin~ thAt you were the 
proper Official to resolve any differences between surveys, I subsequently 
commissioned a current survey or our property by Merritt P. Dh•nt or Inttn'"
mountain Technioal Senices, Inc. (I'l'S). 

As you will recall, ~objective was to provide an accurate current aur¥eY or 
our property for use in establishing undisputed property boundaries between 
our land and that of the upcominl'; Final Plat of the Horizon Glen Subd1Yis1on; 
and, to accurately locate a road ROW in that Subdivision (That ROW vas later 
~iven the name of Horizon Glen Drive.). It was~ understanding trom you that 
it was much preferred that surveys be matched to~ether and accepted b.1 all 
parties before the act of recording the Subdivision Plat. 

Accordin~ly, I instructed Merritt Dismant to prepare the most accurate SUrYeY 
possible. He therefore tied-down the entire quarter-quarter-section in which 
the subject properties are located. Mr. Dismant commented to •e at the ti .. 
of his preliminary survey, on Au~st 29th, that it was surprising that no 
Johnson monuments had been found from Mr. Johnson • s March·· 24th SUrY8Y • 

IAJ.rinv, September, I understand that Mr. Dismant and other ITS personnel had 
severAl conver~ation~ anrl ~~~~~tin~s with you and with Mr. Johnson; and, that 
Mr. John~on was presPnt in your office with you and ITS personnel when the 
followinl'; items were mutually av,reed to and accepted by Dennis Johnson and 
Merritt Dismantr 

A. Thf'l monument that had previously been set by suf'V8YOr Udell WUliau at 
the SW Corner of the DAlby property. 

B. ThP three bearinv,s and dist~nces specified on Johnson's March 24th bound
~ry survey which defined the Western boundary of the Dalby property. 

c. The monument set September Jrd by Merritt Obmant at the SB CoPMr or the 
Dslby property. 

The acceptance by all parties of the above items produced proper closure on 
the Dismant survey and necessarily determined that the total distance of the 
Southern boundary of the ERlby property (i.e. from the Williams monument to 
the Dismant monument) must be the 870.44 feet portrayed on the Oismant aul"fty. 
This therefore established that the total distance or the Northern boundary 
of Horizon Glen • s IDT 17 + the 44-root road ROW + LOT 18 IIIUst also equal ex
actly 870.44 feet, becaus~ it is the exact same boundary line. 

The BASIS OF BEARitliS for both the D.lst'lll.nt survey and the March 24th Johnson 
survey is the North Line of the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 2, Township 1 South, 
Ranp:e 1 West, Ute Meridian. The same bearinp: of N 8~ .54'26" I wa• epecitied 
as the basis tor both surveys. The only difference was that the Dis .. nt sur
showed a total distance of 1J15.J1 feet tor that North Line while the John•on 
survey showed 1J15.JO feet (an insi~nificant difference of .01 toot). Gi.en 
this, then the followi~ distances alo~ said North Line were eatabliahed ••• 

hom the BLM survey monument at the H 1/16 Corner or Section 2 to the NW 
Corner or the Dalby property .ust equal 470.0) feet (This distance vaa 
established by the Dismant survey; Johnson had not tied-down that dis
tance in his survey and no interllediate distances are ahown tor that llortb 



Lin& on the reco!"ded Plat.). 

Given the above, !'rom the NW Corner or the Ol.lby property to the Mesa 
County surny 1110nument at the N 1/16 Corner on the East Line of Section 2 
must therefore equal 845.28 feet tor the Ddsmant survey (i.e. 1)15.)1' -
470.0)' • 845.28') and equal 845.27 feet tor the Hori~on Glen Subdirlaion 
Plat (i.e. 1)15.)0'- 470.03' • 845.27'). Why the .01 foot diftereftCe 
was carried onto the Subdivision• s Final Plat is beyond •· 

It should also be noted that the March 24th Johnson sUrY87 contained the 
error of showing a bftarinv one-second greater on that North Line than waa 
specified under his BASIS OF BEARINGS label. This error vaa also trans
ferred to the Final Plat along with t.he .01 foot diftereftCe. 

In October, you were provided with the ~smant survey (which you had YWr1 
thorou~hly reviewed for accuracy) for your use in reviewiftR the aub•ission 
of the Horizon Glen Subdivision Final Plat. Since Mr. ~saant and Mr. Johnson, 
with your assistance, had already resolved all ite~ whioh effected undis
puted boundaries between the Dilley property and that of Hbrbon Glen SUbdi'ri
sion, I therefore anticipated that the Final Plat that was recorded would 
exactly match the boundaries and distances of the Dismant survey. 

It 1~ unfortunate thAt ~nni~ John~on w~~ unavailable and reportedly out of 
town whAn you were reviewinv. th~ Hori?.on Glen Subdivision Final Plat prepared 
and ~ub~itted for recordin~ hy Armstrong Consultants. Otherwise, the changes 
thAt AMYJstro~ was makin~ and the dftfects thAt showed up on the reoorded Plat 
might hAve been avoided. 

In any event, the items on the recorded Plat which most concern me arer 

1. The beArin~ and di~tAnc~ AV.rAAd to and accepted for the boundary line 
from thA rAsternmost junction of Horizon GlAn's LOT 11 and LOT 12 thence 
to thA sw CornAr of the ~lby property, WAS the beari"R s ocf0)'22" E 
for a distance of 60.57 feet. This bearing and distance was accepted 
exactly from Mr. Johnson's March 24th survey (The beari"R appears on the 
Dismant survey as N 0000)'22" W for the same 60.57 foot diatance.). 

On the Armstrong reeorded Plat, that bearin~ has ehanged to S OoP02'J2" ~ 
with a distance of 60.60 feet. That beari~ is totally in~atible with 
the previously agreed S 00°01'22" 1 bearing. 

2. The monu111ent that was agrMd to and accepted at the SW CorneP ot the Dalby 
propArty was the one tnat had previously been set by Udell W1111a ... 

That monu111ent is no lon~er visible on the ground and has, in tact, been 
replaced by a Johnson monu~~~ent set in concrete. 'ntis nev •nu•nt 1a not 
renected on the Arllstrong recorded Plat. 

J. The monu11ent that was a~reed to and accepted at the Sl Coi"'M1" or the Dalby 
property was the one set by MePritt D1s~~&nt on SeptellbeP )1-d. 

A Johnson .onu~~ent set in concrete has, in fact, been placed on the ~nd 
East of the OisliJ&nt monut~~ent. This new .,nuMnt ia reflected on the Arw
strong recorded Plat. 
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4. The A!"''llstroftg recorded Plat indicates that the entin NoJ"th Line or the 
SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Sftction ? (i.e. the BASIS OF BEARING line) ia within 
1 second and .01 foot of the bearing and distance of the Di.aMnt SUI"ftY• 

Because the J"eeorded Plat contains no int~~diate distances on that North 
Lin8, the!"e is no conveniftnt way to accurately deteJOaine the distance on 
the Plat f!"Oa the West terminus of that North Line to the NW Corner or the 
Dalby p!"Operty; nor frota the NW Corner of the Dalby property to the last 
terminus or that North Line. 

If the previously agreed to and accepted distances along that North Line 
have been changed on the recorded Plat (as vas the SoutheJ"ft boundal"1 or 
the Dalby property line--see item #5 immediately following), it cannot be 
determined troa just looking at the recorded Plat. 

~ previous "BASIS OF BEARINGS" discussion beginning in the next to last 
para~raph ot Page 2 of this letter established what the distances in 
question above have to be in order for the recorded Plat to be corNet. 

5. 'nle monut~Ntnts th11t had been a!ll':reed to and accepted in ''iteiU 1'2 and f'J 
above define the entire Southern boundary of the Dalby property; and 
consequently, the entire Northern boundary or Horizon Glen's LOT 17 + 
the road ROW + LOT 18. 

ThA Armstrong recordAd PlAt not only disa,;rees w1 th the previously accept
ed total distance, but 11lso disa~ees with itseltt 

a. The recorded Plat shows the entire Southern boundary ot the Dalby 
property to be 870.51 feet. 

h. ThA rAcordAd PlAt ~hot.T'"; thA NorthArn hounrl~try or Horizon Gl~n· 8 LOT 17 
to be )80.00 fAAt, th~ ro~d ROW to bA 44.00 feet, and LOT 18 to be 
h46.28 feet. ThAsA distances, which comprise exactly the same bound
ary line described in a. immediately above, total 8?0.28 teet. 

c. Please recall "that the distance which Mr. Johnson had agreed to and 
accepted in September was 870.44 feet (see the third paragraph troa 
the bottoa on Pa~e 2 of this letter). 

ftr Legal Counsel is particularly concerned about the aboft discrepancies 
in distances because it ~kes the precise legal location or the Horicon 
Glen Drive ROW not only ambiguous. but indeterminate. 

I 

In llddition, errors of that nature beg the question or whether the eu .... 
and Ta~ent data and distances specified on the recorded Plat describe a 
road ROW that actually reaches fro• Horizon Dri•e all the way to the 
Dalby propeJ"ty. 

In conclusion• I reel that items f1 thru f5 above destroy the int~ity ot the 
boundary lines between the Dalby pro,erty and that or Horicon Glen Subdiri
sion. 1 also rear that the legal location or the Horicon Glen DPi.a ROW ba• 
been !~~pared. 

Given the apparent quality or .A.rtiiStrong's work. I request that the ROW atne 
and Tangent data as describ8d on the recorded Plat be ftl'iriect to detftoldM 
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that Horiaon Glen ~i.e does, in tact, reach fro• Horiaon Dri.e all the ._, 
to the Dalby Property. 

I a• confident that ,.,u will take all necessaJ"Y a tepa to 1 

Fil"llly N-eatablbh the condi tiou aiJ"Hd to between Dennie Jobrwon &ftd 
Merritt Dlnant in September. 

See to it that the boundar18s between Dalby property and Horicon Glen 
Subdivision property on the recorded Plat •tch the boundariea epeoitied 
on the Diaunt surTey. 

Verity that the Horizon Glen Dri.e RCW data on the recorded Plat ia 
co~letely aocurate. 

Please in.tot"'l M ot the actions to be taken in this Mtter. 

c. c. a Dan Wilson 
Bennett Boeaohen.tein 
MeJTi tt Dinant 
Riohal"d Krohn 
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Centrol Banks Corporate Resolution Authorizing Establishment 
of Depository Accounts and Signing of Checks 

r-----------------------------. 
BANK USE ONLY 

Date 11-6-91 Type DDA 

Account No. 9146592 
Officer No. --=-876..::.6 ________ _ 

LA Initials 

S.L. Ventures, Inc. 
(EXACT CORPORATE NAME) 

422 White Aye •• Suite 323. Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(ADDRESS) 

84-0785327 
(TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER) 

RESOLVED, that Central Bank Grand Junction, N.A. Grand JunctioXJ. 
(BANK NAME) ICITYI 

COLORADO (hereinafter called "Bank"), be and it is hereby designated as depository for the funds of the above named 
corporation, including by way of explanation and not limitation, demand, savings and time deposits, and that the Bank be 
and it is hereby authorized to accept for credit to this corporation and/or collection any and all bills and notes payable to 
the corporation or in which it may have an interest when endorsed in the name of this corporation in writing, by rubber 
stamp or otherwise, with or without a designation of the party making such endorsement. and that all transactions in 
connection therewith shall be governed by the conditions, rules, regulations, customs and practices now or hereafter 
adopted or practiced by the Bank, including but not limited to those pertaining to collections, interest and service charges, 
etc. and that, as duly and regularly elected and/or appointed: 

PRINT OR TYPE below ONLY the names and titles of persons authorized to sign. 
(If you intend to use facsimile signatures or rubber stamps, place them below.) 

William E. Forster, II President -----------------------------------------NAME TITl~ 

or Timothy E. Foster Secretary 

and Mark Achen 

(Here indicate which of the above must sign. Thus: any one; any two; etc.) 

TWO 
be and they are hereby authorized to withdraw said funds from said depository on the check or order of the corporation, 
signed as aforesaid, or by appropriate authorization, and that the said officers authorized to withdraw funds be and they 
are hereby authorized to endorse and receive payment of bills and notes payable to the corporation, and the said bank is 
hereby authorized to pay any such instruments so signed or endorsed and presented to it for payment, including those 
drawn to the individual order of any officer or other person authorized to sign the same; and that said bank is relieved from 
any duty to inquire as to dispositions of proceeds of instruments so drawn, signed, or endorsed; and be it. 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That when a rubber stamp or facsimile Signature is used, the Bank need not ascertain the 
authority of the party affixing the signature and the corporation shall hold Bank harmless from any claim arising therefrom; 
and be it. 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That said authority conferred shall remain in full force until written notice of the revocation 
thereof by the Board of Directors of this Corporation shall have been received by said depository, and that the Secretary 
be and is hereby authorized to deliver to the Bank a certified copy of this resolution and to certify to the Bank the true and 
correct signatures of the above named officers. 

Secretary's Certificate 

1, ___ .;::T=i=m:.::o...::t:.:.h::..~Y~E::..:.... -=-F-=-o~s..::t:.::e:.::r:..__ _________ , do hereby certify that I am the duly appointed, qualified 

and acting Secretary of S.L.Ventures, Inc. 
(CORPORATION) 

a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Colorado and I further 
certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a resolution adopted at a meeting of the Board of Directors of 
the corporation duly and regularly held on the __ day of , 19 __ at which a quorum of 
the said corporation was present and acting, and I further certify that said Resolution is in full force and effect and has 
not been vacated or set aside and that the signatures of the respective officers of said corporation appearing on the 
signature cards attached hereto are the true signatures of the respective officers whose signalUieS they purport to be. 

CORPORATE SEAL 
PRESIDENT"S SIGNATURE 

CORPORATE SECRETARY'S SIGNATURE 

NA-04·20 (NOV 69) 
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0• Centrallnrnk-_ 
·~ '! ~!~~.~ .. ~~nction ,_ 

Member F.D.LC. 
Official Receipt 

Deluxe 881093E 

DEPOSITS MAY NOT BE AVAILABLE 
FOR IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL 

Checks and other items received for deposit are subject to the terms and conditions of this bank's rules and 
regulations governing bank accounts, "To Our Depositors", as they may be amended from time to time. All items 
accepted for deposit are subject to later count and verification. 

* 04 30 
047 

DDA 
DDA 

071-0175 NS 

322 01 032 07NOV9i 09.21 

0914659-2 
CHK DEP 

CREDIT $**i38.370.00 
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Dan Wilson, City Attorney 
C1 ty of Grand Junction 
City Hall 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
(303) 244-1505 

November 25, 1991 

Walter Dalby 
555 Pinyon Avenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
(303) 4 34-2608 & 242-2992 

HAND DELIVERY 

RE: Horizon Glen Subdivision--Recorded Plat. 

Dear Dan: 

I warned you it would happen. 

You assured me that it would not be allowed to happen. 

It happenedl 

Detailed letter to follow. 

Sincerely, 

c.c.: Richard Krohn 



November 25, 1991 

Fred Weber, County Surveyor 
Mesa County Surveying Department 
531 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
(JOJ) 244-1822 

Walter Dal. by 
555. Pinyon Avenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
(JOJ) 4]4-2608 & 242-2992· 

~: Horizon Glen Subdivision--Recorded Plat. 

Dear Fred: 

I have reviewed the recently recorded Horizon Glen Subdivfsion Plat and was 
amazed to find that: 

Monuments, bearin~s, and distances that had been previously agreed to and 
accepted by surveyor Dennis W. Johnson are changed on the recorded Plat 
that was prepared by Armstrong Consultants, Inc. 

The recorded Plat contains an important and damaging internal inconsisten
cy where the sum of intermediate distances shown do not add up to the 
total distance shown. 

I shall discuss the above items in detail later in this letter. 

I also notieed s~veral othe~ obvious errors on the recorded Plat. Sheet 1 
places the entire Subdivision in the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 2, but part of 
it is actually situated in the .NE 1/4 NE 1/4 as the result of annexing County 
property for Lots 7 thru 9 into the Subdivision. Sheet 1's Legal Description 
contains one clearly incorrect bearing, one bearing that disagrees with the 
corresponding bearing shown on Sheet 2, and three bearings that are of exact
ly opposite compass headings of those shown on Sheet 2. The Surveyor's Certi
ficate certifies that the Subdivision is a part of the County of Colorado. 

I would like to refresh your memory as to what I attempted to accomplish re
ga~ing the Horizon Glen Subdivision's Final Plat. 

I first came to you on July 31st with a 19?2 survey of our property and with 
several drawings concerning Horizon Glen that had been submitted to the Com
munity Development Department. Those drawings had been used in the City Coun
cil hearing on July Jrd where final approval was granted for the Subdivision. 

Those Horizon Glen drawings had all been prepared by Armstrong Consultants, 
Inc., and I was concerned because those drawings not only contained incon
sistencies among and within themselves, but also disagreed with a boundary 
survey of the properties I had seen that had been performed by one Dennis W. 
Johnson of Century Surveying. Mr. Johnson's survey, dated March 24, 1991, 
also markedly disagreed with my 1972 survey. 
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As the result qf discussing the drawings prepared by Armstrong Consultants, 
the shortcomings of my 1972 survey, and upon determining that you were the 
proper Official to resolve any differences between surveys, I subsequently 
cllmmi.ssioned a current survey of our property by Merritt P. Dismant of Inter-. 
mbuntain Technical Services, Inc. (ITS). 

As you will recall, MY' objective was to provide an accurate current survey of 
our property for use in establishing undisputed property boundaries between 
our land and that of the upcoming Final Plat of the Horizon Glen Subdivision; 
and, to accurately locate a road ROW in that Subdivision (That ROW was later 
given the name of Horizon Glen Drive.}. It was my understanding from you that 
it was much preferred that surveys be matched together and accepted by all 
parties before the act of recording the Subdivision Plat. 

Accordingly, I instructed Merritt Dismant to prepare the most accurate survey 
possible. He therefore tied-down the entire quarter-quarter-section in which 
the subject properties are located. Mr. Dismant commented to me at the time 
of his preliminary survey, on August 29th, that it was surprising that no 
Johnson monuments had been found from Mr. Johnson's March 24th survw,r • .. 
During September, I understand that Mr. Dismant and other ITS personnel had 
several conversations and meetings with you and with Mr. Johnson; and, that 
Mr. Johnson was present in your office with you and ITS personnel when the 
following items were mutually agreed to and accepted by Dennis Johnson and 
Merritt Dismant: 

A. The monument that had previously been set by surveyor Udell Williams at 
the SW Corner of the Dalby property. 

B. The three bearings and distances specified on Johnson's March 24th bound
ary survey which defined the Western boundary of the Dill by property. 

c. The monument set September )rd by Merritt Dismant at the SE ~ of the 
Dalby property. 

The acceptance by all parties of the above items produced proper closure on 
the Dismant survey and necessarily determined that the total distance of the 
Southern boundary of the Dalby property (i.e. from the Williams monument to 
the Dismant monument) must be the 870.44 .feet portrayed on the Dismant survey. 
This therefore established that the total distance of the Northern boundary 
of' Horizon Glen's roT 17 + the 44-foot road ROW + LOT 18 must also equal ex
actly 870.44 feet, because it is the exact same boundary line. 

The BASIS OF BEARINGS for both the Dismant survey and the March 24th Johnson 
survey is the North Line of the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 2, Township 1 South, 
Range 1 West, Ute Meridian. The same bearing of N 8<1' .54'26" E was specified 
as the basis f'or both surveys. The only difference was that the Dismant sur
showed a total distance of 1315.31 f'eet for that North Line while the Johnson 
survey showed 1315.)0 feet (an insignificant difference of .01 foot). Given 
this, then the following distances along said North Line were established as: 

From the BLM survey monument at the N 1/16 Corner of Section 2 to the NW 
Corner of the Dalby property must equal 470.03 feet (This distance was 
established by the Dismant survey; Johnson had not tied-down that dis
tance in his survey and no intermediate distances are shown for that North 
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Line on the recorded Plat.). 

Given the above, from the NW Corner of the Dalby property to the Mesa 
l County survey monument at the N 1/16 Corner on the East Line of Section 2 
must therefore equal 845.28 feet for the Dismant survey (i.e. 1)15.31' -
470.03' • 845.28') and equal 845.27 feet for the Horizon Glen Subdivision 
Plat (i.e. 1J15.J0'- 470.0)' • 845.27'). Why the .01 foot difference 
was carried onto the Subdivision's Final Plat is beyond •· 

It should also be noted that the March 24th Johnson survey contained the 
error of showing a bearin,; one-second greater on that North Line than was 
specified under his BASIS OF BEARINGS label. This error was also trans
ferred to the Final Plat along with the .01 foot difference. 

In October, you were provided with the Dismant survey (which you had very 
thoroughly renewed for accuracy) for your use in reviewing the submission 
of the Horizon Glen Subdivision Final Plat. Since Mr. Dismant and Mr. Johnson, 
with your assistance, had already resolved all items which effected undis
puted boundaries between the Dalby property and that of Horizon Glen Subdivi
sion, I therefore anticipated that the Final Plat that was' recorded would 
exactly match the boundaries and distances of the Disunt survey. 

It is unfortunate that Dennis Johnson was unavailable and reportedly out of 
town when you were reviewing the Horizon Glen Subdivision Final Plat prepared 
and submitted for recording by Armstrong Consultants. Otherwise, the changes 
that Armstrong was making and the defects that showed up on the recorded Plat 
might have been avoided. 

In any event, the items on the recorded Plat which most concern me ares 

1. The bearing and distance agreed to and accepted for the boundary line 
from the Easternmost junction of Horizon Glen's LOT 11 and LOT 12 thence 
to the SW Corner of the Dalby property, was the bearing S O<f0J'22" E 
for a distance of 60.57 feet. This bearing and distance was accepted 
exactly from Mr. Johnson's March 24th survey (The bearing appears on the 
Dismant survey as N 00003'22" W for the same 60.57 foot distance.). 

On the Armstrong recorded Plat, that bearing has changed to S Oo"0.2,'.J2" H 
with a distance of 60.60 feet. That bearing is totally incompatible with 
the previously agreed S OaP01'22" ! bearing. 

2. The monument that was agreed to and accepted at the SW Corner of the Dalby 
property was the one that had previously been set by Udell Williams. 

That lllOnument is no longer visible on the ground am has, in fact, been 
replaced by a Johnson monument set in concrete. This new monument is not 
reflected on the Armstrong recorded Plat. 

3. The monument that was agreed to and accepted at the SE Corner of the Dalby 
property was the one set by Merritt Dismant on September )rd. 

A Johnson monument set in concrete has, in fact, been placed on the ground 
East of the Dismant monument. This new monument is reflected on the Arm
strong recorded Plat. 
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4. The Armstrong recorded Plat indicates that the entire North Line ot the 
SE 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 2 (i.e. the BASIS OF BEARING line) is within 
1 second and • 01 foot of the bearing and distance of the D1s1111.nt surve¥. . 

i 
Because the recorded Plat contains no intermediate distances on that North 
Line, there is no convenient way to accurately determine the distance on 
the Plat froa the West terminus of that North Line to the NW Corner of the 
Dalby property; nor from the NW Corner of the Dalby property to the East 
terminus of that North Line. 

If the previously agreed to and accepted distances along that North Line 
have been changed on the recorded Plat (as was the Southern boundary of 
the Dalby property line--see item 15 immediately following), it cannot be 
determined from just looking at the recorded Plat. 

MY previous "BASIS OF BEARINGS" discussion beginning in the next to last 
paragraph of Page 2 of this letter established what the distances in 
question above have to be in order for the recorded Plat to be correct. 

5. The monuments that had been agreed to and accepted in ··itelllS 12 and #J 
above define the entire Southern boundary of the Dalby property; and 
consequently, the entire Northern boundary of Horizon Glen's LOT 17 + 
the road ROW + LOT 18. 

The Armstrong recorded Plat not only disagrees with the previously accept
ed total distance, but also disagrees with itself: 

a. The recorded Plat shows the entire Southern boundary of the Dalby 
property to be 870.51 feet. 

b. The recorded Plat shows the Northern boundary of Horizon Glen • s LOT 17 
to be )80.00 feet, the road ROW to be 44.00 feet, and LOT 18 to be 
446.28 feet. These distances, which comprise exactly the same bound
ary line described in a. immediately above, total 870.28 feet. 

e. Please recall that the distance which Mr. Johnson had agreed to and 
accepted in September was 870.44 feet (see the third paragraph from 
the bottom on Page 2 of this letter). 

MY Legal Counsel is particularly concerned about the above discrepancies 
in distances because it makes the precise legal location ot the Horizon 
Glen Drive ROW not only ambiguous, but indeterminate. 

In addition, errors of that nature beg the question of whether the Curve 
and Tangent data and distances specified on the recorded Plat describe a 
road ROW that actually reaches from Horizon Drive all the way to the 
Dalby property. 

In conclusion, I feel that items 11 thru 15 above destroy the integrity of the 
boundary lines between the Dalby property and that of Horizon Glen Subdivi
sion. I also fear that the legal location of the Horizon Glen Drive ROW has 
been impared. 

Given the apparent quality of Armstrong's work, I request that the ROW Curve 
and Tangent data as described on the recorded Plat be verified to determine 
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that Horizon Glen Drive does, in fact, reach fro• Horizon DriYe all the way 
to the Dalby Property. 

I am confident that you will take all necessary steps toa 

Fil"llll.y re-eatablish the conditions agreed to between Dennia Johnaon and 
Merritt Dlnant in Septelllber. 

See to it that the boundaries between Dalby property and Horizon Glen 
Subdivision property on the recorded Plat match the boundariea specified 
on the Diamant· survey. 

Verif.y that the Horizon Glen Drive ROW data on the recorded Plat is 
completely accurate. 

Please infor. me ot the actions to be taken in this matter. 

C.C.f Dan Wilson 
Bennett Boeschenstein 
Merritt Dis~~ant 
Richard Krohn 

Sincerely, 

wdtz££z 
Walter Dalby ~ 



Dleellber 4, 1991 

Mark lekert, County Ad•inietrator 
Mesa County 
?50 Main Street 
Grand Junction, OQ 81.501 

()0)) 244-1602 

Waltw Dalby 
55.5 Pi~n Awnue 
Grand Junction, (X) etsot 
( JO)) 4 )4-2608. 6 242-2992 

§1 Replat lpt two Totter Subdivision--Recorsitd nat. 

Dear Mr. lckwt 1 

On November 6, 1991, a Replat or Lot Two or the P'oster Subdivision vas record
ed in the records or the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder in Plat Book 14 at Page 
22 (full-8i£ed _,lar in Drawflr Z-20)r 

I. The manner in which thAt Replat cAme to be recorded was highly irregu
lar and in violation of the eetabli~hed procedures or Mesa County 
governing Ule review, approval, and recording ot subdirisione. 

II. The Replat that was recorded& 

A. Was incorrect as to ownership ot the property. 

B. Was incorrect as to legal description. 

c. Was incorrect as to au'l'"Vey data. 

D. W.e alllbiguoue in its vacation or property to the public tor ri&ht
ot-way purposes. 

E. Waa incorrectly I'IIOnu~~tented on the ground. 

P. Contained several typographical errore. 

The above two 1 t_. are discussed in the tollcnrin« tvo SBC'l'IOIIS, att.r which 
I otter _, oonoluaione and reco ... ndatione. 

- - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
SBCT!Oif 1- Irnnl.aritiea in Revin. Approyal. and Btcorsll¥• 

Sequence or ~!tnt•· 
Subject Replat vat apparently taken by Petitioner to.the M.aa County otficea 
on or about 'thursday, October 24, 1991, where dgnaturet or approft.l were se
cured tor the County Planning Co-.iaaion Cert1t1cate and tor tbe Ut1l1t1•• 
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Coordination eo..ittee Certificate. 

Subject Replat vas apparently then taken by Petitioner or ita repreeentati.e 
to )'...,sa Count;y 9.\neyor Fred Weber on Priday, October 25, 1991, for Rl"ft7 
review a 

'ftae Jteplat at that u .. vas nothing IIOPe that a caeually altered dravin« 
prepared by Antstrong Consultants, Inc., and displayed in the final Boa:rd 
or County Co.aiesioners heariftl on June 18, 1991, vheN tbe Replat propo
e&l. vae apprond 

The Replat 1iven to the County Surveyor on October 2.5th wae totally in
accurate in legal ownership, legal description, survey of boundaries, de
piction or streets and right-or-way, and, in the languale and depiction or 
a re-dedioation ot property to the public for use as a ricbt-ot-vay. 

During re.iew by the County Surveyor, the Petitioner or its repzoesentati.ee 
apparently retrieved the Replat !or modification and/or correction on one or 
more occassions. 

On Nove.ber S, 1991, Petitioner or its representative took the Replat and se
cured the last reuining approval signature required t'or the Board of County 
Commissioners Certificate. 

On Novem~r 5 or 6, 1991, Petitioner or its representative placed the now eow
pletely signed Replat directly into the hands of the Grand Junction Community 
OevelopliMJnt D!tpartment for purposes of recording in the records ot Mesa County. 

At Js05 P.M. on the afternoon of November 6, 1991, subject Replat vas accepted 
and recorded by the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder. 

IrrtJUlarities of Beplat Becordinc. 

Planner Linda Dannenber~er was the Mesa County Planning Department's represen
tative on this Replat propos~l from the outset. Although Ms. Dannenberger had 
been tully involved in the processing or the Replat proposal clear thzou the 
plan' 11 final approval by the Board or County Co1111rlse1oners on June 18, 1991, 
she was oo~letely lett out or the process once the Replat had been su~tted 
tor signed appro.-1 and reeordinga 

It is "'Y understanding that on or about October 25, 1991, Ms. Da~menbeP
Ier was briefiy shown the Replat by T111 Logue ot Arluttronc Ocnwultant.. 
Inc., who then took it with hi• when he departed. , 

It is wr underetandiftl that Me. Dannenberger never again aaw the tt.plat 
untU atter it wae recorded on Noveaiber 6th; therefore, she had no oppozo.
tunity to reriw the Replat !or suitability, accuracy, and oollpl1anoe. 

It vas surprisb« to learn that the City of Grand Junction eo-anity Dt.eloP
ment Depart•ent had apparently taken it upon itself to reoe1 .. poaseasion or 
a Mesa County Replat trom outside ot establiahed channels, and proceeded to 
record it without consultation v1th the Maaa County Pl.anninc Dlpart8ent Statf
•lllber r.apoMible tor that Replat•s reoordifts. 

Throughout the approval and recordinc prooeaa, Petitioner and itll NP"••trt.a-



tivee apparently .. intained custody ot the Replat and .o.-d it tro• place to 
place theuel.-s. Because or that, lontstanding questions re«al"din« legal 
description and le1al ownership that Ms. Dannenberger wanted to address were 
avoided; aa vaa the knowledleable renew that she could brine to be&l" on the 
Replat'• auitabUlty tor recordinc. 

Prior InttaDit• tt Irrtcul•r1t1et ln tb• 9ubd1yition ProP•••· 

'nlis latest incident 1e not the first tiM Foster ta•ily Mllbel'a ban been in
volved in irregularities in the aubdiYiaion process in Mlaa County •. 

In 1980, tht ori«ional Plat of the Foster Subdivision undeJ"Vent aubatanti&l. 
changes between the tiae it was reviewed and the tiM it vas reoorded (I rettn" 
your attention to Mesa County Planning Depart~nt tile C 7-80 whioh oontaina a 
letter with renalinc exhibits attached that waa addressed to then Chai,...n or 
the County Co.-i .. iontra Riok Enatro• troa 'nlo•a C. Calftf"tt .Jr. t Q\all'll&n of 
the utUitita Coordinatin« Colllllittee. ). 

In that 1980 incident, not only was utility ae!"Vice to a euatoMr jeopardieed, 
but the unimproved portion or Cascade Drive, a dedicated public ri1ht.-ot-vay 
that the Dalby tamily depended upon tor access to the Western area ot our pro
perty, was impaired by vacateill8 part of its width where the ri1ht-ot-1ra7 ad
joined the Foster property. 

In July of 1989, an Exell'lption Application was introduced by Margaret and Tia 
Foster ostensibly to perform an adjustment or a property line. As you know, 
such a request is exempt from the full subdivision and public hearings pro
cess and is normally performed Administratively within the Utilities Coordi
nating Co•ittee (see County Planning DepartMnt file C 7-80 which oontaina 
Exe111ption Application EX-)8-90 dated July 1?, 1989 ). 

As that Exemption Application progressed however, the Petitioner added more 
and more new elements until it r,r~ from merely A ehan~e in one boundary line 
into a replat or the entire Subdivision; incorporating additional land, estab
lishing a new right-of-way to the Petitioner's Southern property in the City, 
and vacateing the Cascade Drive right-ot-way in ita entiret7 (I 1athered this 
information in March of this year from County Engineer Steve Sharpe, County 
Engineerinc Coordinator Douge Wygent, and from Linda .Dannenbercer. ). 

The Caacade Drive right-ot-way that Fosters were atte.ptinc to now vacate en
tirely, without benerit or due process and public hearings, 1• the aa .. right
ot-way they had succeeded in impairing in 1980 in the substantial changes that 
occurred in the reviewed nat veraua the recorded Plat. I point out here that, 
had the Bxeaption Application been successful, the vacation ot the entire un
it~~proved portion of Cascade Drive would have been achieved w1 thout notioe, and 
the Dalby interests would have oo11pletely lost any rtaaonable aoc,.a to the 
Western acreage ot their property. 

At a"1 rate, that !xe~tion Application percolated in MBaa County tor a fUll 
year until June 1, 1990, when a letter vaa iewed intorwil'll Petitioner that 
the request would be required to go thl"\1 torNl aubdiTlaion procedure• and the 
public hearings process (see Planning Department tile C 7-80 which oontaina a 
lett.er dated June 1, 1990, to Tia Poster troa Mesa County P'l.&IIMr &.1tb n.te). 

When to aboft pequU...nt vaa Mde, the Bx-.ption Application aa wit.hclnwft. 
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On Decellber )1, 1990, a Quit Claitl Deed was reeo!"ded by MaJ"IaNt roatel" dis
tributing to her seven children Parcels 1, 2, cf: J co~~prising the entiJ"e 10+ 
acres of the Dalby property plus a 4th Parcel which vas part of ~At Two of the 
Foster Subdinsion (see Book 1818, Pages 465 &: 466 of the reoords ot the Mesa 
County Clerk a Reoorder ). 'ftlat deed vaa duly processed by the Mua a,unt7 
Assea.or'• Ott1oe and reool"ded in the Ownership tUes. 

'ftle reeult or the abon invalid deed put a cloud on the title to the Dalby 
property by a person who had no ownership whatsoever to oonY., in that pro
perty. In addition, it created an el"l"'neous and deceptift ohain-ot-t1tle in 
the t11ea of the M.aa County Assessor's Offioe. 

On FebrouaJ"1 !6, 1991, a Correction Quit Claia Deed vas recorded by Marcaret 
P'oster distributing to her seven children a part of Lot '1\ro of the roster SUb
division plus two contiguous parcels of her property which v.re within the 
City of Orand Junction (see Book 1825, Pages 574 &: 515 of the Meaa Oount7 
Clerk's records). This deed conveyed property that Marc&Nt Poster did indeed 
own, buta 

It also aooo11plished a split of Lot Two of the Foster SUbdiriaion by ... ne 
other than the requi!"ed Mesa County Planning subdiYiaion process. 

And, although the eorr~etion deed lifted the cloud troa the Title to the 
DRlby property, when that deed was duly processed by the Asaeseor's Office, 
because no Dalby property was contRined in the legal deSOI"iptions Of that 
correction deed, no change was made in the files of the Assessor's ottioe. 

The difficulty with the Ownership files in the Assessor's Ortiee is that 
the invalid Dscemb~r )1st deed's Book and P~ge references cannot be ex
punged. And, the latest Book and Page references in those Ownership files, 
when looked up in the Clerk & RAcorder•s orrie8 And ~ead, aay that Mar
garet Foster conveyed the Dalby property to her seven children. 

The only way that these references to an invalid deed can be correoted is 
by another recorded doeu~ent containing descriptions or the Dalby Paroels 
being duly processed by the Assessor's orrice; until then, the Ownerahip 
files re .. in incorrect. 

On March 29, 1991, seven deeds were recorded (see Book 1829, Pages 960 thru 
991 ot the County Clerk's records) wherein each of the Foster children indi
vidually Quit Cla1a deeded their interests in the Foster properties to J)YMOW, 
Ltd., a Colorado corporation or which Bill Poster was Ploeaident and T1• P'Gs
ter was Secretary. The irregular split ot .U,t Two of the Foster SUbdiriaion 
acoo111plished on February 26th nov redded in a corporate entity. 

On AprU 24, 1991, a Ploe-Application oonterenc~ waa conducted by Linda Dannan
berger with SL Ventures, Inc., another Colorado corporation of Which Bill Fos
ter is Ploeeident and Tia Poster is Secretary. That conference becan the pro
cess of the su~ssion of the subject R.epl.at of .U,t 'f\lo or the Foster Subdi-rl
sion in order for SL Ventures to incorporate part of that lot into a nbdiri
sion in the City ot Grand Junction (see Plannin« ~t tue C 42-91 toP 
"Pre-app• notea dated April 24, 1991 ). 

On May 10, 1991, Bill Foster vas intol"Md that the Mesa ClnmtJ Pl.annin« 0.. 
part•nt had beoolle aware that C011pl1anoe vit.b both State and CDunt7 recuJ.a-



tiona had been dbNga!"ded in the splitting or I.ct 1'vo of the ro.te~- ~bdin
sion by aeana ot the February 26th Correction Quit Claia DMd t'1"oll Margaret 
Foster to her ee.an children (see Plannins tile C 42-91 which aontains a let
ter dated May 10, 1991, to Bill Poster frolll Linda DannenbeJ~~et' ). Mr. roster 
vu also intoi'Md that proper erldence .of title vas required before the up
collinc Mua 0ount7 naMiJ11 Co.-il81on hearin& on May 16, 1991. 

On May 14, 1991, apparently the Mesa County Planning Depart_,t ws proYided 
w1 th a oopy or an unrecorded Quit Clai• Deed executed on that date by Bill 
Foster ae Preeident and Ti• Foster as Secretary or the Colorado oorporation 
DYNOVK, Ltd. (see Planning file C 42-91 ). 1bi1 deed conwyed the property 
held by DYMOVI, Ltd., to SL Ventures, Inc., the Colorado corporation that vas 
Petitioner tor the subject Replat or Lot Two ot the 1o•ter SubdiYilion. 

Apparently that ettort vas to Mke SL Ventures, Ino., the OWMI' of the pro
perty in the Replat as a cure to the proble• ot ovner•hip addJoeeHCI 1a L1llda 
Dannenbercer' • letter to B111 Fo1ter ot May 10th. 

On May 16, 1991, Abstract & Title Col!lpany or Mesa County, Inc.' taleaopied 
conti~tion as to the ownership of the property in~lved in the Replat to 
Linda Dannenberger (see Planning tile C 42-91). That teleOOPf showed that 
Margaret Foster and SL Ventures, Inc. , ~re nov the owners ot the property 
involved in the Replat--this removed the issue of DTNOVi, Ltd., as an owner. 

However, the description or the property own8d by Margaret Foster and the 
description or the property nov owned by SL Ventures, Inc., still described 
the configuration of the two holdin~s to be the sa~ as that created by the 
February 26th Correction Quit Claim Deed that acco!11pli1hed the 1!"1'egul&r 
split or Lot TWo. 

That ownership configuration had not, to ft1Y knowled~e, changed as ot Nove11b8r 
6th when the Replat wa~ ~ecordPd. It is important to note that that owner
~hip configuration is, in fact, different than that depicted on the November 
6th recorded Replat. It that ownership configuration had not ohan«ed as or 
Noveaber 6th, then Margaret Foster does not, in tact, own all or Lot •A• on 
the recorded •plat; SL Ventures, Ino., owns a significant pcnot.ion 1ft the 
West.ern part or Lot •A". 

'llleretore, both the stat8118nt or ownership and the le«al description ot IA:Jt 
"A" on the recorded Replat are substantially incorrect. 

On June 18th, in the County Co•issioners final public heartnc on the Replat 
proposal, the .Replat draw1tng on display tor that hearing had been prepared 
for Petitioner by Arwlatrong Consultants, Inc. It vaa pointed out at. that. 
hearing that the street or Hollestead Road, and the uni~~proYed portion or Ca•
cade Dl-1-ve, were both me-represented. All roadways on the drav1ftl ,.,.. 
shown as all being the saM width along their entire length. The drawing 
should have portrayed the 1980 ncationa that had reduced the width of both 
Ho .. stead Road and the portion or Cascade JlloiYe that lie• adjaoent to t.be ro .. 
ter property. 

Finally, the Mesa County Board ot Co•issioners appro'nd the bplat in the 
June 18th bearing subject to, a.,ng other things, that the 10-fMt of the Cas
cade Dri-ve ri«ht-ot-vay that had been vacated in 1980 be re-dedicated as pub
lic right-ot-way 1D the Replat in order to r .. tore Ca1oade ~i.,. to ,O.tMt 
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vide aloftl 1 t. ent1re length. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - . - . - . - -
SltCTIOl! 11 • Dtf!lt• in Jttqordtd l!tplat. 

I haft exaained the R.plat Lot Two Postel' ~bdi nsion recorded lloftllbv 6, 
1991, in the recorda or the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder and tincl tbe 
tollovinc cleteota 1 

A. 9tmtrobipt 

Ae discussed in the p!"eceeding SECTION, to the best ot 11;1 knovlecfce, MaJO
garet B. Foeter did not ovn all or IA:»t A when ahe aiped the cloouaeftt or 
when it wa1 recorded. 

B. Lual Dtaqriptiont 

It A. aboft ia tl"'Ue, then the le«al d .. cription of the propel"t7 on the 
Replat ie perforce incorrect. 

c. ~!X Datal 

1. The!"e is no Bellring 11m Distance on the North end or the area to be 
vacated. TheN 8~5A'24" E 88a!"i~ and 1)5.68 root Diatanoe at the 
No!"thel"1'1 boundary of WT A extends 10 feet beyond the lot'• NDrt.h••t 
comer. 

2. '!be BeiJ-ing at the South boundary or the "E X C E P T I 0 r lot 
should be the sa1MI as the BASIS OF BEARINGS..-they are the eaM liM. 

). No widths are shown for llny roadwayR; CAecade Dr-ive 1a 50..reet wide 
North of Homestead Road, 40-feet wide at the area or re-dedication, 
and .5().teet wide South of LOT A; Homestead Road is 40-teet wide. 

D. 8t=dldicat1ona 

1. The Replat•a only reference to any vacation Whatsoever 1e the label-
stated in the future tense--located within LOT A sayiftll "VACATED 10' 
NOW TO BE IEDICATED HEREON". No langua1e or intent to noate exieta 
in the Dedication. 

2. 'nle 1980 Plat vas yery specific in a separate Cel"tincate or Vacation 
that vas signed by the Chairwot~~an or the County Oo..teeionere when 
property vas being vacated :a. the public a the J'oet.eP lot. 

). Le1al Counsel hae adnsed .. that the noation on the NOONecl bplat 
ie allbipOUI • 

4. The Meea County Aeseaaor'e Ott1ce cannot assure .. that the .aeat1on 
on the recorded Replat 1e unallbiguoua; am hae, in tact, ftlleeted 
that a title oo~~pan,y be coftiUl. ted tor an "opinion• ae to the atatua 
or the .aeation depicted. 



I. . MRDUMntatioDI 

Ot the snen •s/8 IN. REBAR AND MlNUMENT CAP SET BY LS 16835 D <X>NCRETK" 
shown on the drawing and specified in the Legem, only the tiOmtaent shown 
at the llort.heast corner or the "E X C I P T I 0 N" parcel declicted on the 
Replat oould be found as of Ito~ 17, 1991. Therefore, the n• llorth
ern and .. tern boundaries of LOT A, and the Yacated area, ean110t be 
deteJ"IIl1necl "on the ground" as the drawing indicates abould be poea1ble. 

r. tmocraRbiqal ll;=ror• .. 

-

1. Three ainor typographical errors exist between the o.dioatioft headinc 
and the tir•t signature line. 

2. 'lbe T1Ue mock in the lover right corner ot the Beplat ehoulcl locate 
the Townehip in R1)!, UM. 

- - - - - . - - . - - -
OONCLUSIOHSI 

The Foster interests and their representatives have exhibited a docuaentecl 
pattern of abuee of the Mesa County Planning subdivieion process. In the 
current instance, the trust of the County that established procedures and re
quirements would be observed was violated. 

In addition, the requirement of the Board of Mesa County Commissioners that 
10-fnet of Cascade Drive be r~stored to the public right-ot-way vae done in 
such a manner on the Replat that it was dama~ein~ at the outaet, and is, at 
best, vague and ambiguous in the recorded version of the Replat. 

In view of the question of owner~hip, the documAnt.-1'! defects on the Replat 
itself, and the irre~ularitiAs that occurred in the approval and recording 
process, the Replat should not be allowed to stand as recorded. 

MOre should be required of Petitioner than Affidavits of Correction to eure 
survey defects and after-the-fact deeds to make ownership oontora to the 
already reoorded !Wplat. 

a. That Meea County require that a Qorreetion Replat (containing no •ilnaturea 
or approval) be prepar,ed and submitted tor review, approftl, and reaol"dinc. 

b. That Mesa County require that the 111iss1ng pe1'111&nent, concreted, 8UJ"'N10r's 
.onu•ents that are depicted on the currently recorded Replat be accurately 
placed on the ground before the eornction Replat 1• appro'Nd. 

c. That Maea County prepare and require execution of a WarNDt7 DMd ftctate
ing the required property for re-dedication to the public rilht-ot--., 
before the Coz:nc;tion Btplat 1• apprond. 

d. That Mesa County require the execution of an Att1daT1t ot Correction J)N
pared. by 11Y Attorney to cure the invalid de8d tro• the tUes ot t.be Mesa 
County Aes .. •or•e Office before the Qorrection Replat 1• appro.-dl a~ 



. requiN that Petitioner pay reasonable coste or pnparatioB ud rwoordil'lc 
or aaid attidant. 

The above Neo-ndationa vill achieve a eatietaeto!"Y Replat, oreate an abeo
lute intent to re-dedicate the propert7 to the public rigbt-ot-wa7, and pro
'Yide • neecltd clepee or education in tbe zoequire•nte or the Mite& ~ 
Planninc eubdi rleion proeeae. 

Please intol"'l M and 11.1 Attorney, Richard lrohn, or the aat10M to be taken 
in this •tt.er. 

C. C. 1 ~le Dlehallt, Onftty Att.ortwy 
Richard Krohn, Dlttord, Waldeck, MUbu.m, & Krohn 



..... 

j ~! >~:~ ' 
. ~f~\~. : 
'·':\\'' · .. 
'\;.i). 

!l,· 

'•. "'· 
I J: 

.· :-, 

' .. 

! • 

f •• ~. '. ,. 

.. <·. 
):-_ 

. ·. 
'" ·' 

.. 
I 

I'• 

\'; 
.. I., 

. '·· '·. 
·l .;·-

:~: . 
I ' ';~ • 

·'I; '. 
",'•, 

•: ....... · 

-···-- ------
lylesq ~ounty Department of Pu.b.li.9 .WR(~s, ~:·;-::.\:\-;::. 
· · · Division of Planning -;· ,''· ... · ,:,:.;;,)·: ~-J;·:t· <~·/···\.'i,.~·' ·. 

. • ' (303) 244-1636 . . ) . '·: . :~i:;i: ,;; } i:,·;;;\ !;i' ~( 
1 

I ' , ' \ ' 1\ '• ~ • I' •' ~~ \:, •', , ~ • f 
01

, 

750 Mait;l Stre« P.O. B_o)( 20,000 • G~and Junctioo~,_C91~-~-- ·~Vi~~;)·~-~~<~: , 
. E M ' ' ' . ~ ~ '.1. '~ •• • ', I ;y I ... t',;, . ~t .. '.\ ~ . H 0 I • • .. '·•·. ,,.. " ... ,.,,,.' ~~}.~.· l 

TO: . , . Bob C4t'man, Public Works Di<'ectot' · ..• ···.•·: .. :·.:::.·:.,·::..· ~~:·.·~:\~·~:; ': 
VIA: ·_· Mi~e_ Joyce, Director of Pl(§'nn · ng · .. 

1
.:,·· 

· FROM: :· Linda Dannenberger, Planne .. · · ·.' · -~· ·. · ' 
DA'l'E: ' · December· 5. 1991 ·· · . -~- ; ': . ,'

1
' ~~-··; ~-

SUBJECT: · Repla.t of Lot 2, Foater Suoaiviaion Plat Recordf'l.tion .·; ... · . . ' ' ..... ·. ·. . ,. . . . ,, . '. . ., ... ,, '·,;:~---:--:~: >· '-•·.··~,·i: 
. Ae. you ~~e aware, . the above-referenced plat wa::s recordf19 :~ytdcmt~.Y 

. circumvent ins the normal Plannins Division ::tUPf$~yiaion·: Q' ·~hfi'l .f1M~ · 
. plat. proceea.' 'l'he City of Grand Junction was involved onl,y du~ to a 
· ch·cumat'antial agreement to ;jointly recorcl th~ Hor~~cm· Q+en.~··:.·· :· ·~ 
Subdivision and ~eplat of Foeter Sub plata to en~u-re ·a"rEI.~~~nt c:»+ ~lJ 
information tp· go on r~cord. . .' . · · : .';:;' _· :·;. · : ·". 

In the pa.at. to accomplish the 30-day plat finalizatio~ l;>~Q9~~a '.· ,.: ' . 
promiaecl the petitionur. the Planning Divis'ion ha.a not. ~-P.t~~n.~P. ·-to~ 
plat signatures in any particul~~ order. Once the plat w~~ ~p~~PV~Q 
by the County Surveyor, however, the petitioner CO\ll9 UCUi."Pl;>jt£1.in ~ · 
poaseaaion ·of the plat.. Plannins personnel hand ·ca~ry ~1,; fPl' ·• ~-
other signature a ·from that point on and the· plan~e~ :i.n c~9.'f'~.e of the 
project Rhecka the plat and all plat documenta for corrf1c.~n~r:~~ ~_ncl 
completeness. A planning technician then recorcla · al~ n~ce~atJ.;'f ~ :. 
information. This procet3a worke 99% of the tim~ and. w~ wqulq not . , . 
recommend re~tricting flexibility to penalize th~ majo-rity.~-: ~W~ h~VfJ, 
however, re-emphasized ou:r agreement with Freel Webc:::r·'ft::l re+eEA.ae·-::·:·1• · 

approved. rla~~ only to Plannin~ Piviaion employ~ea~ -:.·.- · .:·. ··, .. ,. 
!, (~,· .' ,i ' '," : .>' • : • ', • ' . '' ·, ·: I '•' ', ' o I I I :~ I • ~ ' ' ' ·, 

Since I' aiel not set. ~ chanc~ to review the aubclivia:i,on Pl.4~ ~o f~nd . 
the numero~a error a, Mike ana I wholeheartedly en.dora~ tho f_ollP"'~ns 
4-point :recolfU1lendatl.on liatecl by Walt Dalby i~ )lie le~tf:J-r.;''tfo M.ar_l{.' :· · 
Eckert dat~d December 4 ~ 199;1..· · · ·< · ·· · •:•: · :>:. · :. · .. : 

·· .. 'l.j~: .. · ... r" '·· •' '·' ; :: .. ! ,,, ' .. 'j -'t,, .• ·• 

a. A co-rrection replat should definitely be filed ~on~i~e~~ns · 
.. the cleacription and 'monumentation errora diaco-ver~cl. • am~~suou~ · .. 

lansuase reaardins right-of-way dedication b.ncl ~oc:rt ·.- iiD:flO~t&.ntly 
1 

incorrect representation of ownership. The CO\ID't¥ .. ~t\o\l+cl'. ~· " . 
immedia~aly file an Afficl4V.$.t invaliclatins the recorqt:~cl'~l~t to 
clearly.eatabliah our nonparticipation in thi~ filins. ~-~ 

' . . . . . . . . . . . 
' ' 

. b. All monument.a Qn the ~lat ehould be aet. fLllci ~n~;pec;t.ocl. by ~he 
County b~fore acceptance of the new plat~ ·• .. - •. J ' ·· ::·•. ·'·· ' • • • · 

• 0 • ,' • • r 0 ' • ' 0 0 • 0. f 0 0 • ':~ l I ~ ' I 

o. A warrant~ deed ia not normally req\.l1reci w~on ~ish~"1Qf-way i~ 
correctly dedic~ ted on the plat . In this ob.a~, . e.1no~ ·. ~~. JOUQO. 
effort waa.inveetecl to cloud that dedicEA.ti~n,·. ~e --~~l.i:~'(~,: ~~, ..... 
extra ~te:p ia warranted. · ·. . ·· ;, . .· .· .... ,1:";./ ·" .;. • ; .. ·, _ 

•• ·, ·;,: ' . . . ' ~ . .-·: ! 't '.: ':; \<~:·:< :j· .• \·:,'·.;:, 
' ' ,.-. . . •I ,. , ,"•~ ' ... 1 • ~ f I • ~ ' • t., . ~ >~ • 

~ ' • • :J' . ;' ~ . • • · • 

.,. '., ; . . . '· ·. ~ .. 
/ .... ,. 

. . . . ' 
I ,·.•· ,I 
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Mesa County Department of Public Works 
Division of Planning 

(303) 244·1636 

750 Main Street P.O. Box 20,000 • Grand Junction, Colorado 81502·5022 

PROJECT FOLLOW-UP REVIEW 
REPLAT OF LOT 2, FOSTER SUBDIVISION, C42-91 

December 13, 1991 

The Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision was approved on June 18, 
1991. The petitioner spent several months subsequent finalizing plat 
work for Horizon Glen Subdivision, a development adjacent to this 
property. Then, on November 6, 1991 this replat was recorded by Bill 
Foster.concurrently with the Horizon Glen Subdivision plat without 
review by the County Planning Division and without the required 
accompanying plat documents. 

The following was discovered as a result of this replat bypassing 
Planning·s supervision of the recordation process: 

1. Incorrect representation of ownership on the plat; 
2. Numerous survey errors; 
3. Lack of monumentation along Cascade Drive; and 
4. Ambiguous description of the Cascade Drive dedication. 

An adjacent property owner has also been negatively affected during 
this subdivision process in two ways. First, the proper and corrpct 
dedication of Cascade Drive is necessary to ensure access to the wPPt 
portion of Mr. Dalby's property. Second, Hr. Dalby·s property 
records are now incorrect. A deed recorded December 31, 1990, 
transferring a portion of Lot 2 from Margaret Foster to the Foster 
children, included Hr. Dalby·s property to the east. A deed was 
filed to repair the description, but since Mr. Dalby·e property was 
not involved in the correction, his property records still reflect 
that transfer of ownership. 

The Planning Division recomme'nds the following steps be taken to 
rectify the situation: 

a. A correction replat should be filed to remedy the description 
and monumentation errors discovered, ambiguous language regarding 
right~of-way dedication and most importantly incorrect 
representation of ownership. 

b. All monuments on the plat should be set in the ground and 
inspected by the County before acceptance of the new plat. The 
County Surveyor has been working for several weeks with the 
petitioner·s surveyor to obtain these corrections. 

c. A warranty deed is not normally required when right-of-way is 
correctly dedicated on the plat, however, we believe the extra 
step is warranted. 



PROJECT FOLLOW-UP 
C42-91 
Page 2 

d. The Fosters should be responsible to draw up a document to 
Mr. Dalby"s attorney·s satisfaction to correct the error in the 
Dalby property chain of title. The document is to be recorded 
with the correction plat. 

e. All previously required plat documents must be filed with the 
correction plat. 



t,.t.f,9?-
t;n~_;,, 7 

Mesa County Department of Public Works 

750 Main Street 

D~cember 17, 1~~1 

Mr. Bill Foster 
S. L. V~ntures, Inc. 
422 Whit!!" Av~nul!' 

Grand Junction, CO 

Division of Plannt·- ... 

(303) 24-e-1638 

P.O. Bok 20,000 • Grtm Ju 

81501 

Re: Replat of Foster Subdivision, Lot 2 

~ 
~~ 
jJ-' I ?)J/41 

1 P-A , HtiJ f · 
ID . 

A-; you •"'r"" aw""rP, t-hr 1'1Mnn1nq Divisil:"ln h""s bPE.In concernPtJ th~t-. th~=> 
""br:~ve-mr::-ntionPd -=;uhrl1v1s1on repl""t w~s f;lE.Id on November 6, l<?ql 
without thPir -=;upprvision. Th~t concern has E.IScalated to the Bo~rrl 
of County Commie;sic:mr•r--.. The Roard directE.Id ~ reading into the 
record on December 17, 1q91 of thE.I circumstances of that rpplat 
record~tion and its consequences. 

f'lt that me.-t=:>tinq, thP 8n;=1rd supporterl Pl~nning Divit!ion 
recommendations to rectify the errors discoverE.Id on the repl~t ~n·l 
damaqp incurred by the deed recorded December 31, 1990 illeg""l ly 
subdividing Margaret Foster's lot. They requirl!"d th~ following: 

1. A corrP.ction rppJat must bP. filed to remedy the dttt'!!lcripti.on ~nrl 
monumentation errors discovered, ""mhiquous language regarding right 
of-way dedication and, most importantly, incorrect representation of 
ownership~ 

2. All monuments Qn the plat should be sf!t in the ground t!lnd 
inspectl!'d_by the Co~nty before acc•ptance of the new plat. 

3. A warranty deed to Mesa County mu~t be submittt!d for the 
d@dication of 10 feet of Cascade Drive. 

4. A document satisfactory to Mr. Dalby mu~t be •1qned and 
9ubmitted to corrl!'ct the error in the Dalby property record~ on filr 
in thl!' County A99es9or·s office. Thi~ document i~ to bP 9ubmitt~rl 
prior to the recordation of the corrected replat. 

5. All previ'ou9ly required plat document~ mu•t tHt filed with thi'!§ 
rt!plat. 

6. The Planning Division staff will work with t~ County Attorn~y 
to insure receipt of thl!' above.item•. 



Mr. Bi 11 Fo9tt!r 
December 20, 1qq1 
Page 2 

Th~ County's responsibility is to assure that appropri~t• and 
accurate information pertaining to ~ny land dev•lopment i~ r~corrlPr' 
It i5 not our intent to mediate personal differ•nce~ b@tween 
partie9. 

The abovt! requirement~ mu5t be received by the County Planning 
Oivi9ion office within 30 d~y9 of receipt of thiB letter. 

Sincer~Ply, 

M. Lyle Dechant 
County Attorney 

xc: C22-~1 

Lind~ Oannenberger 
Ple~nn~r 



PebruJoy 4, 1992 

Mark lokert, Ooullty Adldnistrator 
and 

~le Dechant, Couty Attorney 
Mesa County 
?.50 Main St.Net 
Orand .J\lllCtion, Q) 81.501 

Wal tv Dalby 
555 Pinyon Aftnue 
Grand Junction, 00 81.501 

ga PftPJECI lOLipW-UP MVIEW--Replat lpt 'l'wo Foster Subciinaion. 

Dear Mr. ickert aDd Mr. Dechant 1 

On Decellber 1?, 1991, the Mesa County Colllllliaaioners considered a PROJECT FOLLOW
UP REVI»i of the Replat wt 'IWo Foster Subdivision that had been recorded on 
November 6, 1991. That PROJECT REVIEW, dated .Decelllher 1), 1991, was to address 
nuaerous detects in that recordftd Replat as well as to address irregularities in 
the ~~anner in which that Replat came to be recorded. The PROJECT REVIEW was 
read into the record and the County Commissioners were requested to entoroe the 
actions County Planning starr recollllll!nded to correct the e1 tuation. This utter 
was not open to public colllll!nt or participation. 

The unani110ua decision of the County Co1r111issioners was that all the recoiiiiJ!ndA
tions contained in that Planning Starr PROJECT REVIEW be enforced and i~le
aented. The actions to be implemented requires 

That an .blended Replat be submitted to correct errors in ownership, ncation, 
and survey data contained on the recorded Replat; and, that the depicted 
.,nuaentation be pertoraed on the ground. 

That a Warranty Deed be executed to vacate 10-teet of property to Cascade 
Drift tor public right-ot-way purposes. 

That Petitioner draw up a docuaent satisfactory to the Dalb,y attorney in or
der to reaedy the e!tec~• or Petitioner preparing and recordinc a deed oon
veyinc cnmerehip in the Dalby property to seven other people. 

That required Mesa County plat doouaents that were not reoorded on lbvelllber 
6th be tUed concurrently with the required Allended R.plat. 

Given the lengthy history ot Petitioner's atteapts to i8p&N the Cascade Drive 
access to the Dalb,y property, 1 aa especially oonoerned that the County Ooa.ie
sioners• decision be i~leaented requiring that the vacation to pgblic right-or
way be acooJIPlished by means or a Warranty Deed. I see this ae the only au:re 
aethod to explicately restore Cascade Drive to its to~r 50-toot width along its 
entire length--and, to restore it in a •nner that is absolutely clear and un
questionable aa to intent and effect (To refresh your aeaory on this itea, .I 
direct your attention to 11,1 letter to Mark Bokert dated Dlcellber 4, 1991. ). 



JllL8Y - "'«• 2 

Regarding the required doou.ent to ~ the etteeta ot Petitioner'• conveying 
Dalby property to other parties, it is entirely appropriate that the County Oom
aissionera require that Petitioner be responsible tor preparing that docu .. nt 
since the probl.-. ware caused solely by Petitioner's own actions (10 refresh 
your Mmry on this it .. , I also direot your attention to 11.7 lettw to Mark 
lekert dated DHellber 4, 1991. ). 

I would expect that the required Warranty Deed and that the required COJ'J"ection 
docu.ent tor the ownership chain or the Dalby property will be tiled concurrently 
with the Allended Replat and Mesa County plat docu~~ents. I would also expect that 
no Aaended Replat aubadasion will be entertained by the nanniftl .Depart•nt unless 
those require•nt.a are tult1lled. 

Pl•••• adrlae • it this ia not yoUP intent. 

I see that it baa been nearly two .ontha since the County Oo.aiasionera' decision 
on the PROJECT RiVIIW and three months since the detective Replat was origionally 
recorded. 

Gentle•n, this letter is to request an update on the present statu• ot this 
aatter, and to inquire when you anticipate that the County Oo..tssioners' 
require .. nta will have been accomplished. 

c. c. 1 Richard IJoohn--Dattord, Waldeck, MUburn & l:rohn 
Mesa County Planning Department--File 1042-91 

Sincerely, 

~~tltf!7 



Timothy E. Foster 
Douglas E. Larson 
Stephen L . Laiche 
Harry Griff, P.C. 

Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Attorneys at Law 

Central Bank Building, Suite 323,422 White Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 
(303) 245-8021 FAX: (303) 245-0590 

James W. Giese 
Care Mcinnis 

March 16,1992 /. • .J b (yo: r~ 
lu' ~,~~\ ~ 
~ Dan Wilson 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Horizon Glen Subdivision 

Dear Dan: 

It has come to my attention that someone at the City is indicating that we are limited to one 
building permit prior to completion of our project. As you are aware, we entered into a fairly complex 
Development Improvements Agreement pursuant to which we deposited almost $140,000.00 in a joint 
account. Said improvements agreement was in lieu of either a building permit hold or some other 
mechanism to insure completion of all the required subdivision infrastructure. I would appreciate it if you 
would review the improvements agreement and all the other documents and inform me if it is the City's 
position that we can have only one building permit before completion. 

I would prefer to have this issue resolved prior to us signing contracts with individuals who wish to 
build houses immediately and be faced with a time problem as well as this issue. 

Thank you for your cooperation in advance with regard to this matter. I look forward to hearing 
from you in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

TEF/cdc 



Fred Weber, County Surveyor 
Mesa County Surveying Department 
531 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(303) 244-1822 

March 2 3, 1992 

~TT: J/23/92 

An Amended Horizon Glen 
Subdivision Plat is in the 
works. 

Here is your copy of my 
findings. 

Sincerely, 

Walt Dalby 

RE: AMENDED Plat of Horizon Glen Subdivision. 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

I have examined the AMENDED Plat of Horizon Glen Subdivision which was recently 
submitted to you. 

I find that several unexpected changes appear on the AMENDED Plat when compared 
to the Plat Recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder on 
November 6, 1991. Some of those changes appear to be very significant. 

I assume that you will examine and question those changes. I shall be interested 
in the explanation for those changes. 

I also find several items to be corrected on the AMENDED Plat as well as correct
ions to be made to monumentation at the Site. 

The Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat is composed of two separate Sheets: 

Sheet 1 of 2 contains the Dedication Language and Approval Certifications. 

Sheet 2 of 2 contains the Surveyed Plat Layout. 

I have organized this letter to discuss each of my findings only once, and have 
specified which Sheet of the AMENDED Plat is effected by each item discussed. 

The material to be covered and the two separate Sheets of the Plat make this a 
cumbersome letter to write. Because of that, I have organized my comments into 
three separate Sections and attached them to this letter. The attached Sections 
are: 

SECTION ! - Changes to be Examined on the AMENDED Plat. 

S&CTION II - Items to be Corrected on the AMENDED Plat. 

SECTION III - MOnumentation to be Corrected at the Site of the Subdivision. 



DALBY - Page 2 

In su~, there are four main questions raised in the attached SECTION l· 
There are eight Plat corrections documented in the attached SECTION II. 
There are two items of MOnumentation changes in the attached SECTION III. 

It is my sense that the Items contained in the three attached SECTIONs should 
all be resolved before the Plat of Horizon Glen Subdivision, as Amended, is 
allowed to proceed further in the approval and recordation process. 

I hope that this information I have prepared will be of assistance to you in 
reviewing the AMENDED Plat. 

Att.: ) 

C.C.: Bennett Boeschenstein 
Merritt Dismant 
Richard Krohn 
Jim Shanks 
Dan Wilson 

:v:;tJ!ff 
Walter Dalby .:::;7' 



SECTION I - Changes to be Examined on the AMENDED Plat, 

1. Substantial Changes to Lot 1 and Out Lot A: 

SECTION I - Page 1 

A. On Sheet 2, the Distance from the MOnument at Horizon Glen Court to the 
Southeast Corner of Lot 1 has increased by 23.90 feet on the AMENDED Plat 
when compared to the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat: 

AMENDED Plat - S 26°30'01" W 245. 93' 
Recorded Plat - same 222,03' 

23.90' 

This same change appears on Line 8 of Paragraph 3 on Sheet 1 of the 
AMENDED Plat. 

B, On Sheet 2, the Distance from the Southeast Corner of Lot 1 to the 
Southwest Corner of Out Lot A has decreased by 10,66 feet, and the 
Bearing of that Boundary has changed by 10' 5?" on the AMENDED Plat 
when compared to the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat: 

AMENDED Plat -
Recorded Plat -

.§ 89° 51 '23" w 216.92. 
l! 8~ 57'40" w 22?. 58. 

(10'5?" change) (10,66•) 

This same change appears on Line 9 of Paragraph 3 on Sheet 1 of the 
AMBNDED Plat. 

C. On Sheet 2, the Distance from the Southwest Corner of Out Lot A to the 
Bureau of Land Management Monument at the Northwest Corner of SE 1/4 
NE 1/4 Section 2 has increased by 22,06 feet on the AMENDED Plat when 
compared to the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat: 

AMENDED Plat -
Recorded Plat -

N 00° 01 ' 17" E 
same 

990.54' 968.,· 
' ' 

This sama change appears on Line 9 of Par~graph 3 on Sheet 1 of the 
AMENDED Plat, 

1!!1!1 Although the above Boundary Line increased by 22,06 feet, and 
the West Boundaries of Lots 1 thru 7 remained constant, the West 
Boundary of Out Lot A changed by 22.0i feet from 30.00 feet on 
the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat to the 52,09 feet on the AMENDED Plat. 

D. The changes documented in Items A thru C immediately above have increased 
the Total Area of Lot 1 plus Out Lot A by 4,53? square feet--a little 
more than 1/10 Acre: 

On Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat, the "AREA IN TOTAL LOTS" entry under 
the -"AREA SUMMARY" under the Plat's LEGEND has been increased by 1/10 
Acre from the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat's 12,38 Acres to 12,48 Acres, 
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Also, the "E12" entry in the "TABLE FOR PRESERVATION EASEMENT" has 
increased b,y 21.59 feet from the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat's 105.05 feet 
to 126.64 feet on the AMENDED Plat. 

On Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, the statement of Total Acreage 
contained on Line 10 of Paragraph 3 has increased by 1/10 Acre from 
the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat's 14.23 Acres to 14.33 Acres. 

The question raised b,y the above changes is whether the Plat Recorded on 
November 6, 1991, contained errors measured in literally scores of feet, or, 
whether it is the AMENDED Plat that is in error? 

In any event, one of the Plats is definitely not in compliance with State 
and County requirements of Survey accuracy. I would like to know which Plat 
is accurate. 

2. Changes in Roadway Curve Description: 

J. 

On Sheet 1, on Lines 6 and 7 of Paragraph J, a Curve from the West Right-Of
Way Line of 27 Road to intersect with the North Right-Of-Way Line of Horizon 
Drive is described. 

The City of Grand Junction set this Curve in the City's Right-Of-Way purchase 
recorded March 21, 1986 at Book 1580, Page )84 in the records of the Mesa 
County Clerk & Recorder. 

The 11/6/91 Recorded Plat changed some elements of the City of Grand Junction 
Curve description. 

The AMENDED Plat further changes all but the Radius of the Ci ty• s Curve 
description. Further, Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat has a disagreement with 
Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat. 

The City of Grand Junction's Curve description is given below together with 
the changes in descriptions appearing on the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat and the 
two Sheets of the AMENDED Plat: 

City of Grand 11/6/91 Re- AMENDED Plat AMENl18D Plat 
Jun~tion corded Plat (Sheet 2) (Sheet ll 

Delta 22°45'44" 22°45'42" 22°46'.58" ~same 

Radius 191.00' _.same ~same _,.same 
Length 75.88' ... same 75.95' ~same 

Ch. Brg. S 4011 J5'J6" W s 40°31' 56" w S 40°31'10" W-+ same 
Chord 75.38' --+same 75.45' 75.42,' 

Adgi tion 2;[ U~!lit~~~ Coordination QSlmmittee Certificate: 

On Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, below the Surveyor's Certificate signature 
line is a Certificate for the "MESA COUNTY UTILITIES CXJORDINATION OOMMITTEE" 
which did not appear on the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat. In fact, that UTILITIES 
Certificate had been deliberately removed from the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat. 

I would like to know if that certification is a requirement; and if so, 
why did it not exist on the Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat that was Recorded 
on November 6, 1991 7 
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4. Concern about Horizon Glen Drive Right-Of-Wav: 

Since I do not possess the necessary skills, I ask that data defining a 
Horizon Glen Drive Right-Of-Way contained on Sheet 2 of an AMENDED Plat 
be verified to describe a Right-Of-Way that does, in fact, reach all the 
way from Horizon Drive to the Southern Boundary of the Dalby property. 

As I recall, the Right-Of-Way portrayed on Sheet 2 of the 11/6/91 Recorded 
Plat fell somewhat short of reaching all the way. 
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SECTION II - Items to be Corrected on the AMENDED Plat. 

1. Error in Reference Citation: 

At the end of Line 1 of Paragraph 2 on Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, a 
Book and Page reference reads "(BOOK 1837 PG 349)". The Page reference 
is incorrect. 

Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat should be corrected to show the reference as: 

"(BOOK 1837 PG 34§.)". 

2. Error in Bearing Direction and Agreement: 

On Line 5 of Paragraph 3 on Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, the second Bearing 
and Distance on that line reads " S Od' OJ' 22" !!: 60.57 FEET"~ That 
Bearing is incorrect as to the direction. That incorrect Bearing direction 
also disagrees with that shown on Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat. 

Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat should be corrected to show the Bearing as: 

n s ooO OJ' 22" I n for the 60.57 foot Distance. 

Note: This correction is particularly important in order that the agreed 
Boundaries be preserved between the Dalby property and the Horizon 
Glen Subdivision property. 

3. Error in Distance and Agreement: 

On Line 7 of Paragraph 3 on Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, a Chord Bearing 
reads 11 S 400 31' 10" W 75.42. FEET)". Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat shows 
that same Chord and Bearing, but the Distance shown is 75.4.5. feet. 

The AMENDED Plat should be corrected to show: 

The correct Distance for the Chord on both Sheet 1 and Sheet 2. 

Note: For a detailed discussion of this and other Curve descriptions to 
be reconciled, see Item 2 on Page 2 of SECTION ! - Changes to be 
Examined on the AMENDED Plat. 

4. Elimination of Abbreviation: 

On Line 1 of Paragraph 5 on Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, "STREETS, ROADS 
AND R.O.W.'S" are dedicated. 

You will notice that Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat fully spells out "RIGHT
OF-WAY" no less than 5 times in Paragraph J's legal description. 

As a matter of caution and to prevent any possible later argument of 
technical interpretation, I am advised that the abbreviation "R.O.W.'S" 
should be spelled out in full, just as it repeatedly is in the legal 
description Paragraph. 
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Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat should be changed to read that the owners have 
dedicated and set apart: 

"• •• AU OF THE STREETS, ROADS AND RIGHT-OF-WAYS •• " • • 

Note: There is ample room on that line to make this correction, and it can 
be done when the other errors are being corrected. 

5. Missing Declaration of Covenants Data: 

On Lines J and 4 of Paragraph 7 on Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat, the spaces 
for the references to the Recording of the Declaration of Covenants have 
been left blank. 

Sheet 1 of the AMENDED Plat should have the spaces filled in as follows: 

Line J: October 16 1 

Line 4: Novetaber 6 1 1864 682 1585581 

6. Missing Legal Definitions of ~t 17 and ~t 18: 

On Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat, the Distance of the Eastern Boundary of 
Lot 17 and the Distance of the Western Boundary of Lot 18 are missing. I 
recall that you informed me that the Distances along the Boundaries of 
Horizon Glen Drive in ~t 17 and in ~t 18 would be required on the AMENDED 
Plat. 

I have since been advised that to legally define a Lot, the Distances must 
be specified for all ~t lines. 

Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat should be corrected to: 

Specify the Linear Distances of ~t 17 and Lot 18 along Horizon Glen 
Drive. 

7. Error in Incrimental Distances Not Equal to Total Distance: 

On Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat, the Total Distance from the Southwest Corner 
of Out lot A (see Southwest Corner of Lot 1) to the Northwest Corner of 
SE 1/4 NE 1/4 Section 2 (i.e. the BLM Brass Cap) is specified as 990.~ feet. 

The sum of the West Boundaries of Out Lot A plus lots 1 thru 7 along the 
same line is 990.51 feet. 

I suspect that this slight error in distance is due to the major changes 
made in ~t 1 and Out Lot A on the AMENDED Plat when compared to the 11/6/91 
Recorded Plat. 

Note: For a detailed discussion of this problem, see Item 1 on Pages 1 & 2 
of SECTION ! - Chang.es to be Examined on the AMENDED Plat. 

Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat should be examined and corrected to: 

Eliminate the discrepancy in Distances along the West Boundary of the 
Plat. 
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B. Error in Location of Right-Of-Wav: 

On Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat, the Horizon Glen ~ive Right-Of-Way is not 
at the location stipulated by the City of Grand Junction. 

A complicated sequence of events has resulted in this error on the AMENDED 
Plat. 

Public Works & Utilities Director Jim Shanks was charged with the 
responsibility of locating the public Right-Of-Way for the City of Grand 
Junction. 

Petitioner proposed a 40-foot-wide Right-Of-Way with the following 
Center-Line: 

Northern Terminus: 400.00 feet East of the Southwest Corner of the 
Dalby property. 

Southern Terminus: 166.95 feet Easterly along Horizon ~ive from the 
Southeast Corner of Lot 16. 

Jim Shanks evaluated and accepted the Center-Line of that proposal with 
the stipulation that the width of the Right-Of-Way be 44 feet. 

I emphasize here that it was the Center-Line evaluated by Mr. Shanks that 
determined the location of the Right-Of-Way that the City accepted. 

Mr. Shanks subsequently ordered a City Survey Crew to field-stake the entire 
Center-Line of the Right-Of-Way he had approved. That field-staked Center
Line properly commences 400.00 feet East of the Southwest Corner of the 
Dalby property and terminates at the proper 166.95 feet from the Southeast 
Corner or Lot 16. 

The City also required that 8 permanent monuments be placed at the Site to 
define the Boundaries of the accepted Right-Of-Way. 

When the final Plat was reviewed, all parties who participated in that 
review apparently assumed that Petitioner was capable of correctly 
performing the 4 foot adjustment of Right-Of-Way width on the Plat without 
disturbing the previously approved Center-Line; and, that Petitioner was 
capable of accomplishing accurate MOnumentation on the ground. Unfortunately, 
this turned out not to be the case. 

The Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat that was recorded in the records of the 
Mesa County Clerk & Recorder on November 6, 1991, depicts a 44-foot-wide 
Right-Of-Way with the following Center-Line: 

Northern Terminus: 402.00 feet East of the Southwest Corner of the 
Dalby property. 

Southern Terminus: 168.95 feet Easterly along Horizon ~ive from the 
Southeast Corner of Lot 16. 

At the time that the Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat was recorded, the 
Monumentation at the Site incorrectly defined a Right-Of-Way 40-feet-wide, 
and the MOnumentation was missing at the Horizon Drive Southern Terminus. 
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When he learned that the MOnumentation at the Site was incomplete and 
defined only a 40-foot-wide Right-Of-Way, Jim Shanks instructed Petitioner 
to correctly place the missing 2 MOnuments and to move each of the 6 other 
Monuments 2 feet in order to correctly define the Right-Of-Way the City 
had accepted. 

Instead of doing as Mr. Shanks had instructed, only one-half of the Monuments 
were moved a distance of 4 feet each. 

As a consequence, both the 11/6/91 Recorded Plat and the Monumentation at the 
Site now defined a Right-Of-Way that is 2 feet East of the field-staked 
Center-Line accepted by the City. 

Coincidently, that Platted and Monumented Right-Of-Way is now an undesirable 
2 feet closer to the Horizon Drive Channel ~ the Flood-Plain ~ the 
Wetlands. 

When I learned that one-half the MOnuments had been moved 4 feet, I asked 
Mr. Shanks what he thought was going on, because I did not understand it. 

Mr. Shanks appeared to be as surprised as I was at this development, and he 
could not explain why such an apparently simple thing as moving each of the 
Monuments 2 feet could not be correctly accomplished. 

All became clear to me while I was examining the AMENDED Platt 

Petitioner's Monuments had to be moved 4 feet on the East side of the Right
Of-Way, and those on the West side of the Right-Of-Way h!5! to be left as 
they werel otherwise, Petitioner's Monuments would not have agreed with the 
incorrectly placed Right-Of-Way contained on the Plat that had been Recorded 
on November 6, 1991. 

The error in the location of the Right-Of-Way that exists on the 11/6/91 
Recorded Plat has been carried over onto the AMENDED Plat. 

Consequently, the location of the Horizon Glen Drive Right-Of-Way on 
Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat is incorrect. It does not conform to the 
Center-Line that was accepted by the City of Grand Junction. 

Therefore, Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat should be corrected as follows: 

A. The Distance from the Southwest Corner of the Dalby property to the West 
Boundary of the Right-Of-Way should be 378.00 feet. 

Therefore the distance to the North end of the Center-Line will be the 
correct 400.00 feet that was accepted by the City. 

B. The Distance from the Southeast Corner of Lot 16 to the West Boundary of 
the Right-Of-Way should be 144.95 feet. 

Therefore the distance to the Southern end of the Center-Line will be 
the correct 166.95 feet that was accepted by the City. 

c. The Distance fro11 the East Boundary at the North end of the Right-Of-Way 
to 27 Road should therefore be increased to 448.51 feet. 
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D. The Distance from the East Boundary at the Southern end of the Right-Of
Way to the "10' Permanent Easement" along Horizon Drive should therefore 
be increased to 111.56 feet. 

The above changes restore the Horizon Glen Drive Right-Of-Way to the location 
accepted by the City of Grand Junction. 

As a consequence, the AMENDED Plat's depiction will then conform to the 
accepted Center-Line that the City field•staked for its Right-Of-Wayt 
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SECTION III - Monumentation to be Correoted at the Site of the Subdivision. 

1. Incorrect Placement of LS 168}5 concreted Monument: 

Surveyor Dennis Johnson agreed in your presence in September 1991 that a 
Monument set at the Southeast Corner of the Dalby property by Surveyor 
Merritt Dismant was accepted and would be used in the preparation of the 
Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat. 

A short time later, a Dennis Johnson Monument was set at the Southeast 
Corner of the Dalby property approximately 3 ?/8 inches Northeast of the 
Dismant Monument. 

The Boundaries defining the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 Section 2 Township 1 South Range 1 
West U.M. on Sheet 2 of the AMENDED Plat are now very similar to the Survey 
of the Dalby property prepared by Merritt Dismant. The AMENDED Plat and the 
Dalby Survey vary from each other by no more than 7 seconds in Bearing and 
by no more that .05 feet in Distance as follows: 

t t Sect-
j,on Line DALBY Surve;I AMENDED Plat 

North N 89° 54'26" E 1315.31' N 89°54'27" E 1315.30' 

East N 00°01'18" E 1319.22' s 00°01'22" w 1319.22' 

South N 89°50'38" E 1.315.26' N 89°50'.31" E 1315.26' 

West s O<f01'10" w 1320.67' N Oo001'17" E 1320. 72' 

The Total Distance of the Southern Boundary of the Dalby property is 
870.44 feet on the Dalby Survey and 870.51 feet on the AMENDED Plat-
a difference of only .07 feet. 

Given that the entire 1/4 1/4 Section Boundaries are within .05 feet of 
exact agreement between the AMENDED Plat and the Dalby Surv~, 

And given that the Southern Boundary of the Dalby property measures 
within .07 feet of exact agreement between the AMENIED Plat and the 
Dalby Survey, 

Then how is it possible that there is any legitimate reason for a Johnson 
Monument at the Southeast Corner of the Dalby property to be almost 
4 inches away from the Dismant MOnument? Especially since Dennis Johnson 
had agreed to and accepted that Dismant MOnument previously? 

Considering the above, it would seem that the Dennis Johnson Monument 
should be required to be removed from the ground and the Merritt Dismant 
Monument ordered concreted into Permanent place. 

Note: If the above recommendation is implemented, Sheet 2 of the AMENDED 
Horizon Glen Subdivision Plat should be corrected to show: 

a "FOUND SURVEY M>NUMENT" at the extreme Eastern Corner of the 
Subdivision (i.e. at 27 Road) and "LS 10097" Surveyor number. 
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2. Incorrect Placement of Horizon Glen Drive Right-Of-Way Monuments: 

All 8 Monuments set to define the Boundaries of the Horizon Glen Drive 
Right-Of-Way are not in the correct locations. 

All 8 of the Monuments should be re-located to correctly define the 
Right-Of-Way that was accepted by the City of Grand Junction. 

All 8 of the Monuments should be 22 feet from the Center-Line field-staked 
by the City of Grand Junction. 

Note: For a detailed explanation of the situation, see Item 8 on Pages 
3 thru 5 of SECTION II - Items to be Corrected on the AMENDED Plat. 



Fred Weber, County Surveyor 
Mesa County Surveying Department 
531 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(303) 244-1822 

March 23, 199j2. 

Walter Dalby 
555 Pinyon Avenue 
Grand Junction, 00 81501 
{30J) 4.34-2608 & 242-2992 

~ DEUVERY 

REa AMENDED Replat U,t Two Foster Subdivision. 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

I have examined the AMENDED Replat of U,t Two of the Foster Subdivision which 
was recently subMitted to you. 

I find five errors to be corrected on the AMENDED Replat: 

1. Missing Bearing and Distance: 

The Bearing and Distance from the Southeast Corner of the vacated property 
to the point where the East Boundary of the vacated property bears 
N Oo014•24" E was not carried forward from the 11/6/91 Recorded Replat onto 
the AMENDED Replat. 

Assuming that the 11/6/91 Recorded Replat was correct, the Bearing and 
Distance necessary to properly define the vacated property should be added 
to the AMENDED Replat as follows: 

S 48° 50' J6• E 
24.84• 

' " 
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2. Missing Bearing: 

The Bearing for the 10 foot North Boundary of the vacated property is not 
specified. The reader must assume what that Bearing Should be. 

If the missing Bearing is N B<f 58'24" E, as I guess it to be, then that 
Bearing necessary to properly define the vacated property should be added 
to the AMENDED Replat as follows: 

I 
__J 

). Incorrect Distance: 

The Distance of 131?.15 feet specified from the Northwest Corner of the 
1.)2 acre "EXCEPTION" parcel to the Mesa County Survey MOnument at the 
Northwest Corner of the drawing is incorrect. 

The 1317.15 foot figure is probably the measure of the total Distance from 
the Bureau of Land Management Survey Monument at the Southwest Corner of the 
drawing to the Mesa County Survey Monument at the Northwest Corner of the 
drawing. If so, the 150.00 foot Distance of the West Boundary of the 
"EXCEPTION" parcel should be deducted from the 1317.15 feet to give a 
correct Distance of 116?.15 feet. 

The AMENDED Replat should be corrected to show the Distance from the 
Northwest Corner of thtf "EXCEPTION" parcel to the .Northwest Corner of the 
drawing as 116?.15'. 

(Note: The incre11ental Distances on the Southern Boundary of the drawing 
appear to have been properly specified.) 

4. Missing Distance Indicator: 

Where the width of Ho11estead Road is correctly specified a• 40 feet, the 
arrow indicating the Distance measured has been left off or the AMENDED 
Replat (e.g. see the 50 foot width designations shown on Cascade Drive). 
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The arrow indicating the Distance measured across Homestead Road should be 
added to the AMENDED Replat. 

5. Error in Title B1ock: 

In the Title Block of the 11/6/91 Recorded Replat, the subdivision was 
incorrectly located in Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian. That error has 
been carried forward onto the AMENDED Replat. 

The Title Block in the lower right-hand corner of the AMENDED Replat should 
be corrected to locate the subdivision in Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian. 

Mr. Weber, that concludes the errors that I can see that need to be corrected on 
the submitted AMENDED Replat before it is approved. 

Regarding the seven "5/8 IN. REBAR AND MJNUMENT CAP SET BY LS 168)5 IN CONCRETE" 
shown on the AMENDED Replat, you have assured me that all those monu~nts exist 
and are correctly placed in the ground. I am satisfied to rely on your assurance. 

Merely as a convenience for you, I list the following minor changes which appear 
on the AMENDED Replat when compared to the 11/6/91 Recorded Replatl 

a. Slight change in Bearing and Distance of the Northern Boundary of the 
NE 1/4 NE 1/4 Section 2 Range 1 West U. M. (i.e. along "G" Road): 

AMENDED Replat - - - - - - N 89°58'14" E 
11/6/91 Recorded Replat - S 8~58'06" W 

1)10.32' 
1)10.)0' 

b. Slight changes in Distances concerning the 1.)2 acre "EXCEPTION" parcel: 

From SE Corner of the "EXCEPTION" parcel to 

AMKNDED 
Replat 

11/6/91 
Recorded 
Replat 

NE Corner of the "EXCEPTION" parcel 117.42' 117.56' 

P'rom NE Corner of "EXCEPTION" parcel to 
West Boundary of Cascade Drive 99.68' 99.64' 

Total Distance from SE Corner of the "EXCEPTION" 
parcel to West Boundary of Cascade Drive 217.10' 21?.20' 

From the BLM Survey Monument at the SW Corner 
of the Plat to the SE Corner of the "EXCEPTION" 
parcel )96.05' 395.99' 

I would. assu11e that the new Distances on the AMENDED Replat are the 1110re 
accurate. 
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The AMENDED Replat is an incredible improvement over the totally inaccurate 
and misrepresentative Replat that was origionally submitted for approval on 
October 24, 1991. 

The AMENDED Replat appears to me to have solved the defects in Ownership, 
Legal Description, and MDnumentation existing for the Replat that was actually 
recorded in the records of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder on November 6, 1991. 

Once the corrections that I have documented in this letter have been 
accomplished, the AMENDED Replat will have also corrected the defects in 
Survey Data and T,ypographical Errors that exist on the Replat that was recorded 
on November 6, 1991. 

In conclusion, if Items numbered 1 thru 5 in this letter are corrected, 
then I feel that the Replat Lot Two Foster Subdivision, as Amended, will be 
satisfactory when recorded together with the other documents Petitioner is 
required to perform by the Board or Mesa County Commissioners and by the 
Mesa County Planning Department. 

Sincerely, 

!IJe&t tt-/lfl? 
Walter Dalby ·· · 

~ 

c.c.a Richard Krohn 
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·" '-' MESA COUNTY SURVEYING ~ REVISED 4/16/92 

FRED A. WEBER 
P.O. BOX 20000.5026 
GRAND JUNCTION. CO 81502 
PH 244-1822 

APRIL 15. 1992 
SUBDIVISION REVIEW-

SUBDIVISION NO SB-07-92 

HORIZON GLEN SUBDIVISION AS AMENDED 

OWNER: S.L. Ventures. Inc .• A Colorado Corporation. 
President: William E. Foster 11 
Secretary: Timothy E. Foster 

SURVEYOR: Dennis Johnson. 
Professional Surveying Services 
P.O. Box 4506 
Grand Junction. Co 81502 
Ph "0" 241-3841 

REVIEW OF HORIZON GLEN SUBDIVISION AS AMENDED 

DEDICATION 

In your dedication on the (first line) you have BOOK 1837 
PAGE 349, please show the total pages involved. Show as, 
(BOOK 1837 PAGE 337 THRU ~~ 

Check your bearings in your dedication as you plat 
drawing does not agree. 
You may have an incorrect bearing direction in you dedication 
description. 

BOUNDARY & RIGHT-OF WAY MONUMENTATION. 
You had mentioned that some of the positions marking the 
right-of-way off Horizon Drive into Horizon Glen Road and 
horizon Glen Ct, may have been destroyed. If so these 
should be replaced if this is the agreement between the 
City of Grand Junction and the Fosters. The State Law 
only requires that the exterior boundaries be established 
at the time of plat recordings. Only when the lots or 
Blocks are sold or any improvements are made is it 
necessary to establish the interior corners of the 
subdivision. 

continued page 2 of 2 

Page 1 of 2 
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LEGEND 

Any words or symbols which has been abbreviated or shown as 
a specific element of the plat, which are not 
identifiable, must be be described in your Legend or 
identified upon the plat drawing. 

BOUNDARY AND LOT CLOSURE 
When using the Centerline date of Horizon Glen Road your 
lot boundaries for lot 17 & 18 do not close. 
From computations, it has been found that you are using 
the incorrect bearings. 
Also the bearing and distance must be shown on you lot 
lines on both lot 17 & 18 being on the East & West of 
Horizon Glen Road. 

You have some non-closure in your lots in the 
Horizon Glen Sub as Amended. Please check your lot 
closure. 

AREA-

Revised 

The boundary change for lot one has been significant, do 
to your most resent abstract of property ownership, of 
which you had found to be in error and made correction 
of. Check your areas also. Please check you Area summary 
legend for correct areas. 
Making sure your area summary agrees with you acreage in 
you dedication description. 

LOT 18,. CURVE 
THE CURVE FROM 27 ROAD RUNNING TO HORIZON DRIVE. 
The curve that you said you had computed from deeds at the NE 
corner of lot 18, is a broken back curve (no tangent curve) to 
the Horizon Drive R/W alignment, being 14 degrees (plus or minus) 
off tangent. Have you advised the City of Grand Junction of this 
problem to see if it is acceptable with there road standards? 

F.W. 
4/15/92 
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1640187 11:32 AM 05/25/93 
MONIKA Tooo CLK~REo MESA Co•JNn Co 

RATIFICATION OF PLAT 

We, Virginia C. Rice, George W. Rice, John C. Heideman, Glenda J. Heideman, and Paul 
D. Reinsche, by this document, fully ratify and affirm the Plat and Dedication ofHorizon Glen 
Subdivision as Amended, Mesa County, Colorado, the Plat and Dedication of said Horizon Glen 
Subdivision as Amended being filed for record in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and 
Recorder on thee day of f't~ , 1993, in Book /4 , Page /II,- II~ . 

This ratification and affirmation of the above described Plat shall have the same legal 
effect as if we had properly signed and our signatures had been properly acknowledged on the 
original recorded plat thereof 

Dated this 'It/. day of _ M &\ ~ , 1993. 

State of Colorado ) 
)ss 

County ofMesa ) 

,~c~ 
George W. Rice 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ll:f:b_ day of ~ 
1993, by Virginia C. Rice, George W. Rice, John C. Heideman, Glenda J. Heideman,~~~ D. 
Reima:he. . .. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 
My commission expires /- ::? 5- qq 

~u,0 (l,>vM~~w 
Notary Public 



RATIFICATION OF PLAT 

16+0186 11:32 AN 05/25/93 
MoNIKh Tooo CLK&REc MESA CouNTY Co 

BOOK 1979 PAGE 203 

We, Virginia C. Rice, George W. Rice, John C. Heideman, Glenda J. Heideman, and Paul 
D. Reinsche, by this document, fully ratify and affirm the Plat and Dedication of Horizon Glen 
Subdivision as Amended, Mesa County, Colorado, the Plat and Dedication of said Horizon Glen 
Subdivision as Amended being filed for record in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and 
Recorder on the ~ 5 tL day of fm ~ , 1993, in Book I Lf , Page II~- ll8. 

This ratification and affirmation of the above described Plat shall have the same legal 
effect as if we had properly signed and our signatures had been properly acknowledged on the 
original recorded plat thereof 

Dated this~ day of~· 1993. 

Virginia C. Rice 

IZlt:L 
Paul D. Reinsche 

State of Colorado ) 
)ss 

County of Mesa ) 

George W. Rice 

Glenda J. Heideman 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 1c:?rt day of 'ln~, 
1993, by \'irg' ·a C P'n, Cu ge nr Wee, bba C Ihi~nnaa; Chnda J Hei1hman, anPaul D. 
Reinsche. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 
My commission expires 1 - ~ ~ 9 S 

~ 
Nota;;;ublic 



OORALIN GBti)VA 
JIM SPEHAR 
JOHN LiANE 

May 2?,. 1992 

Board of Me•a County Collllissioners 
750 Main StrMt 
Cb-and Junotion, CO 81501 

Walt Dalby 
555 Pinyon AYenue 
Grand Junction, (X) 81.501 

Bl• PBPJICT POLJ.OW-UP REYIEW--Replat Ipt Two Foster Sllbditiaion. 

Dear Oo.-issionerl 

I am writing to determine your specific intentions re~ardi~ tull implementation 
or the five steps specified in the subject PROJECT POLLO~UP REVIBW ratified by 
your Board in a unanimous Resolution passed on December 1?, 1991. 

In only three weeks it will be one full year since your Board granted final 
approval or the Replat or Lot Two of the Foster Subdivision. 

In only three weeks it will be six full months since your Board approved the 
Mesa County Planning D1 vision • s PROJECT FOLLOW- UP REVD.lt' in order to rectity the 
situations that Petitioner created byl 

1. Attempting, under the guise of an exempt adjustment of property lines, to 
achieve the vacation of a public right-ot-way as well as significant 
subdivision alterations without observing the due process requirement• or 
right-ot-way vacations and of subdivision replats (July 1?1 1989 thru 
June 1 , 1990) • 

2. Impairing the chain-of -ownership or another property owner by C!"eating and 
recording an invalid Quit Claim Deed (.December .)1, 1990). 

). Perfor11ling an illegal subdivision of real property in total disrega!"d or 
Mesa County subdivision re,ulations, and in specific disre~ard of the 
Planning Division's prior written communication or re-subdivision procedures 
and requirements. The illegal subdivision was accomplished by a series or 
nine Quit Clai• Deeds, am later perpetuated by a tenth Quit Claill Deed 
(Februar.y 261 1991 thru March 29 1 19911 then May 14, 1991) •. 

4. Subaitting to the County Surveyo!" a Replat that was totally llisleadin,; and 
inaccurate as to ownership, legal description, survey or bounda!"iee, 
depiction or roads t and dedication of property to public l"i«ht-ot-vay 
(October 251 1991). 

5. Circu.venting established Planning Division procedures and c~nting 
the responsible Planner • s supervision of the final plat processing in pre
paration to!" recordation (October 24, 1991 thru Ho.eab!r 6, 1991). 

6. Causing to be recorded a Replat that 1e uterially detectift on it• taoe 
and that clouds the required dedication or property to publio rilht-of-11&7 
(iloftllber 6, 1991 ). 



owrr s/2?/92 - Pace 2 

I do ·not understand why Petitioner haa not yet been requiJ'ed by Mua County to 
fully co~~ply with all the steps apecitied in the J>atitied Pl.annin« D1rieion•e 
PROJECT FOLLOW-UP REVIEW. 

It is II.Y underetanding that Petitioner haa repeatedly retueed to co11ply with the 
require•nt or a Wananty DMcl or dedication or property to public right-ot.vay, 
and has repeatedly J>etuaed to co111ply with the requir ... nt or a aatbtactoey 
doou .. nt to reetore a clear chain-ot.ownerebip to the Dalb,r property in the 
recorda or the Mesa County Assessor. 

And, although a Deceaber 19, 1991 Allended version or the recoJ'ded IW'plat hal 
already been renewed by the County Sl.tl"VeyoJ', no conected YeJ'aion or the . 
recorded Replat has yet been provided to the Planning D1 rieion tor proceeling 
by Pl.anneJ' DannenbeJOger who is responsible to!' this project. 

However, Petitioner's tailure to coopeJOate should not be allowed to unreasonably 
delay Mesa County troa taking the neceaaar,y atepa to entoJOce coaplianoe with the 
County's requirements. 

At issue is a history, docu~~~ented in the public record, or prolonged and 
continuing non-compliance by Petitioner. Petitioner has not yet been held 
accountable tor non-compliant behavior, and it would be unconscionable tor Mesa 
County to allow Petitioner to succeed in any element or non-co~iance. 

Further, Petitioner's acts or non-compliance have also jeopardised J'ighttul 
access to the Dal~ property. 

Considering a lenghty history, dating trom 1980, of Petitioner's actiYitiea to 
impair the Cascade Drive access to the Dalby property, I am especially concerned 
that your decision to require a Warranty Daed be implemented 1 

The public record amply demonstrates the confusion and detrimental results 
that Petitioner can create by the use of Quit Claim Deeds. 

Petitioner has invested much effort in avoiding a correct and explicit 
restoration or the Cascade Drive right-ot-way despite that requirement in 
your Board' a final approval of the Replat petition. 

It is ~ understanding that requiring Warranty Deeds for road right-ot-way 
dedications is not unusual and that the County Attorney is easily able to prepare 
a Warranty Deed of dedication tor appropriate signature by Petitioner. By having 
Mesa County prepare the Warranty Daed, inadvertent errore that llicht ooCNl" if 
Petitioner prepared the deed will be avoided • . 
I submit to you that, in the face of Petitioner's repeated atte11pta to jeopardize 
access to the Dalby property, a Warranty Deed or dedication ia the appJOOpriate 
means to create an absolute and unquestionable intent on the p&J't of Petitioner 
to dedicate the required property to public right-ot-va7 aa ordered by 10U1" 
Board on June 18, 1991. 

Por you!' cormtnience, I have attached several iteu of correspondence regarding 
the detective Replat and the Mnner in which it caM to be J>ecol'ded in the 
reoorda or the Meaa Count7 Clerk & RecorcleJ' on Novel.ber 6, 1991. 

Aa you read the attached correspondence in sequence, you vUl find that the7 
provide you with a coherent review or the J'eleYant facte or the •tteJ'e 
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In conclusion, I urge you to exercise your authority to require Petitioner to 
f'ul.ly co111ply w1 th all the requirements of the PROJECT 11\)IJ.()W-UP REVIEW; and, 
that the required dedication of property to public right-ot-way be acco11plished 
by a Warranty Deed prepared by Mesa County. 

It said W&M"anty Deed 18 not accot~plished, I can only conclude that a reckless 
disregard tor the facts vUl have taken place and that the Cascade ~1ft access 
to the Dalby property will have been lett in har1111 s wa7. 

Finally, by requiring tull co~~pliance with the PROJECT POLLOW-UP RBVIIW, the 
mess that Petitioner has created will have been rectified, and you will have 
put an end to this disgusting waste ot ti~~e, errort, and expenae on the part 
ot your Board, the County starr, and II,YSelt. 

I suggest that it would be tiJOst appropriate it this u.tter is tull7 resolYed by 
June 18, 1992--one tull year since the Replat petition vas appro'Yed. 

Should you need any turther documentation or &1'\Y other 1nto1'11& tion in order to 
proceed, do not hesitate to call upon me. 

I look forward to an early statement or your intentions in this utter. 

.A.tt. I 1. 
2. 
). 
4. 
s. 
6. 
?. 
B. 

S1ncerel7, 

Walt 

Letter to Tim Foster from Keith Fite • 
Letter to Linda Dannenberger from Walt Dalby. 
HellO to lqle Dechant from Linda Dannenberger. 
Letter to Mark Eckert from Walt Dalby. 
MellO to Bob Car~~an trom Linda Dannenberger vi& Mike Joyce. 
PROJECT JIOLU>W- UP REV~. 
Letter to Mark Eckert and Lyle Dechant from walt Dalb,y. 
Letter to Pred Weber from Walt Dt.l.b7. 

C. C. I Richard Krohn 



June 2, 1992 

William E. Foster, II 
President, S L Ventures, Inc. 
101 S. 3rd St., Suite 375 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

250 North Fifth Street 

Re: Final Inspection of Horizon Glen Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Foster: 

A final inspection of public improvements within the Horizon Glen 
Subdivision was held this morning at 10:00 a.m. The following 
items were noted as a result of this inspection: 

1. At sewer manhole B- 2 the top ring is loose and needs to be 
grouted into place. 

2. Sewer manhole A-5 could not be found. The manhole will need to 
be exposed and the ring and cover raised to grade. 

3. At several locations in the sidewalk, the expansion joint 
material needs to be trimmed off flush with the concrete surface. 

4. No traffic control signing has been installed. The stop sign 
at the intersection with Horizon Drive should be placed closer to 
Horizon Dr. than shown on the plans to provide adequate sight 
distance in each direction. 

5. We have not yet received asphalt pavement test results or 
record drawings of the public improvements on reproducible mylar. 

Upon completion of the above items the streets, sanitary sewers 
and drainage improvements will be accepted for future maintenance 
be the City. All public improvements shall be warranted against 
defects in materials and workmanship for a period of one year 
beginning on the date of acceptance. 

We appreciate the professional manner in which the construction 
of this project was managed and communications were maintained 
throughout the project. 

Sincerely~/ ~ d £1?" /(c?<'i~ 
J. Don Newton, P.E. 
City Engineer 

xc: Mark Relph, Public Works Manager 
Bill Cheney, Utilities Engineer 

~ Walt Hoyt, Senior Inspector 
~Dave Thornton, Community Development 



Mesa County Department of Public Works 
Division of Planning 

(303) 244·1636 

750 Main Street P.O. Box 20,000 • Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-5022 

July 10, 1992 

Timothy B. Foster 
Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Central Bank Building, Suite 323 
422 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, co 81501 

Re: Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision 
Notice of Pending Lapse of Final Plat 

Dear Tim: 

We have received a copy of your letter to the Assessor's office 
requesting a correction of property records. I have spoken with 
Mary Anne Fleetwood from that office, who feels the corrections are 
adequate and final. We will apprise Mr. Dalby of this fact also. 

What remains to be completed is the recording of the corrected 
plat. The Me_sa Coun_ty_C,.ei_n_g_D_~v~J.QP!ll~J1J:._j:ode. requires recordation 
of the final plat and documents within one year of approval (JunP 
25, 1991). Due to our numerous conversations and delays, the fact 
that this date has passed is not critical. But at this time, I 
must give you the required 30-day notice of lapse to initiate the 
finalization of this project. 

Please advise me on the status of the plat--you must either meet 
this 30-day timeframe to record or request an extension of time 
from the County Commissioners. 

Sincerely, 

/'\~ .,1 a_ J~.,._ncJ;, "\\ 
~4~ Oannenberger ··-· 

Planner 
244-1771 

xc: C42-91 
Lyle Dechant, County Attorney 



August 10, 1992 

fred Weber, County Surveyor 
Mesa County Surveying Departaent 
Mesa County Courthouse 
Grand Junction, (X) 81501 
(JOJ) 244-1822 

Walt Dalby' 
555 .Pinyon ATenue 
Ch-and Junction, CO 81501 
(JOJ) 4)4-2608 & 242-2992 

Bl& AMRlffilm nat ot Horizon Glen Subslirltion--Julv 27. 1992 version. 

Dear Freda 

I have exa'lllined the latest version ot the AMENDED Plat ot Horizon Glen Subdivision 
which you received on July 27, 1992. 

I am pleased to note that the bearings and distances ot the boundaries between 
the Dalby property and S,L. Ventures property now contorm to those agreed to by 
the parties' surveyors; and, that the bearings and distances tor those common 
boundaries contained in the legal property description on Sheet 1 now agree with 
those shown on the surTeyed layout or the plat on Sheet 2. 

Of the dozens or individual changes I see on this version or the ~ Plat 
when compared to the March 11, 1992 version, I still see two items ot direct 
concern to me. I remain concerned about the following& 

1, Allot the data describing the Center-Line of the "HORIZON GLEN DR." right
of-way shown on Sheet 2 of the plat has been changed, and data tor the 
adjacent boundaries or Lot 17 and Lot 18 has been added. 

I request that you verify the following 1 

That the newly added data tor the boundaries or Lots 17 &: 18 adjacent to 
the "II>RIZON GIBN DR. " right-or -way is co111pletely accurate. 

That all or the data defining the "HORIZON GLEN II\," right-ot-way is now 
completely accurate--that is, to veritv that the data on the plat can be 
coJIIRletel_y relied upon in iaproving "HORIZQN GLEN lit.". 

I would appreciate being notified when your verification is oo~leted, 

2. Legal Counsel advises that the abbreviation "R.O.W,'S" contained in the 
language dedicating property to the City ot Grand Junction should be tully 
spelled out in order to avoid any f"uture argu11ent of technical interpretation 
regarding the legal status or the "HORIZON GLEN DR." right-ot-way. 

I again request that this change be aade in th• dedication language on Sheet 1, 



'-' """' AMENDED Plat ot Horizon Glen Subdivision--July 27, 1992 Version. - Page 2 

As a matter ot convenience tor you, Fred, I have noted 80118 ainor iteu you •Y 
want to look ats 

a. Qwnership Beterence s On Sheet 1, in Paragraph 2, at the end ot Line 1, 
a reference reads "(BOOK 18J7 PG JJ7-JJ9)". You will .find that Pages 
JJ7-JJ9 ot Book 18J7 are pieces ot a series ot Collbran Conservancy 
District Applications tor Reallocation ot Class D Allotments. 

Pages J48-J49 recorded in Book 18J7 are the 2-page Quit Claia Deed of 
property troa DINOVE, LTD. to S.L. VENTURES, INC. I believe these are 
the pages that the plat intends to reference. 

b. Foster Replat References On Sheet 1, in Paragraph 2, in Line J, the 
November 6, 1991 recording ot the Replat of IA:>t Two Foster Subdirlsion 
is referenced as "RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 14, PAGE 22". 

Since an AMINIBD Replat of !Dt Two Foster Subdivision is reqlii!"ed by 
Mesa County under pain ot lapse of plat, should not the Plat Book and 
Page reference becoae that ot the upcoming recordation ot the AM!NDED 
Foster Subdivision Replat7 

c. Covenants References On Sheet 1, in Paragraph 7, in Lines J and 4, 
the spaces for the previously recorded Declaration of Covenants have 
been left blank. 

I believe the Covenants are dated October 16, 1991 and were recorded on 
.Noveaber 6, 1991 in Book 1864, Pages 682-?0J, Reception Nuaber 158.5581. 

d. Distance Agreeaents On Sheet 1, in Paragraph J, in Line 6 ot the 
property's legal description, a curve is followed "TO THB RIGHT A 
DISTANCI OF 75.95 FEET". 

This Distance has been changed to 75.97 feet on Sheet 2 ot the plat. 

I hope that this information I have presented will be of assistance to you in 
reviewing this latest version of the AMENDED Plat of Horizon Glen SUbdivision. 

Finally, as a matter of record, I again observe that the Center-Line ot •HORIZON 
GLEN DR." on Sheet 2 is still platted 2-.feet East o.f the Center-Line that was 
approved by the City ot Grand Junction. 

C. C. s Merritt Disunt 
Claudia Hazelhurst 
Richard Krohn 
Jim Shanks 
Dan Wilson 

Sincerely, 



Memo to File: 

Per a 8-17-92 telephone conversation with Walt Dalby, he has re
quested the following concerning the amended Horizon Glen plat: 

To avoid any confusion in the future, he would like the abbrevi
ated ROW's amended to Rights of Way. 

Wants to ensure that the city will stand behind the recorded play 
when the road from Horizon to the Dalby property is constructed (e.g. 

Would like to review the plat prior to it being recorded. 

c~ 



September 9, 1992 

William E. Foster, II 
President, S L Ventures, Inc. 
101 S. 3rd St., Suite 375 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Re: Horizon Glen Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Foster: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
250 North Fifth Street 

81501-2668 
FAX: (303) 244-1599 

All of the items listed in my letter dated June 2, 1992 following 
inspection of the streets and drainage facilities have been 
completed and record construction drawings have been received. 
Therefore, these improvements are hereby accepted into the city 
street system. 

You are required to warrant the improvements against defects in 
design, materials and workmanship for a period of one year from 
the date of inspection which was June 2, 1992. 

I have recently noticed surface erosion taking place on lot 6 
which has deposited a considerable amount of soil and gravel 
onto the street. I would like to meet with you and/or your 
representative to discuss what can be done to mitigate this 
problem and prevent damage to the street. 

Thank you for your cooperating and assistance in completing the 
public improvements. 

Sincerely, 

J. Don Newton, P.E. 
City Engineer 

XC: Bill Cheney 
Mark Relph 
Dave Thornton 
Walt Hoyt 
Doug Cline 
Chris Motz 

BICEIVED GRUD JUNCTIOI 
PLANNING DEPARTMDT 

SEP 111992 
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Mesa Cc .1ty Department of Pl Jlic Works r 

Division of Planning 

(303) 244-1636 

750 Main Street P.O. Box 20,000 • Grand Junction, Colorado 81502·5022 

December 2, 1992 

Timothy E. Foster 
Foster, Larson, Laiche & Griff 
Central Bank Building, Suite 323 
422 White Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision 

Dear Tim: 

Since receiving the revised mylar copy of the replat in September, 
we have proceeded to obtain signatures to bring this project to a 
close. Unfortunately, the Planning Commission chairman has signed 
in the County Commissioners' block. please have your surveyor 
exchange the wording on the two blocks so that Jim Spehar can sign 
the plat. 

Also, Lyle Dechant has requested that the notation on Lot A be 
revised as follows: 

"Ten foot portion of real property and utility 
easement to be dedicated and set apart hereon as 
a portion of that street and road designated as 
Cascade Drive." 

We are confident that this change will satisfy all parties as it 
relates to the dedication language on the plat. 

You may pick up the plat from our office any time. Please return 
it to the County Surveyor's office after the corrections are made . 

• 

Sincerely, 

(l'i:dCL- ~"-"'""j..._,l\. a.l... 
-£ih~ Dannenberger ~ 
Planner 

xc: File C42-91 
Jim Spehar, Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Lyle Dechant, County Attorney 



(303) 244-1821 

Meso County Surveyor 

.531 White Avenue P.O. Box 20000 
Attent~on: 

Community Development 
Kathy Portner 
City of Grand Junction, Co 81501 

In reference to the ratification of Plats. 
REPLAT of LOT 2 FOSTER SUBDIVISION as AMENDED. 
HORIZON GLEN SUBDIVISION as AMENDED. 

Fred A. Weber 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502-5026 

The existing ownership of that portion of lot A, OF THE REPLAT OF 
LOT 2 FOSTER SUBDIVISION AS AMENDED consists of a dual ownership, 
being S.L. VENTURES, INC., A COLORADO CORPORATION AND MARGARET E. 
FOSTER. 

The ownership for Lot "A" was researched and conducted through 
Western Colorado Title Company, 521 Rood Ave, Grand Junction, Co. 
on May 14, 1993, where it was found that the owners of Lot "A" of 
the Replat of Lot 2 Foster Subdivision as Amended were S.L 
VENTURES, INC., A COLORADO CORPORATION AND MARGARETE FOSTER. 
These signatures are upon the Amended plat to be recorded by the 
County Planning Dept. 

The Ratification of the plat signature being Virginia C. Rice, 
George W. Rice, John C. Heideman, Glenda J. Heideman and Paul D. 
Reinsche for the Replat of Lot 2, Foster Subdivision as Amended, 
have now legal ownership within Lot "A" of the above mentioned 
and proposed subdivision plat. 

That portion consisting of 1.32 Acres and being on the south part 
of Lot 2 of the Foster Subdivision that was annexed to the City 
of Grand Junction, and was approved and final September 7, 1991. 
That portion was then added to the Horizon Glen Subdivision and 
sold as a part or all of Lots 7,8, & 9., 

The Ratification of signature for Horizon Glen Subdivision as 
Amended, is justified and should be recorded as such, as 
ownership was acquired after the invalid recording of the Horizon 
Glen Subdivision. Please recognizing that the Deed transfer of 
any of the Lots to the various ownership in the invalid plat of 
Horizon Glen Subdivision will need to be re-issued when the 
Horizon Glen Subdivision as Amended is recorded in the Mesa 
County Clerk and Recorders office. New deeds must be issued, 
giving the present recorded subdivision name and the lot for 
ownership under the Amended plat. 
EXAMPLE: Lot 8 of Horizon Glen Subdivision as Amended. 

c:--i A-~cL {L w -.tJ....u-
Fred A. Weber 

Mesa County Surveyor 
cc Linda Dannenberger, Planning Dept. 

Timothy Foster, Attorney 
Lyle Dechant, County Attorney 



MEMO: 

TO: Kathy Portner, Community Development 
City of Grand Junction. 

FROM: Fred A. Weber, Mesa County Surveyor. 

May 20, 1993 

I have given the mylar to the Mesa County Planning Department of 
the Replat of lot 2, Foster Subdivision as Amended to be 
recorded. 
Lyle Dechant, would like the Replat of Lot 2 to be recorded first 
before Horizon Glen Sub as Amended. 

I talked with Mesa County Planning and they will let you know 
when they have completed their recordeds. 

Enclosed you will find your original Plat Ratification for 
signitures 

F.W. 
5/20/93 

cc Linda Dannenberger, Mesa county Planning. 



\' 

Martin L. O'Boyle 
3720 Horizon Glen Ct 
Grand Junction, Co., 81506 
970 245 5309 

Jan. 21, 2 0 01 

Kathy Portner 
City of Grand Junction 
Planning & Zoning 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, Co., 81501 

Kathy: 

Please consider this request to remove an existing earth berm on 
Lot 16, Horizon Glen Subdivision, and re-·contour grade back to 
original condition. 

The existing earth berm prevents surface water from flowing to the 
swale along Horizon Drive and intrudes into a proposed building 
envelope on lot 16. The existing mature trees and native growth 
with additional plantings that can be installed within the 30' set
back along Horizon Drive will be more than adequate to provide a 
buffer. 

It is my understanding that the berm was created to buffer Horizon 
Glen Subdivision from the traffic along Horizon Drive. There does 
not exist a similar berm on the South side of Horizon Glen Ct, nor is 
there the ammount of trees and other growth that do exist on lot 16 
and within the Horizon Drive ROW. The earth berm intrudes substan
tially on lot 16, in some places 45' from the property line, as 
opposed to within the 30' setback. 

I have enclosed an improvement survey of lot 16 which proposes to 
preserve the North West corner of lot 16 from building. This pro
posed area is full of Russian Olive and Tamerisk trees, cattails, and 
other flora which are essential in absorbing the high water table 
which fluxuates between lot 15 & 16. This water flows South East 
to the swale along Horizon Drive, then under Horizon Glen Court, 
then under Horizon Drive to the swale on the South East side of 
Horizon Drive. The water table has been fluxuating since I've owned 
lots 15 & 16 and has risen 12' since ( I believe) the 17 acres 
NorthWest of 12th and Horizon has been dewatered. As you can see, 
if I restrict building outside of the proposed preservation area 
and remain within the 30' side yard setback, I will have an extremely 
small building envelope indeed. Nevertheless, I believe an adequate 
home can be designed which will fit within these two restrictions, 
in other words, the trees and flora that exist within the 30' 
setback AND the proposed preservation area can be saved. 

Removal of the earth berm will also allow surface water, detrimental 
to foundations as I can attest with the issues in building on lot 
15, to flow to the Horizon Drive drainage. 



It is my intent to leave lot 16 undeveloped for as long as I can 
as it provides an excellent buffer between my house on lot 15 and 
Horizon Drive. It is in my best interest to create a development 
plan on lot 16 that addresses the high water table issues common 
to both lots, keeps as much natural vegatation as possible, and 
at the same time provide an adequate building envelope. I believe 
removal of the earth berm can help accomplish this goal. I have 
the concurrance of all my neighbors in Horizon Glen Subdivision, 
and feel this request will enhance both lots 15/16. create a better 
building lot, and elliminate an unsightly, improperly located 
mound of dirt. 

Please advise my of your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/ // ttc-\Gc__ 
ul/-' U 
Martin O'Boyle 
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~!!!'hen Glen Homeowners.. Jlclatlol! . -

Martin O'Boyle 
P.O. Box 2342 
Grand Junction, CO 81 502 

Dear Martin. 

1'.0. Box 60321 
( inmd Junction, Colorado !:ll506 

September 23, 1997 

I am in receipt ofyour letter on September 14. 1997 regarding the earthen berm on the south end of lot 16, Horizon 
Glen subdivision. I have discussed your request to remove this berm with the members of the architectural review 
committee. All members support your request to remove this and use the soil as backfill. If you have further 
questions or c~mcems, please contact me or members of the architectural review committee (David Hoffman, Ginger 
Rice. Verla Brennan). 

Thank you for your request and good luck in the construction of your home. 

Sin~ .... 

Gl~ 
President, Horizon Glen Homeowners Association 
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CURVE 
C1 
C2 
C3 
C4 
C5 
C6 
C7 
Cl! 
C9 

C10 
C11 
C12 
C13 
C14 
C15 
C16 
C17 
C18 
C10 
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C26 
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C28 
C29 
CJO 
C31 
CJ2 
CJJ 
CJ4 
CJ5 
CJ6 
CJ7 
CJ8 
CJ9 
C40 

OEDICAllON 
KNOW AU. WEN BY THESE PRESENTS: 

THAT THE UNDERSIGNED, S.L VENTURES. INC., A COLORADO CORPORA110N lS THE OWNER OF THAT REAL PROPERTY LOCAltD IN THE OTY OF' GRAND .IJNCllON. 
COUNTY OF WESA. STAlE OF COLORADO, AND BONG SllU.\lED IN THE SE 1/4 NE 1/4 SECTION 2. TOWNSHIP 1 SOU1li. RANGE 1 WEST, UlE WERJDIAN AND LOT B. 
REPLAT LOT 2. fOSTER SUBOI._.SION AS SHOWN ON THE Accot.IPAN~G PLAT, SAlD PROPERTY BEJriG AD01110NAU. Y DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2 OF FOSTER SUBDIVISION, (WHICH IS ALSO 1HE NCftlHtiiEST CORNER Of" 11-£ SE 1/4 NE 1/4 OF' SECTION 2) AND 
ASSUMING 1HE NORm UNE or THE SE 1/4 HE 1/4 Of SECTION 2 TO BEAR N. Slf?54'2r E.. 11111H AU. BEARJNGS HEREIN RELAllYE 1HERETO; THENC£ N. Of14'24"' E.. 
149.SS FEET; lHENCE S. 891'57'15"' E., 138.15 FEET; THENCE S. S2f02'32"' E., 315.04 Ft:£T; lHENCE S.. 26?41'26"' W .• 118.07 FEET TO 1HE SOUTHEAST CORNER Of" LOT 2 Of" 
FOSTER SUBDMSION; THENCE N. 89t54'27" E., 74.25 FEET ALONG THE NORTH UNE Of" 1HE SE 1/4 NE 1/4 SECTION 2; lHENCE S.. 0?05'34"' E., 145.00 FEET THENCE S.. 
35t39'47" W., 153.42 FEET; THENCE S. 0?03'22" E., 80.57 FEET; THENCE S. 12131'02'" W., 232.72 FEET; lHENCE S. 42f57'58"' W., 205.95 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORlltERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE Of HORIZON DRIVE; THENCE S. 68f17'20" W., 15&.05 FEET ALONG 1HE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY OF' HORIZON DRIVE; THENCE S. 26f30'01"' W., 222.03 
FEET: mENCE lEA'JING SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY N. 89?57'40"' W., 227.58 F'EET TO INTERSECT 1HE ~LIE OF' THE SE 1/-4 NE 1/4 Of" S[CllON 2; mENCE N. Of01'1T E., 
168.48 FEET TO 1tiE POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 9.70 ACRES WORE OR LESS. 

THE SAID OWNERS HAVE CAUSED THE SAID REAL PROPERTY TO BE LAID OUT AND SUR\IE'ItD AS HCIRIZON GLEH SUBOIYISJON FU.ffG NO. ONE A SUBDIVISION OF' 
A PART OF' 1HE OTY OF' GRAND .IJNCllON, NESA COUNTY, STATE OF COlORADO. 

lHAT SAID OWNERS DO HEREBY DEDICATE AND SET APART AU. Of" lH£ SlRE£TS AND ROADS AS ~YIItl ON THE ACCOWPAH~G PLAT TO THE USE OF' THE PUBUC 
FORE\'ER, AND HEREBY DEDICAlES TO lHE PUBUC UTIUTIES tHOSE PORllONS OF' SAID REAL PROP TY WHICH ARE L.ABn.ED AS UTIUTY EASD&ENTS ON THE 
ACCOI.IPANYING PLAT AS PERPETUAL EA.SEa..ENTS FOR THE INSTAU.ATION AND WAINlENANCE OF U IRRIGAllON AND DRAINAGE FAC:UllES.. INQ.UDING 
BUT NOT UMITED TO n.EClRIC lJ.IES. GAS UNES. mEPHONE lJ.IES; TOGElHER •TH THE RIQ-IT TO" m.. INltRft:RtNG TREES AND BRUSH; 11111H PERPElUAL. RIQ-IT 
OF' INGRESS AND EGRESS FOR lrtSTAI..LAllON AND MAINTENANCE OF' SUCH LKS. SUQi EASE:WENTS AND RIGHTS SHALl. BE U11UZED IN A REASONABLE AND 
PRUDENT MANNER. 

11-IAT ALl. EXPENSES FOR S1R£ET PA1;1NG OR .. PROVENEMTS SHALL BE F\MMSHm BY lHE SEL1.£fH)R PURCHASER, NOT lHE aTY OF' GRAND .JJNCllON. 

'THE UNDERSIGNED, IN RECOROfNG THE ACCOMPANYING PLAT DESIGNAlES lRACTS AS A PRIVATE ~ON 0PD1 SPACE FOR 1HE aa.tMON USE AND ENJO'I\IENT 
OF THE HOWEOWNERS tN HORIZON Gl£N SUBDI'-"SION AND ANY AND All. PROPERllES HEREAFTER AfiNEXED TO AND BROUQ4T UNDER 'THE TERMS OF' THE 
OECLARA110N OF COVENANTS, CONDillONS. AND RESlRICllONS DATED 1ft- AND RECORDED 'MlH THE Q.£RK AND RECORDER OF' MESA COUNTY, 
COLORADO ON 199_ IN BOOK __ PAGE -- RECEPnoN NO. (HEREINAFTER REfERRED TO AS lHE DEa.ARAllOH). lHE DESIGNATED 
PRIVATE COMMON CFEN SPACES ARE NOT TO BE FOR USE BY niE GEN£RAl. PUBUC. 

SAID DECLARAllON IS HEREBY INCORPORATED INTO AND MADE A PART OF' MS PLAT. 

IN WinlESS ~OF SAID OWNERS HA\'t: CAUSED lHEJR NAMES TO BE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED lHIS DA~ OF' A.D., 1ft __ 

S.L 't'ENlURES. INC.. A COLORADO CORPORA llON 

'MWAM E. FOSlER I, PRESIDENT llMOlliY E. FOSTER, SECRETARY 

STATE OF' COLORADO ) 
)SS 

COUNTY Of WESA ) 
mE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS AO<NOWI..EDGED BEFORE WE lHIS -- DAY OF' A.D., 118_ BY WILUAW FOSlER I, PR£SIJENT AND 11WOniY 
E. FOSlER, SECRETARY, S.L VENTURES, tNC. 

WY COMMISSION EXPME5 NOTARY PUBUC 

a.£RI( AND RECORDERS CERmCA TE 

STATE OF' COLORADO ) 
)SS 

COUNTY OF' MESA ) 

I HEREBY CERTIF'Y 'THAT lHIS JNSlRUUENT WAS FILED IN MY OFFlCE AT --- O'Q.OCK _lrol. THIS DAY OF' A.D •• 119_ AND IS 
DULY RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK NO. PAGE 

CITY APPROVAL. 

lHIS PLAT OF HORIZON GLEN SUBDI1;1SION. FlUNG NO. ONE. A SUBDIVISION OF niE aTY OF GRAND .IJNC110N, COUNTY Of' 111ESA, STATE OF COLORADO, IS 
APPROVED AND ACCE'iED ON lHIS DAY OF------~---

CITY MANAGER PRESIDENT OF COUNCI.. CHARMAN. Pl..ANNING cotAOSSION 

DIRECTOR OF DE\'n..OPMENT CITY ENGINEER 

SURVEYOR"S CERmCAn: 

I, OEMNIS W. JOHNSON, CERTIFY 'THAT THE ACCOMPANYING PLAT OF HORIZON GLEN SUBOMSIOH FlUNG NO. ONE, A SUBDMSION Of A PART OF THE 0TY OF' GRAND 
.l.INCTION, COUNTY OF COLORADO HAS BEEN PREPARED UNDER WY DIRECT SUPERVISION AHD ACCURAlELY REPRESENTS A FIElD SURVEY OF SAME. lHIS PLAT 
CONFORMS TO lHE REQUIREMENTS FOR SUBDI\1SION PlATS s>EaFIED IN lHE CITY OF' GRAND .IJNCliON ZONING AND DEVEl.OPMENT CODE AND APPLICABlE LAWS 
OF' mE STATE Of" COlORADO. 

DENNIS W. JOHNSON, CENlURY SURVEYING DATE 
REGISTERED PROF'ESSIONAI.. LAND SUR'£roR LS. 16835 

RADIUS~ ---lENGTH TANGENT 0 
149.-49 -45.59 22.97 45.41 
149.-49 135.2 72.66 130.70 
3-49.58 110.41 55.67 109.96 
3-49.58 19.76 .... 19. s 

62.00 25.73 13.05 25.55 
62.00 27.28 13.87 27.06 
90.89 15.65 7.&4 15.63 

197.00 137.41 71.63 134.64 
189.49 132.64 . 89.17 129.95 
40.00 32.46 17.19 31.58 

327.58 158.93 80.00 155.-43 
270.00 35.61 17.83 35.59 

20.00 49.64 58.-43 37.84 
175.00 137.39 72.46 133. 9 
112.89 88.23 -46.51 06.01 
40.00 105.56 155.79 77.-49 

270.00 33.73 18.89 .70 
20.00 28.3 17.16 26. 5 
42.00 40.19 21.78 38.68 

197.00 23.00 11.51 22 ... 
90.89 55.39 28.59 5-4.54 
62.00 50.32 26.&-4 48.95 

349.58 37.30 18.6 37.2!1 
91.36 44.23 22.56 43. 0 

149.-49 30.85 15.48 30.80 
151.62 71.28 36.31 70.63 
111.62 47.35 24.0-4 -47.00 

189.-49 135.72 70.92 132.83 
82.00 51.23 27.18 49.78 
62.00 59.3 32.18 57.13 

169.-49 240.03 145.13 220.47 
131.152 53.14 26.9-4 52.78 
31.00 33.71 18.74 32.08 

186.00 151.45 80.21 1-47.30 
101.89 79.&-4 41.98 77.63 

51.00 13-4.59 198.63 18.80 
51.00 41.39 21.91 40.26 

338.58 162.20 82.69 160.85 
180.88 87.4 44.81 88.62 

BASIS OF' BEARINGS 

TMILE FOR PRESERVA liON EASEMENT 
(See C.C. lc R's) 

LINE DIRE 
E1 N 36"! 
E2 N 36"! 
EJ N 07' 
E4 S 41"' 
E5 5 11"t 
E6 N 00, 
E7 s 12' 
Ee N 63": 
E9 N 26' 

E10 N 44•. 
Ell S 21·• 

HORIZON GLEN SUBDMSION 
FILING NO. ONE 

IIO'nC£: ~ 1tl ca..obOO LAW. YOU MUST CCMIEJrQ 1MY I.PIJII. 
AC'YICIII &UOI LPCIIf liMY DEnCT .. 'MS ~ ..,.. 'MIIEt '4NtS 
AflEJII YOU AltST DIICO'oEJIEP IUCH DERCT. a NO nD1T MAT liMY ACliiJIIt 
aASEJ) l.PON liMY DEnCT • 1tll ~ - CQMM:ED ... 1MMI 1DI 
1ENtlfltCai1HEDA1tllf'1H[ Clltli'ICA1ICIIII..,_tmi£QII. 

BASIS OF BEARfoiGS AS'SlAIE 'M BEARING ALONQ THE NORltf ~ CF 'H 

~ek'~E ~~~MSE~ON Jo ~CSU nt;C:E~~~~ AON 
THE EAsT BOUNDARY OF' SECllON 2 TO SEAR N .. 54'28'" E. MESA COUNTY, COLORADO ----8151 ROODAVE. 

QRAND ..IJNCliON, CQ..ORADO 
(303) 2-42-Q101 

·----------------------~·· .. - ---· --- .... ·--·--·-- --------------· 
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ARM81llONG CON8ULTANT8, INC. 
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FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

HORIZON GLEN SUBDIVISION 
FIIJNG NO. 1 

GRAND .rtJNCTION, COIDRADO 
ARMSTRONG CON8ULTANT8, INC. 

GRANO JUNCnON. COLORADO 
{303)24Z-o101 
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