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SUBDIVISION Sm·1.HARY FORM 

Mesa County Type of Submission: 
Request for Exemption 

Date: October 1, J 981 

Subdivision Name: Paradise Hills 

Preliminary Plan xx 
_:.:~--

Location of Subdivision TOWNSHIP lN 

Final Plat· 

Filing 

RANGE lW SEC · 26 
25 

Type of Subdivision Number of 
Dwelling Units 

Area % of 
(Acres) Total Area 

) 
Single Familx 
Single Fam1ly Clusters 

~ Hixed Use Clusters 

Condominiums 

~Townhouses 

~ 2,3, & 4-Plex 

Industrial 

Golf Course 
Dedicated 

Reserved 

Dedicated 

Reserved 

63 
58 

120 

42 

150 

~17 

N.A. 

Street 

~ 
School Sites 

School Sites 

Park Sites 

Park Sites 

15.5 
11.8 

12.0 

4.0 

11.8 

2.9 

8.3 

26.0 

Private Open Areas 

~Leach Creek Trail 4.2 

Other (Specify) Reserve 2.4 
Street Reserve 0.5 

Total 99.4 

Estimated Water Requirements 

15.6 
11.9 

12.1 

4.0 

11.9 

2.9 

8.3 

26.2 

4.2 

2.4 
0.5 

100.0% 

gallons/day. --------------
Proposed Water Source Ute Water 

Estimated Sewage Disposal Requirement gallons /day. ---------

Proposed Means of Sewage Disposal City of Grand Junctio_n _____ _ 

Note: This form is required by CRS 30-28-136 but is not a part 
of the regulations of Mesa County. 
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SUBDIVISION SUMMARY FORM 

Mesa County Type of Submission: 
Request for Exemption 

Date: October 1 1981 • 
Preliminary Plan xx 
Final Plat· ~~--

Subdivision Name: Paradise Hills 

Location of Subdivision TOWNSHIP lN 

Type of Subdivision 

Filing 

RANGE lW 

Area 

SEC · 26 
25 

% of Number of 
Dwelling Units (Acres) Total Area 

) 
Single Family 
Single Fam~ly Clusters 

~ Hixed Use Clusters 

Condominiums 

~Townhouses 

~ 2,3, & 4-Plex 

Industrial 

Golf Course 
Dedicated 

Reserved 

Dedicated 

Reserved 

63 
58 

120 

42 

150 

~17 

N.A. 

Street 

15.5 
11.8 

12.0 

4.0 

11.8 

2.9 

8.3 

~ 26.0 
School Sites 

School Sites 

Park Sites 

Park Sites 

Private Open Areas 

~ Leach Creek Trail 4. 2 

Other (Specify) Reserve 2.4 
Street Reserve 0.5 

Total 99.4 

15.6 
11.9 

12.1 

4.0 

11.9 

2.9 

8 3 

26.2 

4.2 

2.4 
0.5 

100.0% 

Estimated Water Requirements _________________________ gallons/day. 

Proposed ~ter Source Ute Water 

Estimated Sewage Disposal Requirement ______________ gallons/day. 

Proposed Means of Sewage Disposal City of Grand Junctio_n __________ _ 

Note: This form is required by CRS 30-28-136 but is not a part 
of the regulations of Mesa County. 



:.o ¢F ooooooc:._,oooooooooc_ ~ion sheet'@ 
;:.' , , Acres . CJ._<i1z_ .:. File No. _____(1 (Q(S.B \ : i:'. 

, Unltq - Jr9(ril8fy ~ ~~:e Parcei~5~1<\ , 
Density 

Activity 

Phase 

.. ~QlllffiPIJ.__Location HY2 j\()().Q\.. a 2 6 ~-__.£:o,_ ...... J.___ ___ --r-__ ~f-1t-Jir---

-Dat-e s-ul:rni-tt-P.<I~~==,o:l=zt:e:t==-Da-te-~-ile:I_OJ_t- 1otds1 "''" '""'"' . At.J.t ,Sf\ 
,0 5 tl.,y Pf>vl""' PE'rlod RP.turn by ___ __,,f-.1\..u)Jz(_B_I _ __.Y...<.J~~I--,-n:-In-ro_nna_tlon Sent--------f-~-

rw" lltli~~<"rnt l'rllJ ..... rty o.onrrn Notlfin:J or r-t:rc/GJI'C Date 1\djacent Property Oomers Notitficcl or MX/CIC \:J.ll R(f?>?_ 
revi~ A 8 C D E _F_C_._H_I_J_K_l_H N 0 P Q R S T U Y II X Y l M 88 CC DD EE I"F CC 

agences -~. ~!'(" 
.Development Dept. • • • • . ;~ '<.!lr • • 
41'countv Road • • e • • • 

I
County Health • • e • 
County Surveyor • • e • 

• • • • 
. ; .. 

• • • 
County Parks/Recreation e • 8 e 
County Engineer .• e e e . 

• • • i ransportatlon Engineer e e ;, e e ·., 
lty Engineer .e e e e 
lty Utilities e e e e 

Qcity Parl<s/Recreatlon ;e e e e 
Qclty Police Dept. • • • • 
Qcounty Sheriff e • e • 
~Floodplain Administration • e e • • 
Qcomprehenslve Planning • • e • 

. ~·; • • • 
• • 

i 

;~ 

• • • • • 11 

• ., 

•I-~ • • -"' 

•I 

... 

·I-
" 

• 
• 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
• 
• • 

~ .: ... 

QG.J. Dept. of Enei9Y _.. • • • • /! • ··· 

.Fire/7rd .Jr.A.. P.i..l.M.JL ,e • • • ~ Jlt / t~ • ~ ·· • 

Drainage J (/N_..A/1 j e e e e • • 

• 

l
lrrlgatlo. n)f. • Vtti.l.t4 i/Ji[_~ e e e e r7TJ7 (l~(f (f/ {fV .. ~ e e 

llate({ut~) Clifton) 1 e e e e f - , !'~! • • 
l::::r ~r~~we~-f b V. -t--:-+--t-:+-·1-:+-:-+--+-- l'){,f///(/U.~~:fc:t,.. V '- 1-r--4-r--+---i_~-=~1-.:::.::,-.-.=~-t-1 --1_--1 

Mountain Bel I • • e • 1 [I( ,) ' • "· -+---
~~: ~ • ;_. • • .I {jJl;tlt ~ v ./- ~ li- ~ I--...... --+-.-+-,-~--........ --.-1- ! ... ---
~ Public Service .. -:- _ JC•, , if ,_ -f-- ·-=-!· -
4 Soi I ConservatIon e e e • /....--.. ) l r, '! '; (_p 1'---ji-+--t-•-+---+--t--+--t---t-• f.,.?''I.J ·-~ ,.. -

c,;sute Hl9hway Dept. • • e • e .-<...A ~"tf 1 · (\:·. •. 

~State Gcologic.11 e e e e e \.._/\;_,; ,-- · \ ( '-.) -f-+--t---t-+--+--+--i~-+--• 
(Js tate He a It h Dept. e e e e e L -t-+-t-•-+--1---t-t---+--t--tl 

<:)~ater & Power Resources e e e e • 
~Transamerica e e e e ~ • • 

.Heck, Hen, Collbran, Palisade, • • • • ' • 
Fruita, DeBeque, G.J,, Hesa Cnty. 

totals I ' I I 
I I 

~ tt./<:PC ~ 1.:2/rl/01 

! #!~" ~ --z._--r-z"{;-v/-r-6-Z­

::J/3o /0(_, 

),IL/lA iov ~fdf(l'-~lLC. r 1
/ .I ,·.-: ·:·.--{;:' (""y~·z~. ,,,·.:· -. -:-· d£/r.:~·.L··.r 

r.J. J/{..,;;··j,..!'. cit . l~ IJ-..i tf roLtJc.f ,jl-1 .UCt-Lliu··~1 "t,.c .. ~·'?71 C-r• 1ft~~· 

~4...u.r· ~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



Proceec-~ of the Board of County Cor-_,issioners 
Fourth Day March Term March 30 1982 

provide a landscaping plan. The Board decided to include approval of the final plan and 
change the distance to 400 feet to connect to water and sewer when it becomes available. 
Public hearing closed. MAXINE ALBERS MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECONDED, AND MOTION UNANIMOUSLY 
CARRIED TO APPROVE ITEM C35-82 REZONE AFT TO PC AS RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
AND AUTHORIZE LEGAL COUNSEL TO DRAFT THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION FOR THE CHAIRMAN'S SIGNA­
TURE. 

MAXINE ALBERS MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECONDED, AND MOTION UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE 
THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN FOR DEBEQUE INDUSTRIAL SITE AS RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION SUBJECT TO STAFF COMM:El-.'TS 'WITH APPROPRIATE BUFFERING TO BE PROVIDED AND THE 
REQUIREMENT TO CONNECT WITH SEWER AND WATER CHANGED TO 400 FEET TO COMPLY WITH STATE STAT­
UTES. 

C39-82 PUBLIC HEARING - REZONE R2 TO PR-10 AND PLAZA GARDENS HOMES - OUTLINE DEVELOP­
MENT PLAN. Petitioner: Zenith/Aires Group. Location: 300 feet Northeast of F and 29 
Roads intersection. Mr. Luhrs stated that staff recommended approval subject to 1) the RV 
storage area being moved to the NW corner of the property, 2) the RV storage area and 
property lines adjoining the church be well-screened and buffered and 3) curb blocks or 
landscaping separate the off-street parking from Plaza Drive. The Planning Commission 
recommended approval with the stipulation that the RV storage be moved to the Northwest 
corner, 29 Road improvements be escrowed and with the sunset clause in effect. R. V. 
Brinkerhoff, representing the petitioner, agreed that they would relocate the storage area 
and provide the necessary screening and buffering. Mildred Brandstetter, 607 Partee Drive, 
felt the drawing showing the plan was not in proportion to the surrounding area. She felt 
the density was too high for this small piece of property and submitted a petition signed 
by approximately 25 people opposing the zone change. Mr. Brinkerhoff pointed out that the 
development included more property than most of the neighborhood was aware of which made 
the drawing look incorrect. He noted that a neighborhood meeting had been held to inform 
the residents of this fact. He noted that the property was currently zoned to allow 8 
units per acre. Public hearing closed. RICK ENSTROM MOVED, MAXINE ALBERS SECONDED, AND 
MOTION UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE ITEM C39-82 REZONE R2 TO PR-10 SUBJECT TO THE ODP AND 
AUTHORIZE LEGAL COUNSEL TO DRAFT THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION FOR THE CHAIRMAN'S SIGNATURE. 

MAXINE ALBERS MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECONDED, AND MOTION UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE 
ITEM C39-82 ODP FOR PLAZA GARDENS HOMES SUBJECT TO AVIGATION EASEMENT, STAFF COMMENTS, 
HOLDING A MEETING WITH THE NEIGHBORS PRIOR TO FINAL TO ADDRESS THEIR CONCERNS AND OBTAINING 
THE NECESSARY RIGHT-OF-WAY AND ESCROW MONIES FOR 29 ROAD. 

C4D-82 PUBLIC HEARING - REZONE R2 TO PB AND PLAZA 29 - OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 
(Proof of publication shown) Petitioner: Zenith/Aires Group. Location: Northeast corner 
of F Road and 29 Road. Mr. Luhrs reviewed the staff comments noting that staff recommended 
approval subject to 1) circulation problems caused by gas pumps and automatic teller being 
resolved before preliminary, 2) landscaping, screening and buffering to be on the prelimi­
nary plan with extensive screening shown on the east property line and 3) existing healthy 
trees being retained on site when they do not interfere with traffic circulation or a 
building envelope. He noted that a list of building envelope uses had been submitted. 
R. V. Brinkerhoff, representing the petitioner, explained that they would like to begin 

' construction as soon as approval is received. He explained that the automatic teller had 
been relocated, noting that adequate traffic circulation has been provided. Mr. White 
asked that the developers work closely with the Road Department to make sure that the 
utility placement is coordinated with the F Road improvements to alleviate the relocation 
of utilities at the expense of the County. Mr. Brinkerhoff explained that they had talked 
~ith the Road Department and Armstrong Engineers regarding the F Road improvements and 

1 agreed that they_ would incur the cost of relocation of utilities should they install their 
utilities prior to the improvements made on F Road. Public hearing closed. MAXINE ALBERS 
MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECONDED, AND MOTION UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE ITEM C40-82 REZONE 
R2 TO PLANNED BUSINESS SUBJECT TO STAFF COl1MENTS AND AUTHORIZE LEGAL COUNSEL TO DRAFT THE 
APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION FOR THE CHAIRMAN'S SIGNATURE. 

MAXINE ALBERS MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECOl.'DED, AND MOTION UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE 
THE PLAZA 29 OUTLINE DEVELOPME~T PLAN SUBJECT TO STAFF COMMENTS ~~TH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT 
THE UTil..IT': HOOKUPS 1.'1LL BE COORDD\ATED ~~TH MR. HOTTO\'Y AND MR. CARMAN AND IF THE UTILITIES I 
ARE IN PLACE PRIOR TO THE IMPROVEMENTS THE DEVELOPERS OF THIS PROJECT WILL INCUR THE COST 1 
TO RELOCATE THE UTILITIES WHEN F ROAD IS CONSTRUCTED: ANL: SUBJECT TO THE DEVELOPERS WORKING 
WITH THE l.LIGHBORHOOD TO ADDRESS THEIR CONCERNS. 

3:30p.m. ClOl-81 PUBLIC HEARING- PARADISE HILLS #i- PRELIMINARY PLAN. (Proof of 
publication shown) Petitioner: Paradise Hills Partnership. Location: H.5 and 26.75 Road. 
Mr. Davidson stated that the Planning Commission recommended denial until a contract is 

, drawn up between the Paradise Hills Homeowners Association and the developer regarding the 
drainage and high water table. He noted that the main concerns were regarding flood hazard, 
fire protection, confirmation regarding sewer connection and avigation easement require­
ments. He noted that the majority of staff comments had been addressee. John Ballagh, 
Bray and Company, stated that they do have a signed contract with the Homeowners Associa­
tion. He noted that they are adjacent to the City Limits. He explained that the highest 
density proposed is 12.7 units per acre. Bill Talmage, Secretary of the Paradise Hills 
Homeowners Ass~·iation, stated that Mr. Ballagh had worked with them and the only concern 
that still needs to be addressed is regarding the problem of access. He explained that 
the major road funnels out through the existing Filings 4 & 5 and there is no other route 
available. Mr. Ballagh explained that they were pursuing another access but that the 
right-of-way had not yet been obtained. After discussion regarding the access question, 
the public hearing was closed. MAXINE ALBERS MOVED, RICK ENSTROM SECONDED, AND MOTION 
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE ITEM ClOl-81 PARADISE HILLS 1!7 PRELIMINARY PLAN SUBJECT TO 
STAFF COMMENTS AND .:._~IT:ON OF RIGHT-OF-WAY ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE PROPERTY TO ALLEVIATE' 
DUMPING TRAFFIC INTO ~ EXISTING FILINGS WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THE ACCESS WILL BE 
READY TO BVILD AT THE TIME OF FINAL. 

C45-82 PUBLIC HEARit;G- EASE:MENT VACATION. Fe~::.tioner: John Jeosen 
5, Round Hill Subdivision (653 kc~~c Hill Drive). This item was continued 
was not present. 

Locac:on: Let f 
as the po~iticnerl 

17~ 

C35-82 DEBEQUE 
INDUSTRIAL SITE 
PRELIMINARY & F:' 
PLAN - APPD. 

C39-82 REZONE R: 
TO PR-10 - APPD. 

C39-82 PLAZA 
; GARDENS HOMES 

ODP - APPD. 

C40-82 REZONE R: 
TO PB - APPD. 

C4 0-8 2 PLAL.;. 2 9 
ODP - APPD. 

ClOl-81 PARi-. ·::;~ 
HILLS f!7 PRI: 
NARY PLAN- ·.>:. 

:~~ 5-82 EASEM? :r 
'ACATION - CC. ::L 



.... R~EW SHEET SUMMA~ 
FILE NO. ...:C::-!1~0.:...1-~8:.::.1 ___ _ DUE DATE 11-12-81 

ACTIVITY Paradise Hills #7 

PHASE ---~P~re~l~i~m~i~n~a~ry~--------------------------------------------ACRES __________ ____ 

LOCATION H~ and 26 3/4 Road 

PETITIONER Pardi se Hi 11 s Partnership 

PETITIONER ADDRESS 1015 North 7th 

ENGINEER VTN Colorado 

OVERALL CON SID ERA TIONS 

0 D OVERALL COMPATABILITY 

0 0 CONSISTENCY 

0 D AC.JACENT PROPERTY 

0 l··; CHANGE IN THE AREA 

0 \ ..J -rRAF=FIC IMPACT 

' ~ 
l! 
" z 
> e 

~ 
" 

DA'!'E REC. 

10-15-J1 

10-15-81 

10. ' 1 -81 

10-21-81 

ll> _J-81 

<··· 

AGENCY 

G.J. Rural Fire 

Floodplain 

County Road 

County Health 

Ute Water 

COMMENTS 

This office cannot approve this development as submitted. 
We need utilities composit plans showing required fire 
protection. Building and site plans must be provided 
to compute required fire flow and hydrant agreement. 

This proposal and the potential serious flood hazard is 
so complex a conference with the petitioner the design 
engineer and the Floodplain Administrator will be re­
quired prior to a public hearing on this item. This 
meeting is necessary to resolve technical problems and 
concerns prior to hearing. 

OK 

Ok as applied for. 

No objections to development. Water systems will inter­
connect with existing lines through Mediterranean Drive 
and Lanai Drive. Distribution main size in Molokai Way 
and Maui Drive may be 6" through the single family 
residential section. Distribution main size in Maui 
Drive north of the single family lots and in all other 
roadways of this filing must be a minimum diameter of 8 
inches. Also, because of the increased demands this filing 
will place on existing systems, and because the existing 
users services must be preserved, the project engineer 
wi; 1 have to consider additional ser\ice connection point. 
Such connectior point(s) would have to be to the existino 
18" transmi ss bn 1 i ne in 26 Road betweer H & I Roads, or 
from 27 1/4 and I Road lines. Policies and fees in effect 
at the time of application will appl}. 



. -
C101-81 

DATE REC. 

10-21-81 

10-28-81 

10-28-81 

11 3-Si 

11-4-81 

11-~-il 

1-n-82 
~~ lTES ( : 
l 17-< : 

Paradise Hills #7 

AGENCY 

County Engineer 

G.J. Sewer 

Geological 

Publi.: Service 

Mountain Be 11 

Air~ort Authori~y 

County Parks 

11-12-81 

COt+tENTS 

This area being in the upper part of the Leach Creek 
drainage basin indicates use of detention structures as 
proposed in the drainage study and report. Recommend 
discharge be limited to historic flow. 

Further review required at final plan submittal. 

Developer should confirm that all sanitary sewer lines 
below this development will have capacity to carry 
sewage from this development. 

The geologic and foundation reports prepared for this 
development indicate that problems with the expansive 
nature of the Mancos shale and poorly drained areas of 
the property will have to be delt with during construction 
to prevent damage to structures. Extremely collapsible 
soils also will pose construction problems. Special 
drilled-pier foundations will probably be necessary, 
and perimter drains as mentioned in the geotechnical 
report should be used in thi:s development. If all 
recommendations contained in the technical reports are 
closely followed, we have no objection to this proposal. 

Gas: No objections. Developer should contact gas 
engineering priur to final plat regarding service 
locations and easements. 

Electric: This project is in G.V. REA service territory 

We have no requests at this time. We will require 
easements as each phase progresses. We will usually neec 
back lot easements (10') for each lot and side easements 
depending on how subdivisi.on is to be laid out. Most 
cables will be in joint trench with power. 

This proposed development is immediately adjacent (south) 
to the "critical zone" for the primary airport runway, 
but it does not lie within this zone: it is within the 
Airport Area of ·1nfluence. Hence an avigation easement 
should be required. 

Also significant--consideration on this parcel is skyward 
lighting. Bacause the development lies adjacent to the 
Highline Canal and no development to the north, there will 
be a definite line of demarcatior between the lighted 
area of residential development south of the canal and 
pitch black to the north of this area. Such a contrast 
adjacent to the approach end of Runway 11 could conceivably 
contribute to pilot vertigo under stress conditions. This 
is not a reason to deny or alter this preliminary plan, but 
it is a consideration to address i.e. minimized skyward 
lighting within the development. 

In talking with the City Parks Dept. they do not 
have the resources at this time to develop the golf 
course. Recommend to accept money in lieu of property. 
I do not feel the county needs a "district" size 
park in this area as defined by the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan adopted September 1979. 

PARADISE HILLS #?--PRELIMINARY PLAN 
COt~MISSIONER NELSON: "MR. CHAIRMAN, ON ITEM ClOl-81, I MOVE THAT WE TABLE 

_ ,,.viiS REQUEST FOR THE PRELIMINARY PLAN, t1EET AT FACT-.FIND:iNG AS SOON AS 
·'· ~ .... ~SSIBLE AT THE FIRST JANUARY ~1EETING, GIVE THE PETITIONER A SPECIFIC LIST 

OF OUR CONCERNS THAT CAN THEN BE ADDRESSED. ONCE THOSE HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED, 
WE WOULD AGREE TO PUT IT BACK ON THE TABLE." 
COMt1I5SIONEf<. YOUNG SECONDED. 
CHAIR!~AN ~1E:~,.::TN'GER CALLED FOR VOTE: cm1~1ISSIONER SKINNER OriLY DISSENTING VOTE. 
MOTION CARri·:- ~D. 



C101-81 Paradise Hills #7 Page 3 

DATE REC. AGENCY COMMENTS 

S1t~FF COt+1ENTS 1. The airport zone of influence has been extended since approval was 
granted on the ODP. Density guidelines are for 4 units/acre or 
less in the airport zone of influence. The higher density portions 
of this project should be located toward the southern and western 
portions of this property. The low density uses and the open 
space uses should be located in the northern and eastern portions 
of the property. 

2. The preliminary plan doesn't work with and blend with the topography. 
The topography should be worked with as much as possible. Mesa 

·County encourages PO's to achieve .. A development pattern which 
preserves and utilizes natural topography and geologic features ..... 
.. and avoids the disruption of natural drainage patterns ... (quote 
taken from PO regs., Statement of Purpose.) 

3. A couple of stubbed streets are shown on the plan. How will these 
stubs connect in the future? 

4. County Parks Dept. mentions that the financing and adopted parks 
plan makes acceptance of the golf course unreasonable. Planning 
staff recommends that the golf course be developed and maintained 
by private interests. 

5. Preliminary Plan shows single family lots and simply lables other 
i" areas within phase one (phase one to be platted in 1982) as single 
./:/-:--family cluster, condominiums, duplexes etc. Where or when will 
---the necessary preliminary plan for these areas come in? 

-· 6. Preliminary plan doesn't show any open space that will be available 
-to residents in phase one. Preliminary plan also doesn't show any 
....Qedestrian path ways. What features and benefits of a 11 p'!anned 11 

development are embodied within this plan? How does this plan 
0 embody features of the .. Statement of Purpose .. and sub-section K 

of the .. General Provisions., of the PO regs. 

7. flooding hazard in concept and detail must be addressed and resolvf.i 
within'this phase to be sure the land uses are soundly located. 

8. Grading plan shows a vast amount of cutting and filling. How w:'l 
h~J?.' .. ../cut and fill areas accommodate structures in light of the expans.1vE. 
<l·fr~· ·. soils and mancos shale in this area? 
-(lfl/J( r-1·' 

~1CPC ~~; nutes 
of 2/25/82 

-· 

COMMISSIONER t1ILLER: MOTION: 11 MR. CHAIRMAN, I'D LIKE TO 
MOVE ON ClOl-81, PARADISE HILLS #7, PRELIMINARY PLAN. I 
RECOMMEND DENIAL FOR THE REASON THAT THE CONTRACT IS NOT 
SIGNED AND WE DID STIPULATE THAT WE WOULD NOT APPROVE THIS 
UNLESS A CONITRACT WAS SIGNED ... 
MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF SECOND. 
COMMISSIONER t1ESSINGER: MOTION: 11 MR. CHAIRMAN, I'D MOVE 
ON ITEM Cl01-81 THAT WE FORWARD IT TO THE COUNTY COMMISSIONEk) 
WITH THE STIPULATION THAT IT WOULDN'T BE HEARD BY THE 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD MEAN IT 
WOULDN'T BE ADVERTISED AT THE HEARING, UNTIL THE CONTRACT 
BETWEEN THE PARADISE HILLS PARTNERSHIP AND THE HOMEOWNERS 
INVOLVED \~AS SIGNED. II 

C0~1M ISS I ONER WALTON SECONDED. 
CHAIRMAN SKINNER CALLED FOR A VOICE VOTE; MOTION CARRIED 
WITH COMMISSIONERS YOUNG AND MILLER OPPOSED. 
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MESA CX)UNTY REVIEW SHEET SUHMi\RY 

l1CPC Hearing Date: 5.LJ.fiL9J._ l1CC Hearing Date: 6Ll8L.91 
File Number: C14=iJ_Q_::Z 
Project Name : EARADlSEJ:J I L~I,Jh__E_lLilKLN1L__1 

Phase: _ElNAL_PLAT__AND_ELAti_ _____________________________________ _ 
Common Location: NQR'l'H_QL_LANALDRlVg ____ _ 

Petitioner - Name: _ UHAL& _0). R~:ALTORS, ATTN: RDBER'f ___ HRA'l _____________ _ 
Address: __ lQ 15_ NORTH __ 'lTH ___ _ ___ _ _ 

_ _GRAND _JUNCTION, CO B150L ____________________ _ 
Phone: _ _242-:::3647 _________________ _ 

DATE REVIEW AGRNGY RI\VIEW AGRNCY COHHJm'l'}) 

5/7/91 U.S. WES'f. 
Proposal is within service area~ existing services are not 
adequate; connection to services is required; financing is 
required for extensions. 

5/10/91 U.S. DI~PAR'fMRN'l' 0~~ 'TIIR lNTRRIOR 
Our office reviewed the proposed develorment (File No. C·-74-90-2) 
Filing No. 7, Paradise Hills Subdivision as requested and offer 
the following comments: 

In previous reviews the United St.at.es has claimed. by 
prescription, ar1 easemAnt. of 80 to 90 feet from the centerline of 
the Government. Highline Canal in this same <trea, (see Filer:; Nos. 
C79--82 and ClOl--81) _ We would :>tr-ongl y recommend this rolicy 
continue. In several pla_ceR along lhe c~.::mal. old fence Unes of 
unknmm origin somewhat parallel the c<m·3l ond hHve often been 
ac:c~Ppt.ed as boundad es or 1 ind ts of pr·A:'H:r ipUve use. This 
assumption may not provide tbe necessat'Y widt.h for ftJturF.' 
maintenance. Showing this width (130' min) from the center·line of 
the existing eanal on t.he Subdivhd.on PlntG wtll prevent confnsion 
and problems in the fut.ure. He twnld requpsL t.his be done prior 
t.o recording of the plat.s. It :is hard t.o determine the pr·ox:imity 
of the 70,000 g;:tllonB s t.or.:tge r·nnd with the canaL As long as it 
does not interfere with the c:urrent or fubtr·e oper;:,Lion and 
maintenance of the canal or- the road, it should not he a problem. 

We appreciate the opportunity t.o comment on t.h:is proposed activity 
and if you need any adcli tiona l inforrnat.:i on, please contact Carl 
James at 248-0629. 

5/14/91 GRAND JlJN(:J'lON FJRR 
Prcrposal is within service area. 
L We have concerns about. the water line sizes - for· fire 
hydrants it may not be less than 8" 2 _ We are also concer·ned 
about the fact. that it is a de.::td end water line a.nd not a looped 
system as required_ There appears to be approximately l/2 miJ e of 
dead end line. Please make the changes to a Jooped supply system 
and minim\un line size and re-submit to our office. 

6/10/Hl 
GRAND VAl.LRY WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 
As st.at.ed in our 12/90 ~I.C. RevieH Sheet Conm1ents (copy attached) 
the Grand Valley Hater Users' Assoc:iat.ion insists there be no 
a.ccess between Filing trl and t.he camd bank oper·ation rmd 
maintenance road and right.-of-Fiay. This is necessary as a safety 



"""' Review Sheet fC74-90-2} Page 2 

and liability matter as well as for the reasons stated in attached 
review sheet comments. Refor·e Fil i nr: tl'T is granted final 
Clpprova1, the nr·r.~nd Valley Wat.er· Unern· 1\a::;ociation requests 
i1Sfntranr·e t.hat. n.deqnat.e fer1d np and/or (_d. her det.er·rent.s Hi l1 bP in 
place before housing constr·uction bep,ins. ({";.~~- Klapwyk) 

5/17/91 
UTK WATKR 
Ute Water has a 8" Hater main at. Cat..:dina firive .~ Lana.i Drive. 
Policies and Fees in Effect at the t.ime of application will apply_ 

MKSA (X)UN'fY ENGINJmRING DJVfSlON: 
H.ev iewed by: £at.cic.k_N..e1nm 

t1~sa_Go..1.Ul_ty _ _Eugin.~e r:: i ng 
RevieH date: JJ.m.e_13.,._1991 

1. Per the Mesa County Standard Specifications for Road and 
Rridge Construction, the minimum accept;,ble design speed for· 
local streets on flat or rolling t.er·r·r.ti11 is ~;~, l·1PH. The 
proposed street. configun~tion for t.his development is 
designed for only lfi HPH. 1\dhE>r·Pnce and enforcement of a 1 f) 
MPH limit is questionable and may restd t. :in an unsafe 
condi t ir;n. 

The topography of this development site does not ,iust1 fy 
WHiver of the 25 MPH design speed r·eqniremenL. Waiving the 
r·equ·i r·ement is not necesBary to avoid the knolls on the site. 

The minimum r.:urve radius for desj gn speeds on local streets 
is given in Table 4.1 of the Road and Br·idge Standards. 
For a design speed of 25 t'IPII, the minimum curve radius is 250 
fP.et. The curve radhts of 100.00 feet on Yucatan Drive. the 
only ingress and egress route for the maJority of the lots in 
this filing, is not accept.ah1e. The curve radii of BO.OO 
feet on Yucatan Circle arfl alRo not r.cceptable. All streets 
within Paradise hllls, Fi.ling H7 munt conform to these 
standn.rds. 

T reeommend the developer and his enginE•er propose a.n 
olternate Atreet layout for the o<~rea east of Lanai Drive. 

2. Per the Specification, mininnun cnr·b radii for adJacent curbs 
at. urban local-collector inter·~1ect.ions is :35 feet.. Since the 
traffic load on Lanai Ikive Hi l1 clar;fli fy H M3 a coller:tor· 
street. the curb r·acli i from LanAi Dr· i ve to Yw~atan Conr t. and 
Yucatan Drive is required to be :)fj ft:·et.. This t·d 1l improve 
the traffic conditions at this intersection, especially sincP. 
Lanai Drive is being co11st.ructed to mr1.tch the e:dsting L<ma.i 
DrivE.' and is not being improved Lo t.he st.:mdard collector· 
seetion. 

:3. Engineering is continuing to stress the importance of a 
secondary access to this development. This development is 
isolated by the physical barTiers of a Jnr:~.ior canal to the 
north and east., a substantial drHinage ditch to the south and 
impassable terrain to the Hest. Providinf3 only one access 
over these substantial bar-riers to R r·esi.dfmtial ar~=:a is not 
prudent. Residences would be isolated fr·,,m ern~?.rgency 

m.n'vic:es and normal ingresn r~.nd e{!.ref;s in t.he event Lanai 
Dr·ive into the develorment. should be impasaab.le. 

A second access needs to be provided to t.his development 
improved, as a minimum, to n pdvctl.e road Rtandard. (Jpt.ionfl 
may include improving the existinf, canal road, const.ructiHg 13. 
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new road to Catalina Court or constructing a collector road 
to 26~ Road. 

4. Drainage easements must be provided for drainage entering the 
development from lhe north. 

G. Irrigation easements must. be provided for the irr·igation 
facilities shown on the irrigation p]on which are not in the 
l<i.ght-o f-Hay. Easements must be pr·ovided for the irr·igat ion 
fad lities which are not within the bounds of this 

(' J. 

7. 

deve lor.>!IIen t. 

When n.Jl requirements of approval, as specified hy 
resoJuUon of the Board of County Commissioners, have been 
completed, the Drainag,e RP-por·t n.nd a] I <:nnAtrnet:.ion plcms 
sh;Jll be signe(l and sor~Jed by a Cnlnr·atlo r·ep,:ist.f'•r·od 
pr·ofessional engineer·. This slwll be done pr·ior· to release 
by the Utilities Coordinating Committee. 

Any wor·k done in existing County right.-of-way nA.eds to be 
clone under the au thorizat.ion of <1. C()unty ~~ur·f,::,ce 1\ l tera.t.ion 
Permit.. A Driveway Permit. is re<Jtdcwl for cnnstr·uctjon of 
new accesses to t.he Couu t.y r·oad system. These permits may be 
obtained from t.he Engineering Divia:ion pr-ior to beghming 
c·ons truet jon. 

0. The engineer must provide detail plans of the rr·(•posed 
intersection improvements on existing LRnni Drive to the 
County Engineer. [)et.ai.ls must hwlude flm-lline ['rofiles !.l.nd 
typicnl pavement sections. "Recommettdu.l.ions" r.:-ts given on 
sheet R4 of 4 must he requiremeni.R, RS .<IJ:•f•N•pri":lt.e, on the 
detail plnns. Design shall be in accor·d.:mce Hith Nes~' County 
?.tandnnl Spec ifica t.j ons for Rc•Hd flttd Bridge Construction. 
Hepl<lcoment of any curb, f:ut.t.Pr and fddF!Hnlk at. <m 
intersection corner must include a handicar· ramp. 

9. Handicap ramps must be constructed ftccording tn secUon 4.4.!3 
and Exhibit D of the Mesa Count·.y })Landar·d Specificntions for 
Road and Bridge Construction. Maximum gradr~ a1Jm-1ed is e.::n 
percent. 

lO. A street pavement design prepn.red by a Co lor-3do RegJst.ered 
Professional Engineer shall br:~ :=;nbmi 1:. t.ed t.o l.he County 
Engineer and shall be consider·ed a r•~qui r·ement. of appr-ov(d. 

FLOODPLAIN REVIEW COMMENTS: 

1. A fl.oodpL':I.in permit has been obtAined for the dr·ain ditch 
adjoining filing 7. No additional floodplain per·mit is 
r·equired. 

H/7.1/91 
WAI~KER FIKf.J) AIRroH'f AlffliORITY 
Proposal is within the service area and easements are required. 
Impact on cap<l.ci.ty or supply: Impacts on H Ror~d a.s a connector to 
27 Hoad and Horizon Drive incrense wj Lh erv.:h nP.W development. 
Long re~nge planning for 11 Rond is nePded. Other conccrno and 
requiremento Existing northerly filings lie Hithin the close--in 
~,r·affic pattern for Runw.:ty 11/?.f:); Fi.Ung 7 1-lill lie even further· 
wit.h.in the pattern. Homeowners Hill be Rub.iect to an ever 
incr·easing ;unount of air t.r·n_ffi.c as the years f-.n on, along with 
i nereasing frequency of aircr.::tft noise. Avigat. i_on par;ement( s) 

mns.t be recorded with Mesa Connty Cler·k and Rec.·order at the same 
time as the recording nf the subdivision plat i if ;::~pprnved) and r1 
copy of the recorded document sent. Lr> Walker· B'ield. (1·1. 
~~u ther land) 
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MESA CXJUNTY REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

l1CPC Hearing Date: 5.Ll£L,9J._ t1CC llear·ing Date: 6Ll8LBl 
File Number: G'Z4=.HQ.=2 
Project Name: £ARAl21S.E __ HIU..S...._El11lKLNO. 7 

Phase: _E.lN.AL_Pl.K\T _ _AND_ELAtL __________________________ ·-------------· 
Common Location: NQRTH_QE__LANALDRlVg ______ ... ____ .. _ ·-. __________ _ 

Petitioner - Name: _ HHAL& _(~). R~:ALTORS, ATTN: ROBER'f ___ BBAY ____________ _ 
Address: __ lQl5_ NORTH 'lTII... ___ __ _ _ 

__ GRAND .. JUNCTION, CO 8150L _______ ··---------------·-------·--
Phone: .242-:::3647 __________________ ·--

DATE REVIEW AGKNGY RI\VIEW AGKNCY COHHJ(N'J'S 

5/7/91 U.S. WEST. 
Proposal is within service area; existing services are not 
adequate; connection to services is required; financing is 
required for extensions. 

5/10/91 U.S. DHPAR'.I'MKN'l' OF '1111\ lNTRRlOR 
Our office reviewed the proposed develorment (File No. C--74-90·-2) 
Filing No. 7, Paradise Hills Subdivision as requested and offer 
the following comments: 

In previous reviews the United St.at.es has claimed. by 
prescription, an easemPnt of 80 to fJO feet from the center line of 
the Government Highline Canal in this sr~.me ;_n·ea, (see Filer:; Nos. 
C79-82 and ClOl--81). We would nt.r·onp:ly recommend this ·policy 
continue. In several pL:weR along t.he c~C~nal, old fence Unefl of 
unlmm·m or-igin somewhat parallel the can;:~l rwd have often been 
aJ:c·F•pl.f..:d as boundades or 1 imi t.s of pr·enr:r·ipUve use. This 
assumption may not provide the necessatoy widt.h for ftJ.tu.re 
rrvlintenance. Showing this width (130' min) from the centerline of 
the existing canal on t.he SubdiviHion PlAts Hill rrevent confnsion 
and problems in the fu bwe. He 1-IOllld r·equ•~FJI. t.hiR be done prior­
t.n recording of the plal.s. Tt is hard to determine t.he pr·oxirnity 
of the 70,000 gn.llons sl.or.c~.ge r·nnd with the cr~.na l. As long as it 
does not interfere with the current. or· fu~.qre opernt.ion and 
maintenance of the can.c~.l or the ro;;,.d, i.t should not he a problem. 

We appreciate the opport.un:i t.y t.o comment on t.h:i s proposed aet.ivi ty 
and if you need any additional information, p]ease contact Carl 
,James at 248-0629. 

5/14/91 GRAND Jlm(,'flON FJRK 
Pr·oposal is with in service area. 
1. We have concerns about. the water line sizes - for fire 
hydrants it may not be less than 8" 2. We are also concerned 
about the fact. that it is a deA-d end water· line and not a looped 
system as required. There appears to be approximately l/2 miJe of 
dead end line. Please mah.e the changes to n looped supply system 
and minimum line size and re-submit to our· office. 

6/10/Hl 
GRAND VAl.LRY WATER USER.S ASSOCIATION 
As stat.ed. in our 12/HO t-I.C. RevieH Sheet Comments (copy B.ttached) 
the Grand Valley Water User·s' Association insists there be no 
access be tween F i 1 ing Wl and t.he c:r.mal bank ope rat ion and 
m<dntenance road and right-of-Hay. This is necessary as a safety 
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and liability matter as well as for the reasonfl stated j n attached. 
review sheet comments. Before Fil i nr: tl'l :if! granted fined 
RpprovA.l , U1A Cknnd V"J l 1 ey Water· Ur,erfl · 1\fwoci at ion requests 
C\Hflur·anee th.::tl. adequ;:d.e fend np tmd/or other deter·rents wi l] l-te in 
place befor·e housing constr·uction bep,i ns. ( c;. W. Klapwylo>.) 

fi/.l7/9l 
tiTR WA'fKR 
Ute Water has a 8" water main at Cat.alina Dr·ive ,3c Lanai Drive. 
Policies and Fees in Effect at the t.jme of application will apply. 

MESA OOUNTY KNGINJmRJNG DJVfSlON: 
Reviewed by: Efl..ir:iclLMe_lnm 

t1!1sa_G_Q\U1_ty ___ Eugine.er:i ng 
Revi_ew date: J_tnte__l_:)_, __ 1991 

1. Per the Mesa County Standard Specificr:ttions for Road and 
Rridge Construction, the minjmum a.ccept;c,ble design speed for 
local streets on flat or ro] ling l.er·r·ain .is ::~f, l'IPH. The 
pr·oposed street configurHtion for t.hls development is 
designed for only 1ft ~1PH. 1\dhpr·Pnce and r~nforeement. of a 1~i 

l1PH limit is questionable and may r·esult :in an nnsafe 
condi tirJn. 

The topography of this development site does not ,justify 
wHiver of the 25 MPH design speed r·eqnirenlf~nL. Waiving the 
requ·i r·ement is not necesBary t.o avoid the knolls on the site. 

Th8 minimum cur-ve radi_us for desjgn speeds on local streets 
is given in Table 4.1 of the Road and Br·idge Standar·ds. 
For a design speed of 25 ~1PH, the minimum curve radius is 2f)0 
feet. The curve ra(Uus of 100.00 feet. on Yucatan [lrive, the 
only ingress and egress route for the majority of the lots in 
this filing, is not accept.ah1e. The curve radii of BO.OO 
feeL on Yucatan Circle are also not nr:ceptnble. All streets 
within Paradise hills, FUing #7 munt cnnfor.m to these 
s tandar·df:l. 

T rw;ommend the developer and his engineer propose ;:m 

alternate street layout for the area east. of La_nai Drive. 

2. Per the Specification, minimum cnrb rildii for adjiOI.cent. curbs 
at. urban local-collector intersections is :35 feet.. Since the 
tr·affic load on Lanai Ddve Hill clarwify H. as a collector· 
street, the curb r·adii fr·om Lunr:d Dr·ive to Yucatan Court. and 
Ynca.tan Drive :is required to be 35 fE•et. This Hill improve 
the traffic conditions at this intersection, especially since 
Lanai Drive is being const.ructr'ld t.o match t.he existing Lrtnai 
Drive and :i.s not being improved l.o t.he sl.rmdard co] lector· 
see Lion. 

:3. Engineering is continuing t.o stress the jmport.ance of a 
secondary aceess to this dt~velopment. This development is 
i.solated hy the physical barr·:i.ers of a mr:~.iflr canal to the 
nor·th and east., a suhntantir:d dro<~inage ditch t.o the south and 
impassable terrain t.o the Hest. Providin13 only one access 
over these substantial harriers to a r·esidP.ntial are/3. is not 
prudent. Residences Hould be isolated fr•,,m emergency 
services and normal ingresfJ and egr·ess in the event L~:mili 

Dr·ive into the development. should be :impasm=~ble. 

A second access needs to bE~ provided to t.his development 
improved. as a minimum, t.o a pdv.:d.e ror.ld 81-.andard. Options 
may include improving the exist-trw canal rm=td, constr·uctilJg n 
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new road to Catalina Court or- constructing a collector road 
to 26~ Road. 

4. Drainage easements must be provided for drainage entering the 
development from the north. 

f>. Irrigation easements must. be provided for the irrigation 
fa~Jlit.ies shown on the irrigation plan which are not in the 
!Hght-of-Hay. Easements must be provided for the irr·igat ion 
facJli ties which are not wHhin the hounds of this 
development. 

(' ) . 

7. 

When all requirements of approval, as specified hy 
r·esolution of the Board of County Commissioners, lwve been 
completed, the Drainage Repor·t and all (:on:=;trne t:.i on p 1 Hns 
sh;Ji 1 be s ignml .:~.nrl son ·1 erl by a CCII cwado r·~=>p:i s \..Pr·od 
pr(Jfessional ellgineer. This slwU be done pr·ior to release 
by the Ut.il i ties Coordinating Committee. 

Any wor·k done in existing County right.-•Jf-,.:J;::~y n~eds to be 
rlone under the authorizaU on of a County }~urf;:~ce t\lt.r:n·ntion 
Permit. A Dr·ivewny Permit. is requ:if'wl fc•r cmwlr·uct.Jon of 
ne'.:J accesses to the County r·oa<.l Rys tern. TheGe permits m.:ty be 
obtained from t.he Engineering DiviB:i.ou pr·ior to beginning 
construction. 

n. The engineer must provide detail 1•lans of t.he rr·<:"•posed 
intersect.ion improvements on existing L;mrd Drive to t.he 
County Engineer. net.aLLa muRt irwludf:! Llm-d ine f'l'Ofiles (!Dd 

typical pavement sections. "Recommewlul.ions" as given on 
Gheet. R4 of 4 must. he requiremeni.R, 08 .<q:·r·r·r:q:•ri'lt.e, on the 
det.<~il plnns. Design shal.l be in n<:eor·drmc:e "Lith t·leFw County 
Standn.rd Specificn.Uons for Road .:md Bridge Cc•twtrnct.ion. 
Heplacoment. of any curb, p;ut.t.e:~r and nhlF!Ha lk at ;:m 
intersection corner must include a handicar.· ramp. 

9. Handicap ramps must be constructed n.ccording to section 4.4.!) 
nnd Exhibit D of the Mesa Count·.y f:O:tandard Specific;:1tions for 
Hoad and Br· idge Construction. M;Jximurn gr·adr:' a lloHed is 13. :n 
percent. 

10. A street pavement design prepnred by a Color;::~do Regist.Pred 
Professicmal Engineer shall b13 Aulmd 1:.t.ed l.o t.he County 
Engineer and shall be eons j de red a. requ i r·F;men t. of approv<d. 

FLOODPLAIN REVIEW COMMENTS: 

1. A fl.oodpl a in permit has been obt.;:dned for the dr·.::d_n ditch 
ad,ioining filing 7. No additional floodplain per·mit is 
r·equired. 

H/?.1/91 
WAI_.K.KR FIRl.D AIRroH'f AU'1110RITY 
Proposal is within the service area. and easements e~re required. 
Jmpnct on capa.city or supply: JmpacLs on II Ror~d as a connector to 
2'7 Hoad and Horizon Dr·ive inrrense wit.b e;wh nP.W development. 
Long range pl.omn i ng for II Ron.d i 8 needed. Other· eoneerm.1 and 
roquirementa Existing northerly filings lie Hithin the close-·in 
t.ra.ffic pattern for Runway 11/?.~J; HUng 7 1-1ill lie even further 
Hit.hin the pattern. Homeowners will be su\;,iect to an ever 
increasing fi.IIlOlmt of air Lr·r~ffic as the yem~s r-.n on. n.long with 
i nureasing frequency of aircrE1ft noise. Avignt. ion easement( s) 

mqs_t be recorded with Mesa ConnLy Cler·k i'lnd Recorder at the s<'lme 
t:irne as the recording of the subrJiv.i sion plat i if ;:~pproved) and '' 
eopy of the recorded document sent. l_.r; Walker· I~'ieJd. (1·1. 
::.u t.her land) 



PETITION 

[ ] Subdivision 
P!atjP!an 

[] Rezone 

[] Planned 
Development 

DEVELOPMEN" \PPLJCATION 
Community Develc~ent Department 
250 North 5th Street Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(303) 244-1430 

We, the undersigned. being the owners of property situated in Mesa County, 
State of Colorado, as described herein do hereby petition this: 

PHASE 

[] Minor 
[] Major 
[] Resub 

[] ODP 
[ ] Prelim 
[ ] Final 

SIZE LOCATION ZONE 

From: To: 

[ ] Conditional Use Jffffffff( 

[]Vacation 

Receipt 
Date 
Rec'd By 

File No. 

LAND USE 

[ ] Right-of-Way 
[] Easement 

[ ] PROPERTY OWNER [ ] DE-VELOPER [ ] REPRESENTATIVE 

N e ..d Name 

&?2M- S 
Name 

Address Address Address 

Gl!!aML ( 7d; (]() 
City/State/Zip CityjStatejZip CityjStatejZip 

~t;-/~3?' 
Business Phone No. Business Phone No. Business Phone No. ' 

NOTE: legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittal. 

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal. that the 
foregoing information is true and complete to the best of our knowledge. and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status ot the application 
and the review comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at ·an hearings. In the event that the petitioner is not 
represented, t item wilt be dropped from the agenda, and an additional fee charged to cover rescheduling expenses before it can again be placed 
nn the age 

Date 

ature of Property Owner(s) • Attach Additional Sheets if Necessary 



PETITION FOR ANNEXATION 

WE THE UNDERSIGNED do hereby petition the City Council 
of the City of Grand Junction, State of Colorado, to annex the following 
described property to the said City: 

SEE ATTACHED 

As ground therefor, the petitioners respectfully state that 
annexation to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado is both necessary and 
desirable and that the said territory is eligible for annexation in that 
the provisions of the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965, Section 31-12-104 
and 31-12-105 CRS 1973 have been met. 

This petition is accompanied by four copies of a map or plat of 
the said territory, showing its boundary and its relation to established 
city limits lines, and said map is prepared upon a material suitable for 
filing. 

Your petitioners further state that they are the owners of 
more than fifty percent of the area of such territory to be annexed, 
exclusive of streets, alleys and city owned lands, and they total more 
than fifty percent of the landowners within the territory; that the nmiling 
address of each signer and the date of signature are set forth hereafter 
opposite the name of each signer, and that the legal description of the 
property owned by each signer of said petition is attached hereto. 

WHEREFORE these petitioners pray that this petition be accepted 
and that the said annexation be approved and accepted by ordinance. 1 

\ 
\ 



PARADISE HILLS #2: 

A tract of land situated in Sections 25, 26 and 35, Township 1 North, Range 1 West of the Ute 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the Mesa County Brass Cap common to Sections 25, 26, 35 and 36 in Township 
1 North, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, and considering the line common to the SEIA of 
Section 26 and the NEIA of Section 35 to bear N 90°00'00" W with all bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; 
thence N 00°01'39" E along the East line of the SE1!4 of Section 26 a distance of 840.80 feet 
to the Northeast comer of Lot 10, Block 2 of Paradise Hills Filing No. Six as recorded in Plat 
Book 12 at Pages 236 & 237 in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence along the boundary of said Block 2 the following eighteen (18) courses and distances: 

1) N 76°45'50" W a distance of 275.30 feet; 
2) N 60°09'56" W a distance of 188.73 feet; 
3) N 83°17'58" W a distance of 273.39 feet; 
4) 2.12 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 370.0 feet, a central angle 

of 00°19'42", and a long chord which bearsS 05°06'45" E a distance of 2.12 
feet; 

5) S 05°16'36" E a distance of 65.31 feet; 
6) 61.24 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 70.0 feet, a central angle 

of 50°07'46", and a long chord which bearsS 30°20'32" E a distance of 59.31 
feet; 

7) S 55°24'28" E a distance of 117.57 feet; 
8) 138.30 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 230.0 feet, a central angle 

of 34°27'12", and a long chord which bearsS 38°10'51" E a distance of 136.23 
feet; 

9) S 60°46'06" E a distance of 25.61 feet; 
10) N 79°25'00" E a distance of 87.73 feet; 
11) 41.57 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 100.0 feet, a central angle 

of 23°49'01 ",and a long chord which bears S 88°40'25" E a distance of 41.27 
feet; 

12) S 76°45'50" E a distance of 163.04 feet; 
13) 133.99 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 100.0 feet, a central angle 

of 76°46'07", and a long chord which bears S 38°22'51" E a distance of 124.19 
feet; 

14) S 00°00'00" W a distance of 365.43 feet; 
15) 117.81 feet along the arc of a curve having a radius of 75.0 feet, a central angle 

of 90°00'00", and a long chord which bearsS 45°00'00" W a distance of 106.06 
feet; 

16) S 90°00'00" W a distance of 360.0 feet; 
17) S 45°00'00" W a distance of 28.28 feet; 
18) S 00°00'00" W a distance of 75.00 feet; 

thence leaving said Block 2, S 00°00'00" W a distance of 70.0 feet to a point on the South line 
of the SE1!4 of Section 26; 



thence S 90°00'00" E along said South line a distance of 525.0 feet to a point from whence the 
Southeast comer of the SE1A of Section 26 bears S 90°00'00" E a distance of 30.0 feet; 
thence S 00°11'27" W a distance of 484.26 feet; 
thence N 90°00'00" W a distance of 808.18 feet to the Southwest comer of Lot 4, Block 1 of 
La Casa De Dominguez Filing No. Two as recorded in Plat Book 13 at Page 372 in the office 
of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence N 00°00'21 II E a distance of 444.26 feet to the Northeast comer of Lot 5 of Garrison 
Ranch, A Replat of Lot 1, Block 1 of La Case De Dominguez Filing No. Two as recorded in 
Plat Book 14 at Page 12 in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence N 90°00'00" W a distance of 492.05 feet to the Northwest comer of Lot 1 of said 
Garrison Ranch; 
thence S 00°00'21 11 W a distance of 1277.66 feet to the Southwest comer of La Casa De 
Dominguez Filing No. Three as recorded in Plat Book 13 at Page 393 in the office of the Mesa 
County Clerk and Recorder, said point being common with the Southwest comer of the NEIA 
NEIA of Section 35; 
thence S 89°55'50" E along the South line of said NEIA NE1A a distance of 1288.14 feet; 
thence S 00°11'05" W a distance of 671.74 feet; 
thence N 88°20'35" W a distance of 20.01 feet to the Northeast comer of Lot 4, Block 3 of 
Country Club Heights as recorded in Plat Book 12 at Page 174 in the office of the Mesa County 
Clerk and Recorder; 
thence along the Northern Boundary of said Country Club Heights and the Southern Right-of­
Way for Interstate 70 the following three (3) courses and distances: 

1) N 88°20'35" W a distance of 268.99 feet; 
2) N 79°48'35" W a distance of 202.20 feet; 
3) N 88°20'35" W a distance of257.41 feet to the Northeast comer of Lot 16, Block 

1 of Cambridge as recorded in Plat Book 13 at Pages 174, 175 and 176 in the office of the Mesa 
County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence along the Northern Boundary of Cambridge and the Southern Right-of-Way for Interstate 
70 the following two (2) courses and distances: 

1) N 88°20'35" W a distance of 947.59 feet; 
2) S 87°52'55" W a distance of 259.09 feet to the Northwest comer of Lot 6 of the 

Replat of Lots 2 through 6, Block 1 of Cambridge Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 14 at 
Page 11 in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence along the Southern Right-of-Way for Interstate 70 the following four (4) courses and 
distances: 

1) 
2) 

S 87°48'30" W a distance of 127.38 feet; 
214.56 feet along the arc of a curve to the left having a radius of 1527.10 feet, 
a central angle of 8°03'00", and a long chord which bears S 83°13'00" W a 
distance of 214.38 feet; 

3) S 83°11'30" W a distance of 81.50 feet; 
4) S 71 °36'00" W a distance of 171.90 feet; 

thence leaving said Right-of-WayS 71 °36'00" W a distance of 43.94 feet to a point which is 
30.0 feet East of the West line of the SWIA NE1A of Section 35; 
thence N 00°07'46" W a distance of 714.63 feet to a point on the North line of the Nl/2 of the 
SWIA NE 1A of Section 35; 
thence N 89°52'42" W along said North line a distance of 30.0 feet to the Northwest comer of 



said Nlfz SWIA NEIA; 
thence N 89°49'51 11 W along the South line of the NE1A NWIA of Section 35 a distance of 
1315.95 feet to the Southwest corner of said NE1A NW 1A, said point being common with the 
Southwest corner of Lot 4 of the Replat of Lot 2, Saccomanno Minor Subdivision as recorded 
in Plat Book 13 at Page 449 in the office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder; 
thence N 00°00'28 11 E a distance of 817.31 feet to the Northwest corner of said Lot 4; 
thence S 88°42'00" W a distance of 88.70 feet; 
thence N 59°49'00 11 W a distance of 106.20 feet; 
thence S 88°15'00" W a distance of 122.90 feet; 
thence S 66°08'00" W a distance of 90.30 feet; 
thence N 00°05'00 11 E a distance of 501.66 feet to the North line of Section 35; 
thence N 89°55'00" W along said North line a distance of 112.92 feet; 
thence N 01 °43'40 11 E a distance of 528.21 feet to the centerline of Rice Wash; 
thence along the centerline of Rice Wash the following six ( 6) courses and distances: 

1) N 40°07'00" E a distance of 289.90 feet; 
2) N 86°00'0011 E a distance of 410.00 feet; 
3) N 31 °45'0011 E a distance of 250.00 feet; 
4) . N 50°35'0011 E a distance of 219.87 feet; 
5) N 87°50'00" E a distance of 150.00 feet; 
6) N 36°46'00" E a distance of 227.60 feet; 

thence leaving said Rice Wash S 89°56'00" E a distance of 6. 74 feet; 
thence S 00°05'00" W a distance of 322.20 feet; 
thence N 85°08'00 11 E a distance of 586.56 feet; 
thence S 89°47'00" E a distance of 30.0 feet to a point on the West line of the SEIA of Section 
26; 
thence N 00°07'50 11 E along said West line a distance of 1591.77 feet to the Center 1A corner 
of Section 26; 
thence N 89°57'50" E along the North line of the NWIA SEIA of Section 26 a distance of 
558.00 feet to the Southeasterly bank of a drainage ditch; 
thence Northeasterly along the Southeasterly bank of said drainage ditch the following four (4) 
courses and distances: 

1) N 41 °35'47" E a distance of 111.67 feet; 
2) N 52°31'05" E a distance of 153.69 feet; 
3) N 58°47'13" E a distance of 276.77 feet; 
4) N 31 °10'46" E a distance of 638.09 feet to a point on the West line of the Elfz 

NE1A of Section 26; 
thence N 00°04'20 11 E along said West line a distance of 1760.23 feet to the Northwest corner 
of NE1A NE1A of Section 26; 
thence S 88°09'21" E a distance of 1322.94 feet to the Northeast corner of Section 26; 
thence S 88°02'58" E along the North line of the NW 1A NWIA of Section 25 a distance of 
495.22 feet; 
thence S 01 °50'25" E a distance of 215.83 feet; 
thence S 54°54'00 11 E a distance of 1119.59 feet to a point on the East line of the WIA of 
Section 25; 
thence S 01 °52'33" W a distance of 3048.63 feet to the Northeast corner of the SWIA SWIA of 
Section 25; 



thence S 00°02'00" W a distance of 1320.27 feet to the Southeast comer of said SWIA SW 1,4; 
thence N 89°54'00" W a distance of 1317.84 feet to the Point of Beginning. 

m: :paradise.doc 



Lot 2 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Verne A. & Diana B. Smith 
NAME 

2669 Paradise Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Verne A. & iana B. Smith by eir 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I045 Page I20. 

DATE 
~~h3 

Lot 3 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Jesse J. & Violet R. John 
NAME 

2667 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Jesse J. their 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 043 Page 202. 

0:#5/?3 
DATE 

Lot 4 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Gloria S. Vance 
NAME 

2665 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Gloria S. V ce by their attorn 
fact City Clerk, Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
I117 Page 9I4. 

6@s/93 
DATE 

Lot 5 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

John G. & Cynthia A. Themelis 
NAME 

2663 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

nthia A. Themelis by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 045 Page 1I8. 

&!~/CJ3 
I > 

DATE 



Lot 6 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

John W. & Lois C. Burnell 
NAME 

2661 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

ois C. Burnell b" their 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1048 Page 516. 

&/;J!(/13 
I ' 

DATE 

Lot 7 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Earl G. & Bonnie L. Meyer ~lUL· ~ 
NAME Earl G.&BilllieL. Meyerb)Teil' 

attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page I52. 

2659 Paradise Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

tobs/13 
I • 

Lot 8 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Mary L. & Charles J. Colosimo 
NAME 

2653 Paradise Court. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

kvJ.-~"i. }l.~ 

DATE 

Lot 9 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Jean C. Todd 
NAME 

265I Paradise Court, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Jean ·c. Todd by their attorn in fact 
City Clerk, Stephanie Nye, pursuant to 
P.O.A. recorded in Book I042 Page 496. 

DATE 
~/d-s/9:3. 



Lot 10 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Ronald W. & La Donna J. Cronk 
NAlvf.E 

2654 Paradise Court. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Ronald W. & a Donna J. Cro by their 
attorney in fact, City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 142. 

DATE 
{tJjds!J3 

Lot 11 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl~~ 

H. Kenneth Henry · ~ _ )?"/;jf _, 
NAlvf.E H. Kenneth nry by their atto ey m 

fact, City Clerk, Stephanie Nye, pur­
suant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 1051 
Page 575. 

2657 Paradise Way. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

Lot 12 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RlW. 

Dr. Anna D. Miklos 
NAlvf.E 

2655 Paradise Way. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Jtf'fA!Mu.S- [1~ .< 

DATE 

Lot 13 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T 1 N Rl W. 

Darryl L. & Syble Hayden 
NAME 

2653 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

odf.~ydi:lttheir 
attorney in fact, City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1043 Page 196. 

&/d~/93 
DATE 1 



Lot 14 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W . 

James M & Frances A. Turner 
NAME 

2651 Bahamas Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

.l?JeA <M u Q )f:!JJ p 

DATE 

Lot 1 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

June M. & Warren G. Miller 
NAME 

2662 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

arren G. Miller their 
attorney in fact, City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1120 Page 199. 

hi::JS/9-B 
DATE 

I~ 

Lot 2 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Paul & Helen Guillorv, Jr. 
NAME 

2660 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

·~--'g)-[~( 

DATE 

Lot 3 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Keith & Joyce Jurgens ~ ~ . 
NAME Keith &JO;reiurgensby theiattomey 

2658 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1048 Page 518. 

DATE 
~83 



Lot 4 Block 2; Replat of Lots I, 2, 3 and 4 of the 
Replat of Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 11, and 12 of Block 2 
Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Edward J. & Virginia L. Settle 
NNvfE 

2656 Paradise Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Edward Jf& Virginia L. Se~ by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I045 Page I43. 

0/ d.f;/ CJ 3 
DATE 

r , 

Lot 5 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W 

John E. & Leona M. Brophy 
NNvfE 

2654 Paradise Wav, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

John E. & Leona M. Brophy y their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page II9. 

G/c:;~/93 
DATE 

I I 

Lot 7 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 Tl N Rl ~ 

Ralph A. & Patricia K. Belcastro <~ ~ 
NNvfE Ralph A. & atricia K. Belcastro by 

their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1045 Page I40. 

2655 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

~)dS/93 
; ) 

Lot 8 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl~ 

Warren & Marie Wulf ~ 
NNvfE w:rren Marie Wulf by their attorney 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
I045 Page 9I8. 

811 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

~/:J5/J3 
I ' 



Lot 9 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

John R. & Julia J. Christianson 
NAME 

809 Samoan Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~.i )U-,(d. 

DATE 

Lot 10 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1 N R1 W. 

Dan G. & Pamela T. Griffin 1~4·: ' . 'kc« 
NAME Dan G. & ela T. Griffm ~y their 

807 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 132. 

DATE 

Lot 11 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T 1 N R1 W n 
Harvey S. & Margaret L. Huffer )\Xf§:-~"-1?._ }b-f.-
NAME Harvey S. Margaret L. Huffer by the1r 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 502. 

805 Samoan Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Lot 12 in Replat of Lots I, 2, 3, 4, 5, II and I2 Block 2 
plus land parcel as described in Book I034 Page 735; 
Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

David W. & Judith A. Abrahamson 
NAME 

803 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

&/:JS/93 
I ) 

DATE 

DATE 



Lot 1 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N R1 W. 

~2~ Theodore J. & Florence V. Balbier 
NAME 

802 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

TheodoreJ:FIOreilCev B~ 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1043 Page 195. 

DATE 

Lot 2 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N R1W~. • ~ 

Stephen R. & Marsha J. Meacham - ~ g 
NAME StephenR:Marsha J. MeaCh bYtheir 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 

804 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 126. 

(c(~/93 
DATE 

I , 

Lot 3 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N Rl W.~. . 

Thomas D. & Janet G. Pool ,-L hg_e. 
NAME Thomas D. & Janet G. Pool by their 

806 Samoan Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Wayne E. & Margene M. Hamilton 
NAME 

808 Samoan Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 921. 

&/J:c;/9; 
I 

DATE 

Wayii'eE:&at:g~amilton by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 129. 

b)d:S/a;3 
DATE 



Lot 5 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. O 

Robert A. & Alice E. Ferron .&Jllp)(J,w, -,_, 7J ,~ 
NAME Robert A. & Alice E. Ferron Ytheir 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I042 Page 505. 

8IO Samoan Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

{lf::t-510 3 
I J. 

Lot 6 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Mark T. & Beverly J. Goodrich 
NAME 

8I2 Samoan Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Mark T. & Beverly J. Goodrich their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 048 Page 522. 

DATE 
&/&s/93 

; I 

Lot 7 Block. 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. ~ _ ' 

M.J. & Mane Kelley . ~ }~ 
NAME M.J. & Marie Kelley by their orney 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursua.·ru to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1043 Page 906. 

814 Samoan Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

0/x/73 
I 

Lot 15 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN~~ 

William H. & Lois Rutledge b · 
NAME William H. & Lois Rutledge by their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I043 Page 899. 

2668 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

&J:;;_s-/7 3 
I 



Monty J. & D. Diane Bonello 
NAME 

813 Jamaica Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

Lot 1 Block 4 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N R1 W. l 

Donald E. & Carol L. Lovato 
NAME 

804 Jamaica Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Donald E. & Carol L. Lovato their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 138. 

(;, /9-5/9 3 
DATE 

Lot 1 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W . 

. ~amz«, ~-Robert F. & Jennie Barney 
NAME 

2673 Paradise Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

William J. & Phyllis J. Thompson 
NAME 

811 Jamaica Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

RobertF~nnie Barney by
0
thdr 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 503. 

DATE 

DATE 



~:~ :l::b:l :::~:e:ills Subdi0sion Section 26 TIN Rl~ ~L 
NAME Henry &MaeiHellge;eldlJYheir 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 500. 

809 Jamaica Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Evelyn J. & Ralph S. Roepnack 
NAME 

807 Jamaica Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Peter M. & Marie L. Yeager 
NAME 

808 Jamaica Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Alfred L. & Elsie R. Ladage 
NAME 

810 Jamaica Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

DATE 
(p J :25/CJ 3 

I . 

DATE 

DATE 

Alfred L. Els1e R. Ladage by the1r 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 494. 

DATE 



Lot 5 Block 4 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Wallace M. & Margaret M. Smith -~ ~ 
NAME WallaceM:MafgaretM. S~ by their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 

8I2 Jamaica Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I043 Page I98. 

(f)bsiz; 
DATE 

I l 

Lot 6 Block 4 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Jane Huff ,Jupw u_~ }l7! 
NAME Jane Huff by their attorney inct 

8I5 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Norris C. & Kathryn C. Wiseman 
NAME 

8II Tahiti Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

City Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant to 
P.O.A. recorded in Book I045 Page I41. 

DATE 

Norris ~thryn C. Wiserl?an by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 105I Page 571. 

uP~711 
DATE 

Lot 8 Block 4 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Lawrence L. & Sandra K. James 
NAME 

807 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~~ )fue 
Lawrence L. & Sandra K. James by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 043 Page 902. 

DATE 



Lot 9 Block 4 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

George R. & Vickie L. Radakovich 
NAME 

805 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Anthony & Joanne Costanzo 
NAME 

2680 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Otis W. & Viola Orton 
NAME 

804 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Roger C. & Rita Shenkel 
NAME 

806 Tahiti Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~~-

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 



.. -· ·-------------------------------------------

Lot 4 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Joseph A. & Mary S. Luff 
NAME 

808 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~L -~ J)~ g.., 
JosephA. Mary S. Luffb their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 045 Page 136. 

DATE 

Lot 5 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Alice W. Rice ~ ~ 
NAME Alicew:=ceb)1theifaorneyl 

8IO Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
I042 Page 509. 

&,J;;;fl;3 
; 

DATE 

Lot 6 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN R1 W~. __ 

Arthur W., Jr. & Doris J. Fash _ 4_ = 

NAME Arthur W., r. & Doris J. Fash 15y their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1043 Page 908. 

812 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

&;b-u:/93 

Lot 7 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 Tl N Rl ~~ 

Felix R. & Verda M. Kloberdany 'fl.4UL ~ 
NAME Feli~ R. & , erda M. KiotJeallYby their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 

814 Tahiti Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 499. 

~lfk 
DATE 



Lot 8 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

David G. & Carolyn L. Behrhorst 
NAME 

816 Tahiti Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Arlene V. & Harry W. Jackson, Jr. 
NAME 

816 Jamaica Drive. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

j~Ci.>U ~ ' bg_ ~ 

DATE 

Arl;ne v:Harry W. Jackson, Jr. by 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1043 Page 903. 

DATE 

Lot 10 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RIW. 

Paul & Jane Silengo ~~ 
NAME Paul &Jal1eileilic)b)cii'attOill(;y 

818 Jamaica Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1043 Page 894. 

&/:J-s/93 
DATE 

Lot 3 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

John W. Crouch ~~-~ 
NAME JomfW. Crouch by their att~'5 

2677 Paradise Way. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1070 Page 31. 

DATE 
(a/:As/13 



Lot 4 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Robert H. & Carol Ann Murphy 
NAME 

2679 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Marion F. & Helen K. Konakis 
NAME 

2681 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

F. B. & Dorothy Blair 
NAME 

2683 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Louis P. & Josephine C. Pavetti 
NAME 

822 Jamaica Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~~~ 

) l 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

Louis P. & Jofephine C. :Pa;Jett by 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1045 Page 147. 

DATE 

< 



Lot 8 Block 3 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W~. . 

Kenneth R. & Kristy L. Grogan _____p..,.41 & ~ 
NAME Kenneth R. & isty L. GrQgal1bytheir 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1046 Page 691. · 

2661 Bahamas Way. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Darrel R. & Irene Chapman 
NAME 

820 Jamaica Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

0/a-s-jg 2., 
DATE 

DATE 

Lot 1 Block 9 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. , 

Keith M. & Betty Jo Hughes /J~ ~~ 
NAME Keith M. & etty Jo Hughes oy thetr 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 912. 

2654 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

&)&-S/93 

;;;:.c:::::::::lls Subdi~sion Section 26 TIN:::~~~ 

2655 Paradise Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 137. 

v,J~/'7 ~ 
DATE 



Lot 3 Block 9 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rly._ /, _ 

Robert J. & Donna J. Jarrett ~ ~ 
NAME Robert J. & Donna J. Jarrettythdr 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 920. 

2657 Paradise Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Mr. & Mrs. Leo Seiler 
NAME 

2659 Paradise Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

&/~/qp 
' 

DATE 

DATE 

Lot 5 Block 9 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. ,.. 

Kent E. & Billie M. Boesch 
NAME 

2660 Bahamas Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

W. A. & B. Jane Girdley 
NAME 

2658 Bahamas Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

illie M. Boesch b their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 915. 

&/t3-5:h3 
DATE 

W. A&·~ Girdley bY their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1043 Page 201. 

DATE 



James E. & Cheryl J. Jacobson 
NAME 

2656 Bahamas Way. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Joseph K. & Helen B. Hurtgen 
NAME 

2650 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

DATE 

bp~);3 , ; 

DATE 

Lot 2 Block 10 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W!ft.~ 

Margaret R. & Glenn C. Green -~ff::t 
NAME Margaret R. Glenn C. ~by their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1043 Page 203. 

2652 Paradise Way, GJ, Co 
ADDRESS DATE 

t;/as/73 

Lots 3 & 4 Block 10 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RlW. 

Marvin E. & Ann W. Klinect ~~ 
NAME Marvi1liAlln w:Klinectthdr 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1043 Page 900. 

2654 Paradise Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

~/d5/93 
' 



Lot 11 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Robert Paul & Martha Innes 
NAME 

2665 Bahamas Way. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Robert Paul' & Martha Innes their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 05I Page 967. 

DATE 

Lot I2 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

J. P. & Doris P. White 
NAME 

2667 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~'-.2~£ 
J. P. & Doris P. White by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I2I2 Page 584. 

DATE 

Lot 13 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Elizabeth L. Kirkham 
NAME 

2669 Bahamas Way. GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

·~~~ 

; ) 

DATE 

Lot I4 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RIW. 

James D. & LeeVon Cox 
NAME 

2671 Bahamas Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

~JL.~ 
Jamesii&ee\TOilCOX b)T{eir attorney 
in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
I 045 Page I48. 

DATE 
~1<6/~ 



Lot 15 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN R~ ' ~ 

Michael W. & Dyann Nikki Blackburn ~Aid R _ ~ 
NAME Michael W. & Dyann Nikki lackburn by 

their attorney in fact City Clerk 

2673 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1214 Page 836. 

w/r7s-/c;3 
DATE 

Lot 16 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RlW. 

Dennis J. Enright 
NAME 

2690 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

¥·;,It_._!.../ 

DATE 

Lot 17 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Leslie H. & Karen L. Armour 
NAME 

2688 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~~L 
LesrleH.Karen L. A.rnlOUra:y their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1131 Page 650. 

DATE 

Lot 18 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TlN Rl W. 

Larry & Hazel Ramsey ;;>~ ~ ~ , 
NAME LaiTY& azel Ramsey b)Tilii: attorney 

2686 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1045 Page 146. 

DATE 
!t?la-5/9 3 

I 



------ --------------------------------------

Lot 20 Block 5 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Fred L. & Connie J. Jones 
NAME 

2682 Paradise \Vav. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Robert E. & Norma J. Cabeen 
NAME 

2680 Carmel Court, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

onnie J. Jones b their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1042 Page 504. 

DATE 
I I 

DATE 

Lot 8 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RlW~ 

James Lynn & Carol L. Hendricks ~(____., 
NAME James Lynn Carol L. Hendrks by 

their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1043 Page 904. 

2682 Carmel Court, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

0/~~/73 

Lot 9 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

John & Margaretta Ferguson 
NAME 

2683 Carmel Court. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

John & Margaretta Ferguson b their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 122. 

&/as173 
DATE 



Lot II Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Kenneth D. & Peggy L. Idleman ~~ h.-0 I.----
NAME KemiethD: PeggyLidlem~ by their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1060 Page 819. 

2695 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Raymond J. & Mary L. Boll 
NAME 

2689 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

(ojCJ-s/93 
DATE 

DATE 

Lot 13 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN R~IW,. 

Luane M. & James J. Kerski ~~ ?0-t::= 
NAME Luane M. James J. Kerski by their 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1120 Page 201. 

269I Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

(o /~s-/q 3 

Lot 14 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN~ _ 

Stanley D. & Leonilda R. Harris ~ JU~ 
NAME Stanley . & Leonilda R. ·s by 

their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book I05I Page 569. 

2693 Paradise Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 



Lot 17 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Donald R. & Doris R. Miller 
NAME 

2681 Bahamas \Vay, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~~ 

DATE 

Lot 18 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N RlW. 

Ronald R. & Claudia G. Forester 
NAME 

2683 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~l 
Ronald R. & Claudia G. F~r by 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1062 Page 734. 

DATE I ' 

Lot 19 Block 6 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 T1N R1W . 

Patrick J. Portice 
NAME 

2684 Paradise Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

. ~~~-
Patrick J. Portice by their atto ey 
in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1056 Page 399. 

DATE 

Lot 4 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Andrew H. & Sandra J. Christensen ~~ &#-
NAME Andrew . & Sandra J. Christensen by 

their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1045 Page 919. 

2669 Paradise Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 



Frank M. & Pauline Baca 
NAME 

2671 Paradise Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

FrallkM Pa¥nei3aca by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1051 Page 574. 

0/r~s-h? 
I ' DATE 

Lot 6 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Amikarn Ackerman 
NAME 

2673 Paradise Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~- ~ - ,. ~.i'.' Q-c 

DATE 

Lot 7 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl~ _ 

Thomas M. Burke and ~ ~ 
Cynthia W. Banghart Thomas M. Burke & Cyntllia:Ballghart 
NAME by their attorney in fact City Clerk 

Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1119 Page 457. 

2675 Paradise Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

0 j&s-/9:3 

Lot 8 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Elwin Bergstraesser 
NAME 

2677 Paradise Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

~· 
Elwin Bergstraesser by their~y 
in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1092 Page 751. 

DATE 



Lot 9 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Jack D. Berry 
NAME 

2679 Paradise Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

Lot II Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Joe R. & Doris E. Marsh 
NAME 

2682 Bahamas Way, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

~bJR.hL 

DATE 
1 

Lot 13 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W. 

Dwight D. & Lois J. Guthrie 
NAME 

2678 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

D~ghtD: &Lois J. o11till'ie)Tti1dr 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 144. 

DATE 
ro,!asjs3 

Lot 14 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TlN Rl W. 

Fred J. & Doris R. Trotter ~~ ~ 
NAME Frfct~&Qri; R. Trottel'b)Ttheif 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1046 Page 692. 

2676 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

~~~/93 



Lot 17 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI 

Edward L. & Carole L. Cook 
NAME 

2664 Bahamas Way. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Edward L. & Carole L. Co by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1056 Page 398. 

(j;Jds1]3 
~ z 

DATE 

Lot 20 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN R1 W 

Harvey R. & Lestella J. Allen 
NAME 

2670 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Harvey R. Lestella J. Allen y their 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P. O.A. recorded in 
Book 1 043 Page 199. 

0/d-£/CJ-3 
DATE 

Lot 21 Block 8 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN R~1W) .. -.. , 

John L. & Garnett Frank ~ L,g 
NAME John L. & arnett Frank by th~r "" 

attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I 043 Page 194. 

2672 Bahamas Way, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

&~51~:\ 

Lot 3 Block 1 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN ~ 

Mark F. Nichols . ~ 
NAME Mark F. Ntchols by their attorney in 

fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant 

2710 Del Mar Circle, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

to P.O.A. recorded in Book 1693 Page 925. 

L1/;;;Qc; 3 
DATE 



Lot 5 Block I Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Robert L. Bray 
NAME 

27I4 Del Mar Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

~Ah<~ 

DATE 

Lot 9 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

George Dicamillo 
NAME 

2712 Caribbean Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

George Dicam1llo by their attorne in 
fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant 
to P.O.A. recorded in Book 1765 Page 301. 

w!dS/c; 3 
I 

DATE 

Lot I2 Block 2 Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TIN Rl W . 

Chancie Taylor 
NAME 

2706 Caribbean Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

. ~P-~&---

DATE 

All lots in all blocks of Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 
TIN RI W Filing No. 4 as filed in the records of the Mesa County 
Clerk and Recorder, Plat Book II at Page 164. 

W. R. Bray & J. M. Lacy 
NAME 

1015 N. 7th St.. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

W. R Bray & J. M. Lacy by the 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1073 Page 188. 

DATE 



Paradise Hills Partnership & 
Bray Realty Company 
NAME 

10I5 N. 7th St., GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Par~ise Hills Partnership & ray Realty 
Company by their attorney in fact City 
Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1160 Page 309. 

V? tas/9 3 
DATE 

Lots 1 through 4 inclusive Block I, Lots I through I4 inclusive 
Block 3, Lots I through I6 inclusive Block 4 of Paradise Hills 
Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W Filing #6. 

Bray Realty Company 
NAME 

IOI5 N. 7th St., GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Bray Realty Company by their a 
in fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
I250 Page 558. 

(:;/;:;>5 h 3 
DATE 

Beginning North 0 deg 07'50" East 462.I6 ft.+ South 89 deg 52'10" 
East 30 ft. from NW comer SW4 SE4 Section 26 TIN RI W South 89 deg. 
52' I 0" East 70 ft. along arc of a curve to line with a radius 280 ft. 
the chord bears North 76 deg. 37'50" East 2I4.3 ft. North 45 deg. 
07'50" East 265.28 ft. along arc of curve to line with a radius 
280 ft. the chord bears North 30 deg. 08'40" East 144.8 ft. North 
0 deg 07' 50" East 465 ft. South 89 deg. 57' 50" West to centerline 
down SW along due to a point North of beginning South to beginning 
of Paradise Hills Subdivision Section 26 TlN RI W. Q 

1 

. 

Glenn McClelland ~ <--~ r 
NAME GfeJlllM· cieUalld bY thek afu;"'mey in 

838 26 112 Road, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

fact City Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant 
to P.O.A. recorded in Book 1113 Page 423. 

DATE 



Beginning at a point North 0 deg. 07'50" East 37.16 ft. and 
North 89 deg. 52'IO" West 349.72 ft. from the NW comer of the 
SW114SE114 of Section 26, TIN Rl W of the Ute Meridian, said 
point being the NE Comerof Lot 4 Block I 0 Paradise Hills 
Subdivision Filing No. 2, thence South 29 de g. 52' 10" East 
153.I8 ft. to the SE comer of said Lot 4, thence slang the 
Northerly right of way line of Paradise Drive North 60 deg. 
07'50" East 200.00 ft., thence North 29 deg. 52'IO" West 
167.32 ft. thence South 56 deg. 04'27" West 200.49 ft. to 
the point of beginning. 

Lawrence B. & Marguerite E. Dowd 
NAME 

2660 Paradise Drive. GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Lot 4 Northview Subdivision Section 26 TIS RI W. 

Tom Burke 
NAME 

2676 Paradise Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Lot I North View Subdivision Section 26 TIN RI W. 

Joseph D. & Janet R. Steinkirchner 
NAME 

2670 Paradise Drive, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS 

Lawi'ence B. & Marguerite R owd by 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book I045 Page I28. 

NAME 

TomBUfke b)Ttl1eil'att0fey in dfact 
City Clerk Stephanie Nye, pursuant to 
P.O.A. recorded in Book II96 Page 783. 

DATE 
u, r 0-:s:/9 ~ 

I 

Joseph D. Janet R. Stemkirchner by 
their attorney in fact City Clerk 
Stephanie Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. 
recorded in Book 1048 Page 519. 

(o f:;_S/73 
DATE 



BegS 89DEG 52' IOSEC E 50FT+ N ODEG 7' 50SEC E 37.16FT FR NW 
COR SW4 SE4 SEC 26 TIN RIW ODEG 7' 50SEC E 365FT S 89DEG 52' 10 
SEC E 50FT ALG ARC TO LEFT 207.04FT WITH A RAD 340FT THE CHORD 
BEARS N 67DEG 37' 50SEC E 260.23FT N 45DEG 07' 50SEC E 105.8FT 
S ODEG 07' 50SEC W 179.39FT S 89DEG 52' IOSEC E 544.77 FT S 5DEG 
42' E 226.66FT ALG ARC CVE 191.07FT WITH A RAD 380FT CHORD BEARS 
S 74DEG 32' 06SEC W 189.05FT S 60DEG 07' 50SEC W 232.61FT N 29DEG 
52' IOSEC W 167.32FT S 56DEG 04' 27SEC W 200.49FT N 89DEG 52' IOSEC 
W 299. 72FT TO BEG EXC BEG MOST ELY COR LOT 4 BLOCK I 0 PARADISE HILLS 
SUBDIVISION FILING NO 2 N 29DEG 52' IOSEC W 153.18FT N 56DEG 04' 
27SEC E 200.49 FT TO BEGS 29DEG 52' IOSEC E 167.32FT N 60DEG AS 
DESC IN B-1158 P370 CO CLKS OFF. 

Wilford D. & Mrujean Moses 
NAME 

2666 Paradise Drive, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

.Wil~M~eir 
attorney in fact City Clerk Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book 1045 Page 145. 

ro /a5/~3 
DATE 



BEGS 89DEG55MIN E 13I5.7FT FR SECOR SW4 SEC 26 IN IW N 771.2FT TO C WASH ALG 
WASH N 86DEG E 110.54FT N N 3IDEG45MIN E 250FT N 50DEG35MIN E 24.57FT LEAVING 
WASH S ODEG05MIN W 938.6IFT S 76DEG38MIN W 34FT S ODEG05MIN W 61.07FT TO S LI 
SEC 26 N 89DEG55MIN W 227.4FT TO BEG EXC S 30FT FOR RD. 

William A. & Betty Roy Pitts 
NAME 

2626 H Road, GJ. CO 
ADDRESS DATE 

BEG N ODEG13' E 1049.23FT FR S4 COR SEC 26 IN IW S ODEG13' W 258.53FT S 
70DEG59' W 595.2FT S 42DEG22' W 600FT S 47DEG4I' W I23.2FT N ODEG05' E 
938.6IFT N 50DEG35' E I95.3FT N 87DEG50' E 89.76FT S ODEG05' W I54.3FT N 
85DEG08' E 790.2FT S 89DEG47' E 30FT TO BEG+ BEGS 89DEG56' E 6I4.99FT 
FR NE COR SE4SW4 SEC 26 N 89DEG56' W 6.74FT S 36DEG46' W 227.6FT S 87DEG50' 
W 60.24FT S ODEG05' W I54.3FT N 85DEG08' E 203.64FT N ODEG05' E 322.20FT 
TO BEG. 

Glenn R. & Cynthia Kempers 
NAME 

819 26 112 Road, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Glenn R. Cynthia Kempers by therr 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I045 Page I23. 

!O/t~f; 3 
DATE 



LOT 3 REPLAT LOT 2 SACCOMANNO MINOR SUB SEC 35 IN IW. 

Charles E. & Cheryl I. Roy 
NAME 

2635 H Road, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

ch~~by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I847 Page 655. 

/O)t;)q_s 
DATE 

BEGS 89DEG55' E 816.06FT + N ODEG05' E 30FT FR SW COR SEC 26 IN IW N 
1DEG43'40SEC E 498.2IFT N 40DEG07' E 289.9FT S 720FT N 89DEG55' W 200.94FT 
TO BEG. 

John & June Colosimo 
NAME 

2618 H Road, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Jo~&Jecolosimo by their attorney 
in fact City Clerk, Stephanie Nye, 
pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in Book 
1741 Page 296. 

;o Jvltt3 
DATE, 1 , 

BEG S 89DEG55' E 928.98FT + S ODEG05' W 30FT FR NW COR SEC 35 IN I W S 
89DEG55' E 386.66FT S ~!JEGIO' W 485.0FT S 88DEG42' W 88.7FT N 59DEG49' 
W I06.2::-'J.· S 8RDEGi.5' W 122.9FT S 66DEG08' W 90.3FT N ODEGOS' E 471.66FT 
TO B.tG. 

Robert V. & Beverly A. Bruce 
NAME 

262I H Road, GJ, CO 
ADDRESS 

Robert V. & Beverly A. Bruce by their 
attorney in fact City Clerk, Stephanie 
Nye, pursuant to P.O.A. recorded in 
Book I69I Page 989. 

DATE 



·····-··----.._-----·········--·--·-···- ... . .. . .. -······ . ...., 
Legal Description: 

~~&Ph~ 
(Virginia M. Saccomanno) 

Vtn#tNr A M. 5~t~J ttur·.u-,uc; 
Signature 

Legal Description: 

Suplizio) 

Signature 

NW4NE4 SEC 3 5 lN 1 W EXC BEG SW COR NW4NE4 
N 260FT E 301.77FT S 259.75FT TO S LI 
NW4NE4 W TO BEG + EXC BEG SE COR NW4NE4 
N ODEG01'30SEC E 758.8FT S 65DEG46' W 
722.2FT S 19DEG19'30SEC W 186.3FT S 
49DEG16' E 208.5FT N 60DEG58' E 12.47FT 
S ODEG01'30SEC W 155.8FT S 89DEG53'30SEC 
E 551.4FT TO BEG. 

AND 

Lot 4 of the Replat of Lot 2 of Saccomanno Minor 
Subdivision. 

• • Address 1 

Lot 1 of Sacca~no Minor Subdivision. 

Address 

Date 



The-Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 26 lying 
North and East of the Government Highline Canal AND the Northwest 
Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 25 lying North and East 
of the Government Highline Canal, EXCEPT a tract of land conveyed 
to Walker Field, Colorado, Public Airport Authority by document 
recorded December 18, 1973 in Book 1006 at Page 777; ALL being in 
Township 1 North, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian. 

The SW 1/4 NW 1/4 of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 1 West of 
the Ute Meridian Lying East of the Right Of Way of Government 
Highline Canal 
The NW 1/4 SW 1/4 of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 1 West of 
the Ute Meridian lying East of the Government Highline Canal; 
Except the South 416 Feet. 
In Mesa County, Colorado 

Walker Field, Colorado Public Airport Authority 
NAME 

Field Drive, Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Chairman of the Board 
TITLE 

August 17, 1993 
DATE 



STATE OF COLORADO ] 
ss 

COUNTY OF MESA 
AFFIDAVIT 

.~t< ~-~~~/!/~ , of lawful age, being first duly 

sworn, upon oath, deposes and says: 

That he is the circulator of the foregoing petition: 

That each signature on the said petition is the signature 

of the person whose name it purports to be. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this AL day of cJCAt. 
19 1.} . 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

~ ~ J. !r,uA l;;;:j} 
Notary Plib 1 i c 

My commission expires: ~-13-9.{ 



AFFIDAVIT 

Affidavit in support of the City Council's fmding, pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that certain 
property is eligible to be annexed. 

Affiant states under oath the following: 

1. I, J1-,/&. )JI&ziuee , am employed by the City of Grand Junction as a Planner in 
the Community Development Department. I have no personal interest in the subject 
annexation. I have reviewed the petition for flaptdr(Ji:e /t'iLL5 # .:<._ 
annexation. 

2. It is my professional belief, based on my review of the petition and relevant documents in 
my office which I regularly rely upon in the performance of my duties, that: 

a) A proper petition has been properly signed by the O'Wllers of more than 50 % (fifty 
percent) of the property described and by more than 50 % (fifty percent) of the O'Wllers in the 
area described. The property described is the same as the area described; 

b) Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is contiguous with 
the existing city limits; 

c) A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the city. This 
is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single demographic and 
economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, and regularly do, use city streets, 
parks and other urban facilities; 

d) The area is urban or will be urbanized in the near future; 
e) the area to be annexed is, practically, already integrated with the City; however 

even if it is found not be presently integrated, the area is capable of being integrated with the 
City since the City has the facilities and resources necessary to provide urban services. 

f) No land held in identical O'Wllership is being divided by the proposed annexation 
without the written consent of the lando'Wllers thereof unless the division is by a dedicated 
street, road, or other public way; 

g) No land held in identical ownership comprising twenty acres or more with a 
valuation of two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000) for ad valorem tax purposes or more 
is included without the owners consent. 

DATE 

kt:irl G. 11et Z/lt.r appeared before me this 4 day of C!Ja: 
1990 and, having been placed under oath, stated that the foregoing is true and accurate to the 
best of his knowledge. 

c:anncxdcc 

Stephanie Nye" ~/) /) --~ ·;., }J-' d _, 
....;;;~=oNc..o~~P=u=b~li=c/=C=-ity~!cl"""'~l-=7+-=--



March 12, 1993 

Grand Junction City Council 
250 N. Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Council Members: 

As presidents of the three filings in the Paradise Hills sub-division, 

F il i ng 1 , 2 , 3 
F i 1 i ng 4 , 4A, 5 
Filing 6 

- Harlan Porter 
Ben Beauregard 
Santo Bertuzzi 

we wish to go on record as supporting the annexation of Paradise Hills. We have 
discussed this proposed annexation at our annual meeting with the homeowners and 
have deve 1 oped a 1 i st of recommended items that we would 1 ike the city to 
consider following the annexation process. 

The list is prioritized and addresses those items that the homeowners feel needs 
to be brought to the city's attention. 

Please feel free to contact any one of us if you have any questions. 

Harlan Porter 
Ben Beauregard 
Santo Bertuzzi 

241-7846 
241-4399 
243-1336 

A~ P!side~l, 2, 3 

A, 5 

Thank you, 



R~X£ . iED GRAND JUNCTION 

RECOMMENDED & PRIORITIZED ITEMS~
1 

PL,,NNHJG DEPARTMENT 
TO BE CONSIDERED BY 

CITY IN PARADISE HILLS ANNEXATIO !V~R 1 G 1993 

1. Develop a road maintenance plan and begin upgrading of roads as soon as 

2. 

3. 

possible. ~-----------

Analyze street signs, pedestrian crossings and speed l.imit signs and 
initiate action as soon as possible. 

Please note that the residents of Paradise Hills do not want sidewalks 
included in the road maintenance plan. 

Assume the responsibility for the existing street lights and analyze the 
entire area for additional lighting needs. ~~~tall and maintain 
additional lighting as soon as possible. ~2.~?t.tt.v-e.v \ 

Develop the land around the pond on Lanai Driv in~y Park. Expand 
the park area by acquiring the Jones property.adjacent to the park. 

Assume the responsibility for the maintenance and upkeep of the area 
around the pond. 

4. Verify that the fire hydrants meet city code in regard to location, 
spacing, pressure and testing. Upgrade any deficiencies immediately. 

5. Provide street cleaning on a regular schedule and snow removal on an as­
needed basis. 

6. In the annexation of Paradise Hills, include the area that is bound by the 
Highline Canal on the north and by 26 1/2 Road on the west. Review Filing 
7 and require that an access road be built from 26 1/2 Road. 

7. Create a Paradise Hill sjNorth Area City Council District to provide 
homeowners of this area with proper representation on the City Council. 

8. Exclude Paradise Hills from the City sales tax. 

9. Provide homeowners with information as to where police and fire protection 
will come from. 

10. Residents in Paradise Hills who currently reside within the city limits 
have trash pick-up on Tuesday. Homeowners would like the City to continue 
with the Tuesday pick-up schedule. 

11. Mail out all information on City plans for Paradise Hills annexation to 
all Paradise Hills homeowners. 



April 22, 1993 

Dear Paradise Hills HOA Board Member: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

250 North Fifth Street 

Following are written responses to the list of items which you requested that the City consider 
in connection with the annexation of Paradise Hills. We will be happy to discuss these 
responses with you in more depth if necessary at our April 29th meeting. 

Items 1, 2 and 5: Road maintenance, upgrading roads, street signs, speed limit signs, 
pedestrian crossings, street lights, street cleaning and snow removal. 
Response provided by Mark Relph of the Public Works Department 
4/21/93. 

1 (a). Street Maintenance Plan: The street maintenance plan has been divided into two parts; 
part 1 is within the subdivision and part 2 is the perimeter streets. 

Part 1 - Subdivision Interior: 

The City has obtained the County's Pavement Management System (PMS) data for this area. 
Based upon the PMS report and field observations, a street maintenance plan was prepared that 
would up-grade the existing streets to acceptable city standards within a three year period. The 
streets that should be overlayed represent 90% of all the streets in Paradise Hills. Only 10% 
of the streets, which were newer pavements and smaller cul-de-sacs, were found to be in 
acceptable condition and should be seal coated. The maintenance plan is recommended as 
follows: 

First Year: All seal coating (East Carmel Court, Mazatlan Drive, LaPaz Court, Lanai Court, 
Catalina Court, Caribbean Court, and DelMar Court), culvert replacement, contract patching, 
concrete repairs and the following street overlays per the PMS report: 

• Bahamas Drive from 26-1/2 Road to Lanai Drive. 
• Lanai Drive from H Road north to the end of Pavement. 
• Catalina Drive from 26-1/2 Road to Lanai Drive. 

Second Year: One-half on the remaining Contract Overlay. The PMS will be up-dated to 
reflect city design criteria and the streets to be overlayed will be based on the PMS priority. 

Third Year: The balance of the Contract Overlay. 

T£% Printed on recycled paper 
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Part 2 -Perimeter: 

The perimeter of the annexation encompasses all of H Road from 26-112 to 27-1/4 Roads and 
half of 26-112 and 27-1/4 Roads roughly to, and excluding, I Road. There also exists two 
bridges on H and 26-1/2 Roads. 

The structural integrity of the bridges have been reviewed with the County and they appear to 
be satisfactory over the 20 year annexation cost period. 

Year Four: 
H Road; The section from 26-112 Road to the canal is in good condition. The section 
from the canal to 27-1/4 Road should be overlayed. All of H Road is to be included in 
the annexation. 

26-1/2 Road: The annexation is to the centerline of the road and the costs reflect such. 
The section for H Road to Catalina Drive has been overlayed in recent years, but the 
section north to I Road needs to be overlayed. 

27-1/4 Road: The cost estimate assumes reconstruction of the road from H Road to the 
Airport property, which is approximately 4,500 feet. From this point north, the cost 
estimate does not include any additional cost. The reconstructed section includes the 
City's standard rural street section. 

1 (b). Signage: The signs have been inventoried within the annexation area, including the 
perimeter streets. There exists 80 street name signs, 25 stop signs, one speed limit sign and 
one warning sign. The street name signs will be replaced with the city standard upon 
annexation, and the balance of signs will be replaced upon an as-needed basis. 

Speed limits would remain as they presently exist. Areas of concern with the residents would 
be reviewed by the Traffic Engineering and Police Departments and appropriate measures 
would be implemented as conditions dictate. 

Pedestrian crossing issues raised by the residents would again be reviewed by the Traffic 
Engineering and Police Departments. The City utilizes a federal publication called the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to determine if an issue meets minimum 
criteria that justifies control devices and what type of devices are appropriate. Presently, the 
City has not singled out any specific locations that require immediate attention, but would rely 
on residential input to address the areas of concern. 

1 (c). Sidewalks: Sidewalks have not been included in the road maintenance plan. 

2. Street Lights: The existing street lights have been inventoried and located on an attached 
map. There presently exist 31 street lights and the City has projected an additional 38 based 
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upon city standards within the subdivision and an additional seven lights required at the 
intersections of the perimeter streets. The City would work with adjacent residents for a 
proposed installation as to the need and location of each light. 

The recommendation for the street lights would be to phase the requests over a two year 
period. 

5 (a). Street Cleaning : The typical number of times residential streets are swept in one year 
is approximately five times. This will vary depending upon the length of warm weather 
available to sweep. The recommendation would be to maintain the same frequency that the 
City provides other residential areas of the city. 

5 (b). Snow Removal: The streets have been reviewed and there exists a couple of main 
intersections along Lanai, Bahamas, and Catalina Drives that have been assumed will require 
salt application after each snow fall. All other areas would receive snow maintenance per the 
City's snow and ice control plan. Within that plan, residential streets would receive snow 
maintenance with a class II storm, which is snow accumulation of three inches or greater, with 
temperatures of 20 degrees or colder. 

Item 3: Park Development and Maintenance 
Response provided by Don Hobbs, Parks Manager 4/14/93. 

We have examined the Paradise Hills park site, and I met with Ben Beauregard concerning 
their operation. Approximately one acre of the two acre park is developed into irrigated grass. 
While this is not as large as we might like, it does provide a vest pocket size park within the 
subdivision. 

If we assume the responsibility for the developed portion of the park, I feel the HOA should 
have the site surveyed so everyone is aware of the boundaries. An agreement between the City 
and the HOA should be made that will allow for the continued use of the pumping system that 
feeds the park sprinkler system. We also feel that the HOA should retain responsibility for all 
water assessments, the lake, the fence surrounding the lake, the ducks, the pumps, and all 
associated irrigation charges. We will be responsible for the operation and maintenance of the 
sprinkler system, beginning at the point of discharge from the pump, the care and maintenance 
of the turf as well as weed control within the developed and undeveloped sections of the park, 
excluding the area within the fence. 

Concerning the development of the remaining land and the possible acquisition of the adjacent 
Jones' property, we do not feel this is economically feasible at this time. The Parks Master 
Plan does identify the need to develop a community park (25 to 50 acres) within the Paradise 
Hills area in the future. There are several development projects identified in the plan that have 
a higher priority so development could be several years away. 
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Street trees were not mentioned in the letter from the HOA but the question usually arises. We 
are assuming that there is sufficient right-of-way or easement at the front of the lots for trees. 
That being the case, we anticipate that there could be as high as 424 trees planted within the 
developed subdivision. As in other areas, we would plant the trees then trim, spray and 
remove them when necessary. 

Item 4: Fire Hydrants 
Response provided by Mike Thompson, Fire Chief 417/93. 

See Item 9. 

Item 6: Annexation Boundary and Access to 26 112 Road 
Response provided by Larry Timm, Director of Community Development 
4/15/93. 

City staff has compiled the list of property owners for the area that is bound by the Highline 
Canal on the north and by 26 112 Road on the west. The timing and manner in which these 
property owners are contacted and informed about the Paradise Hill's homeowners 
associations' request to annex them should be a topic of discussion at the City/HOA Board 
meeting on April 29th. 

City staff members have reviewed the plans for the 7th filing and your request that an access 
road be built from 26 112 Road. In our opinion, it would be desirable for the 7th filing and 
future development to the north to have an access directly to 26 112 Road. This access should 
be located as far south on 26 1/2 Road as possible, preferably just west of the 7th filing. It 
is the City's intent to hold discussions with the owner of the 7th filing and with the owners 
of the property between the 7th filing and 26 112 Road about the feasibility of such an access. 
Factors which may impact this access road being constructed, the actual location and the timing 
include the increased cost to the developer and the willingness of the property owners between 
26 1/2 Road and the large drainage ditch to allow the access to go through or adjacent to their 
property. 

Item 7: City Council District 
Response provided by Dan Wilson, City Attorney 3/24/93. 

The City Charter provides that there shall be five members of the Council each of whom shall 
reside in one of five different districts. The other two members of the City Council are "at-- · 
large", that is, they are not required to live in any particular district of the City. The voters 
must approve a change to the charter. 

In December of 1992, the City Council revised the five districts to reflect the 1990 census 
information. District B was drawn to accommodate north area growth, including Paradise 
Hills. When Paradise Hills is annexed to the City, residents will be eligible to serve on the 
City Council for both of the two "at-large" seats and the District B seat. 



Paradise Hills April 22, 1993 Page 5 

Item 8: City Sales Tax 
Response provided by Ron Lappi, Director of Administrative Services 
Department 4/8/93. 

This is absolutely impossible for the City to do from a policy, practice, and legal standpoint. 
A broad based Sales and Use Tax on the sale or use of tangible personal property can only be 
administered and enforced consistently and fairly throughout the entire community that 
authorized it through a vote of the City residents. 

However, the expected impact on the residents of Paradise Hills will not be that significant if 
the residents already do a lot of their shopping inside the city limits. The real change is that 
Sales Tax will have to be paid on automobile purchases, furniture and appliances, and building 
materials delivered inside the City to their residence. Based on national statistics on the 
portion of a person's net annual income spent on these categories of 11.3%, and the average 
annual net income in Colorado of $28,000, a family can expect to pay approximately $87 
annually in additional City Sales and Use Tax. 

Item 9: Police and Fire Protection 
Response provided by Mike Thompson, Fire Chief 417/93, and Darold Sloan, 
Chief of Police 3/25/93. 

Police Protection: The Paradise Hills subdivision is geographically located with H Road as the 
south boundary; H 112 Road on the north; 27 Road on the east; and 26 1/2 Road on the west. 
It is approximately one square mile with some contiguity with the present city limits. The land 
use of the area is single family residential having 318 housing units and a population of 757. 

Calls for service received by the Mesa County Sheriffs Office were: 

1989 - 76 Calls for service 
1990 - 72 Calls for service 
1991 - 7 4 Calls for service 
1992 - 93 Calls for service 

The Colorado State Patrol states their service demands were about 25 calls per year. 

As an annexation, Paradise Hills will have little impact on our ability to deliver police service 
as is currently being supplied to city residents. The majority of crime reported is Theft from 
Auto and Criminal Mischief. Due to its proximity to BLM land there are considerably more 
complaints of loud music, suspicious circumstances, and such calls as relate to the partying 
which takes place in the desert area and which normally require a two officer response. Its 
service demands equate to 15% of a Patrol Officer and related equipment. 
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Support services, such as Records and Crime Lab, should see a minimal impact as a result of 
annexation. Crime Prevention operating costs may increase slightly as a result of new and 
existing Neighborhood Watch programs in the proposed annexation area. 

Paradise Hills lies to the north of Police Department Beat 1. The officers assigned to that Beat 
would also be the officers assigned to patrol the Paradise Hills subdivision twenty-four hours 
a day. In addition to the assigned Beat officers, the Grand Junction Police Department has 
recently reorganized its officer deployment schedule to have more officers on duty during the 
peak hours of demand. This rescheduling of officers permits the Police Department to provide 
a more timely response to calls, whether it be the Beat officer who is responding or an officer 
from another area of the City. An example of the number of officers available is on a Friday 
or Saturday night when there can be up to fifteen officers on duty with four supervisors. Even 
on a night with minimum staffing, when there are five officers and a supervisor on duty, there 
will be an _officer assigned to patrol and respond to calls in Paradise Hills. 

Should there be any concerns about the Police Department headquarters moving from Horizon 
Drive back to Ute Avenue they can be dispelled easily enough by understanding officer 
deployment strategy. Our police officers are strategically assigned areas of responsibility to 
patrol and are required to be in those areas when on duty. Under this concept, the headquarters 
building could virtually be anywhere in the City and the coverage of police service would be 
relatively unaffected. 

As seen in the previous page, the increase in area and the increase in 9-1-1 calls for service 
actually has minimal impact on the total existing work load. With more officers on duty and 
a smaller geographic area to cover than the Sheriffs Department, the residents of Paradise 
Hills should see an increase in the number of times they see a law enforcement vehicle in their 
neighborhood, and should notice a quicker response time to their calls for service than they had 
experienced prior to annexation. 

Fire Protection: Fire Station 2, located at 28 114 Road and Patterson, is the primary response 
unit for the Paradise Hills area. The response distance is approximately 3-114 mile from 
Station 2 and falls within Insurance Services Organization's five mile maximum response 
distance. The engine company responds to both fire and medical emergencies and has a 
paramedic fire fighter assigned to the crew so they can provide advanced life support services. 

Presently the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District contracts with the City of Grand 
Junction to provide emergency services to the Paradise Hills area. 

A survey was conducted to analyze the current water supply system to make sure it would 
meet minimum fire flow requirements for fire protection. The City requires a minimum six 
inch looped water supply that will provide 500 gallon per minute with 20 psi residual pressure 
in residential areas. Ute Water District has looped six inch and eight inch mains throughout 
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the subdivision; however, the undeveloped areas will require additional water lines and 
hydrants when they are developed. 

The distances between fire hydrants were found to be excessive m some areas of the 
subdivision and would require nine additional hydrants. 

Item 10: Trash Pick-Up Day 
Response provided by Greg Trainor, Utility Manager 4/12/93 

Trash is currently planned to be picked up in Paradise Hills on Thursdays. That is when all 
of the trash crews are in the vicinity of Paradise Hills and is therefore the most feasible and 
economical day for it. Trash will be picked up before 1 :00 p.m. 

Item 11: Mail Out Annexation Information 
Response provided by Larry Timm, Director of Community Development 
4/15/93. 

The timing, location and number of meetings to be held with the owners and residents 
regarding annexation should be an agenda item for our April 29th City/HOA Board meeting. 
The City typically mails information regarding annexation to each property owner prior to the 
neighborhood meetings, and will continue this practice in Paradise Hills. 

We look forward to the 7:30p.m. meeting with the combined homeowners association boards 
on April 29th. This meeting will be held in the small meeting room immediately north and 
west of the main Bray Realty offices at 1015 North 7th Street. See you then. 

Sincerely, 
/)~ 

(ft£''<;1/c -
! 'Larry Timm 
1
/ Director of Community Development 

c: City Council 
Mark Achen 
Department Heads 



REC=:.iEC GRAND JUNCTION 
RECOMMENDED & PRIORITIZED ITEMt

1 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
TO BE CONSIDERED BY 

CITY IN PARADISE HILLS ANNEXATIO fV1R 16 i993 

1. Develop a road maintenance plan and begin upgrading of roads as soon as 
possible. 

Analyze street signs, pedestrian crossings and speed l.imit signs and 
initiate action as soon as possible. 

Please note that the residents of Paradise Hills do not want sidewalks 
included in the road maintenance plan. 

2. Assume the responsibility for the existing street lights and analyze the 
entire area for additional lighting needs. ~~~tall and maintain 
additional lighting as soon as possible. ~'d.J-v·e:v-' 

3. Develop the land around the pond on Lanai Driv ~~;y Park. Expand 
the park area by acquiring the Jones property~dj~cent to the park. 

Assume the res pons i bi 1 i ty for the rna i ntenance and upkeep of the area 
around the pond. 

4. Verify that the fire hydrants meet city code in regard to location, 
spacing, pressure and testing. Upgrade any deficiencies immediately. 

5. Provide street cleaning on a regular schedule and snow removal on an as­
needed basis. 

6. In the annexation of Paradise Hills, include the area that is bound by the 
Highline Canal on the north and by 26 1/2 Road on the west. Review Filing 
7 and require that an access road be built from 26 1/2 Road. 

7. Create a Paradise Hills/North Area City Council District to provide 
homeowners of this area with proper representation on the City Council. 

8. Exclude Paradise Hills from the City sales tax. 

9. Provide homeowners with information as to where police and fire protection 
will come from. 

10. Residents in Paradise Hills who currently reside within the city limits 
have trash pick-up on Tuesday. Homeowners would like the City to continue 
with the Tuesday pick-up schedule. 

11. Mail out all information on City plans for Paradise Hills annexation to 
all Paradise Hills homeowners. 



city of Grand Junction 
Administrative Services Department 

Response to Paradise Hills Home Owners Associations Questions of 
the city as of March 16, 1993 

Question # 8 
Exclude Paradise Hills from the city Sales Tax. 

City Response 
This is absolutely impossible for the city to do from a policy, 
practice, and legal standpoint. A broad based Sales and Use Tax on 
the sale or use of tangible personal property can only be 
administered and enforced consistently and fairly throughout the 
entire community that authorized it through a vote of the City 
residents. 

However, the expected impact on the resident of Paradise Hills will 
not be that significant if the residents already do a lot of their 
shopping inside ~he City Limits. The real change is that Sales Tax 
will have to be paid on automobile purchases, furniture and 
appliances, and building materials delivered inside the City to 
their residence. Based on national statistics on the portion of a 
person's net annual income spent on these categories of 11.3%, and 
the average annual net income in Colorado of $28,000, a family can 
expect to pay approximately $87 annually in additional City Sales 
and Use Tax. 



ANNEXATION AREA FACT SHEET 

Date: :J/;'T/f 3 
--~~~~,~~-----

Common Location: @Itt# ff ftl?Mb Elt:SV &~ :L6 12- t:o ;;&._ 

Existing Land Use: 7?e:5 rd rvtialjAulutuftCIIa/ / {/ t:Z.c:.4~~.J·r 

Projected Land Use: fi]:.s;Jey..'fta [ 
# Dwelling Units: esf.. :2 tfl 

Est. Population:_..w~~lc..s::b::....._ __ _ 

Service Providers and Special Districts 

Water: {.) rc: 

est. # Acres: ~ 3tt 0 
.;z ~?- P. 1-1. SuB 

# of Parcels: ).. ~ - tY 7 He/? 
3 0'?- TO rAJ..... 

# of parcels owner 
occupied -------

Drainage: &na ~d Ua-tffJ uJ e/ft.t f/sei? School: School Dist. 51 

Irrigation:4R~vud ();;;t(~ U.lrlfu- UGeJ-5 Other: ___________ _ 

Legal Requirements: (check as each requirement is confirmed) 

__ v__ One sixth contiguity to existing city limits 
v Land held in identical ownership not divided w/o written consent _ ___::;.....__ 

V' Land in identical ownership greater than $200,000 assessed valuation not 
---''---

included without written consent. 
v Area is or will be urbanized 
v Does not extend boundary more than 3 miles/year (except enterprise zone or 

City owned property) 
r/ Entire width of platted streets included. 
t/ More than 50% of owners and more than 50% land petitioned 

Type of Petition: Property Owner __ P.O.A. v Enclave: ---

Existing County Zoning, .B.!...:-2.:..:;;.,,~P~R:.....;;3...;_.'{:...-J. • ...:.R_F;,_r PIProposed City Zoning RsF -1, R.Sf-1 PRD 
- 1 I I 7 ) 

PR 3. "/ 



· March 17, 1993 

Mr. Santo Bertuzzi 
807 Mazatlan Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Dear Mr. Bertuzzi: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTICN 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

M,U.R 18 1993 

250 North Fifth Street 

Thank you for taking the initiative to attend the March 15th City Council Work Session to 
inform the City Council and staff about the items that Paradise Hills residents would like 
the City to address in connection with the annexation of the area. Your positive approach 
is very much appreciated. The City Council and staff will carefully review the list you 
supplied at the meeting, and will do everything we can to respond in a constructive manner. 

As was noted at the meeting, at this time it is anticipated that a meeting between City 
representatives and the combined Boards of Directors of the three homeowners associations 
could occur by the end of April, followed by a series of meetings with the residents and 
property owners (probably one for each homeowners association) by the end of May. Larry 
Timm, Director of Community Development, will be in touch with you soon regarding that 
first meeting. 

Thank you again, and I look forward to our upcoming meetings. 

' efOrd C. Theobold 
Mayor 

c: 

bp 

Mr. Ben J. Beauregard 
2693 Catalina Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Mr. Harlan A Porter 
2658 Bahamas Way 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM 

March 25, 1993 

Chief Darold Sloan 
Chief of Police 

Captain Martyn Currie 
Operations Division Commander 

Paradise Hills Annexation Report 

The Paradise Hills subdivision is geographically located with H 
Road as the south boundary; H 1/2 Road on the north; 27 Road on 
the east; and 26 1/2 Road on the west. It is approximately 1 
square mile with some contiguity with the present city limits. 
The land use of the area is single family residential having 318 
housing units and a population of 757. 

Calls for service received by the Mesa County Sheriff's Office 
were: 

1989 - 76 CFS; 

1991 - 74 CFS; 

1990 - 72 CFS; 

1992 - 93 CFS 

·rhe Colorado State Patrol states their service demands were about 
25 calls per year. 

As an annexation, Paradise Hills will have little impact on our 
ability to deliver police service as is currently being supplied 
to city residents. The majority of crime reported is Theft from 
Auto and Criminal Mischief. Due to its proximity to BLM land 
there are considerably more complaints of loud music, suspicious 
circumstances, and such calls as relate to the partying which 
takes place in the desert area and which normally require a two 
officer response. Its service demands equate to 15% of a Patrol 
Officer and related equipment. 

Support services, such as Records and Crime Lab, should see a 
minimal impact as a result of annexation. Crime Prevention 
operating costs may increase slightly as a result of new and 
existing Neighborhood Watch programs in the proposed annexation 
area. 

911 costs will increase by approximately $1,900 when the calls 
for service become part of the City's police response. 
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Memorandum re: Paradise Hills Annexation Report 
March 25, 1993 
Page 2 

Paradise Hills lies to the north of Police Department Beat 1. 
The officers assigned to that Beat would also be the officers 
assigned to patrol the Paradise Hills subdivision twenty-four 
hours a day. In addition to the assigned Beat officers the Grand 
Junction Police Department has recently reorganized its officer 
deployment schedule to have more officers on duty during the peak 
hours of demand. This rescheduling of officers permits the 
Police Department to provide a more timely response to calls, 
whether it be the Beat officer who is responding or an officer 
from another area of the City. An example of the number of 
officers available is on a Friday or Saturday night when there 
can be up to fifteen officers on duty with four supervisors. 
Even on a night with minimum staffing, when there are five 
officers and a supervisor on duty, there will be an officer 
assigned to patrol and respond to calls in Paradise Hills. 

Should there be any concerns about the Police Department 
headquarters moving from Horizon Drive back to Ute Avenue they 
can be dispelled easily enough by understanding officer 
deployment strategy. Our police officers are strategically 
assigned areas of responsibility to patrol and are required to be 
in those areas when on duty. Under this concept the headquarters 
building could virtually be anywhere in the City and the coverage 
of police service would be relatively unaffected. 

As seen in the previous page, the increase in area and the 
increase in 9-1-1 calls for service actually has minimal impact 
on the total existing work load. With more officers on duty and 
a smaller geographic area to cover than the Sheriff's Department, 
the residents of Paradise Hills should see an increase in the 
number of times they see a law enforcement vehicle in their 
neighborhood, and should notice a quicker response time to their 
calls for service than they had experienced prior to annexation. 



ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

April 8, 1993 

TO: 

FROM: 

Larry Timm, Director Community Development ~ 

Ron Lappi, Administrative Services & Finance Directo~ 

SUBJECT: Paradise Hills Annexation Impact 

Following is my information on Question 8 of the Paradise Hills 
Home Owners Associations Questions for the City. 

Question # 8 
Exclude Paradise Hills from the City Sales Tax. 

City Response 
This is absolutely impossible for the City to do from a policy, 
practice, and legal standpoint. A broad based Sales and Use Tax on 
the sale or use of tangible personal property can only be 
administered and enforced consistently and fairly throughout the 
entire community that authorized it through a vote of the City 
residents. 

However, the expected impact on the resident of Paradise Hills will 
not be that significant if the residents already do a lot of their 
shopping inside the City Limits. The real change is that Sales Tax 
will have to be paid on automobile purchases, furniture and 
appliances, and building materials delivered inside the City to 
their residence. Based on national statistics on the portion of a 
person's net annual income spent on these categories of 11.3%, and 
the average annual net income in Colorado of $28,000, a family can 
expect to pay approximately $87 annually in additional City Sales 
and Use Tax. 



Draft/Timm 
Re: Paradise Hills List 

April 13, 1993 

Dear Paradise Hills HOA Board Member: 

Following are written responses to the list of items which you 
requested that the City consider in connection with the annexation 
of Paradise Hills. We will be happy to discuss these responses 
with you in more depth if necessary at our April 29 meeting. 

Items 1, 2 and 5: Road maintenance, upgrading roads, street signs, 
speed limit signs, street lights, street cleaning and snow removal 

Please see the written response from Mark Relph to Jim Shanks, 
Public Works Director, copy attached. 

Item 3: park development and maintenance 

Please see the written response from Don Hobbs, Parks Manager, copy 
attached. 

Item 4: fire hydrants 

Please see the written response from Mike Thompson, Fire Chief, 
copy attached. 

Item 6: annexation boundary and access to 26 1//2 Road 

City staff has compiled the list of property owners for the area 
that is bound by the Highline Canal on the north and by 26 1/2 Rd. 
on the west. The timing and manner in which these property owners 
are contacted and informed about the Paradise Hill's homeowners 
associations' request to annex them should be a topic of discussion 
at the City/HOA Board meeting in late April. 

City staff members have reviewed the plans for the 7th filing and 
your request that an access road be built from 26 1/2 Road. In our 
opinion, it would be desirable for the 7th filing and future 
development to the north to have an access directly to 26 1/2 Road. 
This access should be located as far south on 26 1/2 Road as 
possible, preferably just west of the 7th filing. It is the City's 
intent to hold discussions with the owner of the 7th filing and 
with the owners of the property between the 7th filing and 26 1/2 
Road about the feasibility of such an access. Factors which may 
impact this access road being constructed, and the timing, include 
the increased cost to the developer and the willingness of the 
property owners between 26 1/2 Road and the large drainage ditch to 
allow the access to go through or adjacent to their property. 



Item 7: City Council District 

Please see the written response from Dan Wilson, City Attorney, 
copy attached. 

Item 8: City sales tax 

Please see the written response from Ron Lappi, Director of 
Administrative Services and Finance, copy attached. 

Item 9: police and fire protection 

Please see the written responses from Mike Thompson, Fire Chief, 
and Darold Sloan, Chief of Police, copies attached. 

Item 10: Trash pick-up day 

According to Greg Trainor, Uitility Manager, trash is currently 
planned to be picked up in Paradise Hills on Thursdays. That is 
when all of the trash crews are in the vicinity of Paradise Hills 
and is therefore the most feasible and economical day for it. The 
team method used to help each other works best when all crews are 
working in proximity to each other. 

Item 11: Mail out annexation information 

The timing, location and number of meetings to be held with the 
owners and residents regarding annexation should be an agenda item 
for our April 29 City/HOA Board meeting. The City typically mails 
information regarding annexation to each property owner prior to 
the neighborhood meetings, and will continue this practice in 
Paradise Hills. 

We look forward to the 7:30 PM meeting with the combined horne 
owners association boards on April 29. The place for this meeting_ 
has yet to be determined, but at this time Harlan Porter is 
checking on a potential site. See you then. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Tirnrn 
Director of Community Development 

cc: City Council 
Mark Achen 
Department Heads 



~/Timm 
Memorandpum 
April 13, 1993 

To: City Council 
Mark Achen 
Department Heads 

Fm: Larry Timm 
Re: Growth Committee Meeting 

April 12, 1993 

Attendees: Bill Bessinger, Conner Shepherd, Reford Theobold, Mark 
Achen, David Varley, Dan Wilson, Mike Thompson, Ron Lappi, Ted 
Novack, Don Hobbs, Mark Relph, Darren Starr, Lanny Paulson, Karl 
Metzner and Larry Timm. Bill Bessinger was the first Committee 
member to arrive, and left before Conner Shepherd and Reford 
Theobald arrived. 

1. 1993 Municipal Annexation Plan 

State Statutes require the City to annually update its Municipal 
Annexation Plan. The changes that are necessary to make this year 
are again of a very minor, housekeeping nature, and were pointed 
out to the Committee by Karl Metzner. The Statutes do not specify 
whether the annual Plan needs to be updated administratively or by 
resolution of the City Council. The Committee felt the updates to 
the Plan should be taken to the City Council at its next meeting. 

2. Paradise Hills Area Annexation 

The Committee reviewed the draft responses to the list of 
annexation issues/questions presented to the City Council by the 
Homeowners Association Boards of Directors. Minor changes were 
suggested. The potential boundaries of the· annexation were· 
discussed. It was agreed that the area north of the 201 boundary 
would not be included in the potential annexation boundary. 
Regarding the request of Paradise Hills resident's that the City 
require an access road between the 7th filing and 26 1/2 Road, City 
staff members will discuss this further with the owner of the 7th 
filing and those who own the property where such an access road 
would need to cross. Ron Lappi presented preliminary fiscal impact 
data. Regarding the request of Paradise Hills resident's that the 
City expand, develop and maintain the pond area as a public park, 
it is thought desirable for the City to take over maintenance of 
the existing park area; whether the City would expand the park area 
and carry out park improvements is still open for more discussion 
following an exploration of alternatives. 

3. Upcoming Annexations 

Karl Metzner updated the Committee on the annexations now in 
process. He also presented a map which showed those areas which 
are enclaved, and the dates they become eligible for annexation. 



3/23/93 Paradise Hills Annexation Meeting Agenda 

1. Review and discuss list of Homeowner Association requests 

\.\~>\~ r Review base data available for the area and need for department 
-~-(i// ifupact reports. 
\ ,> / 

/; 3. Establish timeframe for next meeting with HOA boards. 

4. Establish procedure and timing for meetings with residents. 

\ 
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Develop a road maintenance plan and begin upgra~ing of roads as soon as 
possible. '-----------------------

;Q~ Analyze street signs, pedestrian crossings and speed l.imit signs and 
·- initiate action as soon as possible. 

Please note that the residents of Paradise Hills do not want sidewalks 
included in the road maintenance plan. 

Assume the responsibility for the existing street lights and analyze the 
entire area for additional lighting needs. l.ll-s-tall and maintain 
additional lighting as soon as possible. (;;i_J;d]..v-e-v' 

Develop the land around the pond on Lanai DrivP/i~~Y Park. Expand 
the park area by acquiring the Jones property~djacent to the park. 

Assume the responsibility for the maintenance and upkeep of the area 
around the pond. 

Verify that the fire hydrants meet city code in regard to location, 
spacing, pressure and testing. Upgrade any deficiencies immediately. 

Provide street cleaning on a regular schedule and snow removal on an as­
needed basis. 

In the annexation of Paradise Hills, include the area that is bound by the 
Highline Canal on the north and by 26 1/2 Road on the west. Review Filing 
7 and require that an access road be built from 26 1/2 Road. 

Create a Paradise Hills/North Area City Council District to provide 
homeowners of this area with proper representation on the City Council. 

'~·ie.:_~ 
Exclude Paradise Hills from the City sales tax. vtt\~a 1{0 t_.o ( 

Provide homeowners with information as to where police and fire protection 
wi 11 come from. 

Residents in Paradise Hills who currently reside within the city limits 
have trash pick-up on Tuesday. Homeowners would like the City to continue 
with the Tuesday pick-up schedule. 

Mail out all information on City plans for Paradise Hills annexation to 
all Paradise Hills homeowners. 
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March 12, 1993 

Grand Junction City Council 
250 N. Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Council Members: 

As presidents of the three filings in the Paradise Hills sub-division, 

Filing 1, 2, 3 
Filing 4, 4A, 5 
Filing 6 

- Harlan Porter 
Ben Beauregard 
Santo Bertuzzi 

we wish to go on record as supporting the annexation of Paradise Hills. We have 
discussed this proposed annexation at our annual meeting with the homeowners and 
have deve 1 oped a 1 i st of recommended items that we would 1 ike the city to 
consider following the annexation process. 

The list is prioritized and addresses those items that the homeowners feel needs 
to be brought to the city's attention. 

Please feel free to contact any one of us if you have any questions. 

Harlan Porter 
Ben Beauregard 
Santo Bertuzzi 

241-7846 
241-4399 
243-1336 

H~ P:.:de~ I, 2, 3 

Thank you, 



Community Development Department 
Impact Report 

Paradise Hills Annexation 

The proposed Paradise Hills annexation (Paradise Hills subdivision 
and undeveloped land to the north and west) consists of 
approximately 307 dwelling units on 340 acres. Approximately 170 
acres are undeveloped land with a development potential for 130 
acres with 338 dwelling units. The general development plan for 
Paradise hills identifies 99 acres of the 130 for expansion of the 
Paradise Hills development. This plan anticipates a mix of single 
family detached, cluster, and multifamily housing. 

Impact of this annexation on the Community Development Department 
will consist of: 

1) Processing of Development approvals for land shown in the 
Paradise Hills general development plan. Since zoning will be done 
as part of the annexation process, approvals will consist of 
preliminary and final plans and plats processed through the 
Planning Commission. Subsequent planning clearances for building 
permits will also be required. Timeframes aand phasing for this 
process is unknown. 

2) Processing of development approvals for other undeveloped 
parcels. The type, extent, and timing of possible development is 
not predictable. 

3) Processing of 
existing parcels. 
on vacant parcels, 
permits, and Home 

planning clearances for building permits on 
This could include new residential construction 
remodels/additions on existing residences, fence 
Occupation permits. 

4) Customer service to newly annexed citizens. Based on the 
experience with past annexations, Community Development can expect 
a large number of calls during the first year of annexation. Most 
questions relate to city services, Homeowners Association/City 
responsibilities, zoning, and other misc. questions. 

Since 1991, 2,987 acres (4.7 square miles) and a population of 
2,377 have been annexed to the City. This has added significant 
development and customer service workload to the Community 
Development Department. The Paradise Hills annexation by itself 
will not create the need for additional staff. However, the 
cumulative impacts of past and future annexations, in conjunction 
with the increase in development activity, will at some point 
require additional staff to service the land use, development, and 
code enforcement needs of the public. 



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mark Relph 

FROM: Doug Cline 

RE: "PARADISE HILLS ANNEXATION" 
COST IMPACT ESTIMATE -UPDATE- FOR STREET SYSTEM MAINTENANCE 

DATE: April 6, 1993 
(Revised April 22, 1993, to include perimeter streets) 
(Revised June 4, 1993, to include perimeter change) 

This estimate will serve to update an estimate of October 8, 1991 
for the various functions required in the overall maintenance of 
street systems: 

TRAFFIC SIGNS: 
There are currently 80 street name signs within the subdivision, 

all of which are intended for replacement, existing posts will be 
used wherever possible. There are currently 25 stop signs, 1 speed 
limit and 1 warning sign, these would be replaced on an as needed 
basis. 

Estimated Immediate Costs (Street Name Signs) 
Ongoing Costs 

TRAFFIC STRIPING: 

$3,510 
$ 784 

There is no centerline striping or pedestrian crossing striping 
within the subdivision at this time, if it were to be installed? 
costs would be as follows: 

Complete cross-walk striping (per location) 
Centerline striping per mile (double yellow) 

TRAFFIC SIGNALS: 
NONE! 

1 

$80 
$212 



STREET LIGHTING: 
At present there are 31 street lights within the subdivision. 

Based on a survey by the Traffic Engineer an additional 38 will be 
required to increase overall street lighting to and acceptable 
level, plus 7 lights on the perimeter. 
Street lighting services are presently provided to the city by 

Grand Valley Rural Power lines Incorporated, their current rates 
are: Current installation cost per light is $2,000, current monthly 
utility per light is $9.49. 
Traffic Engineer's survey indicates the need for a maximum of 45 

additional street lights (76 total lights), with a total annual 
package cost as follows: 

Total installation cost for addition lighting: 
45 lights@ $2000 = $90,000 

Total annual utility costs for: 
76 lights@ $9.49 per month 

= $7,858 

RECOMMENDATION: Install all additional lighting during the first 
two years (22 year 1 and 23 year 2). 

First Year: 
Installation cost for 22 lights@ $2,000 = 
Annual Utility cost for 53 lights@ $9.49 ea. 

* 12 mo./yr. 

Total 

Second Year: 
Installation cost for 23 lights @ $2,000 
Annual Utility cost for 76 lights@ $9.49ea. 

* 12 mo./yr. 

Total 

On-going Costs Thereafter: 
Annual Utility Cost for 76 Lights@ $9.49 ea. 

* 12 mo./yr. 

SNOW REMOVAL: 

$44,000 

$ 6,036 

$50,036 

$46,000 

$ 8,655 

$54,655 

$8,655 

There are some 4.5 miles of residential streets within the 
subdivision and another 2.75 miles of streets on the perimeter of 
the annexation (2 miles of split jurisdiction with the County) . The 
subdivision would require salt application each time, only if the 
severity was such that all residential streets within the city 
required this form of snow removal. Otherwise, snow removal service 

2 



to steep grades or dangerous intersections only would be given 
regularly. 
With 26-1/2 and H Roads being arterial or collector streets, we 

would assume that H Road and 26-1/2 Road from H Road to Catalina 
Drive would be on a regular scheduled salting route. Regular 
routing would mean that these roads would seen snow removal efforts 
made (plowing or salting) as often as there is inclimate weather. 
27-1/4 Road presently serves only a couple of houses and would be 
treated as a typical residential street. 
Centerline mile cost for each time salt is applied would be: 

Interior Subdivision: 
(Estimate two times annually) 

$ 57 X 4.5 mi. X 2 
Lump Sum Est. (steep grades. etc.) 

Total 
Perimeter Streets: 
(Estimate 10 times annually) 

$513 
$500 

$1,013 

$57 x 1.7 miles x 10 = $969 

Total Cost: $1,982 

LEAF AND SPRING TRASH REMOVAL: 
Spring Trash Removal: Estimate 5 days to complete this area due to 

long travel time/distance to landfill. Estimate 30 truckloads of 
debris to the landfill with costs as follows: 

Fall Leaf Removal: Large number of mature trees, estimate one 
week's worth of time in removals and some 100 cubic yards of leaves 
to remove. 

Spring Trash Removal (incl. landfill fees) 
Fall leaf Removal (incl travel time) 

Total 

STREET CLEANING: 

$4,695 
$2,788 

$7,483 

There are some 9.0 curb lane miles of streets within the 
subdivision, all of which will require regular sweeping. This 
estimate is based on sweeping all of the streets five {5) times 
annually. 
Note: 
Each sweeping is estimated to take 6 1/2 hours of sweeping time 
with an additional 2 hours for travel and 1-1/2 hours for water 
fill up, total 10 hours each sweeping. Of the total estimated 
sweeping time of 50 hours annually, approximately 35% of the that 
time is estimated for travel and fill ups. 

3 



1992 actual cost are at $81.88 per sweeping hour. 
(Note: Estimate 9% increase for 1993) 

Annual Cost: 50 hrs. x $81.88 x 9% 

PREVENTATIVE ASPHALT MAINT. & CONCRETE STRUCTURE REPAIRS: 

$4,462 

The costs are divided again into two parts; Part 1 is the interior 
subdivision, and Part 2 is the perimeter streets. All streets were 
revisited earlier this week with the following totals recommended 
for repairs and maintenance: 

Part 1- Interior Streets: 

Contract Asphalt Overlay (2 1/2"): 
75,049 sq.yds./10,320 tons@ $25.00 = $258,000 

+12% Engineering = 30,960 

Subtotal = $288,960 

Sealcoat (only) (In-house) : 
Year 1: 9,587 sq.yds. @ $0.65 $6,230 

(Note: Begin in Year 5: 9,587 s.y. @ $0.65= $6,230) 

Crackfill (all streets) : 
84,636 sq.yds. @ $0.20 $16,928 

(Note: Begin in Year 5: 10,000 s.y. @ $0.20= $2,000) 
Contract Patching (full depth) : 

1,630 sq,yds. @ $31.00 $50,530 
(Note: Begin in Year 2: Misc. patching est. @ $2,000) 

Culvert Repair: 
Miscellaneous culvert repair (replacements, end 

sections, etc.) have been estimated at = 

Concrete Repairs: 
Curb and Gutter 
Valley Pan Gutter = 
Fillet ( 4 epa. ) 

414 lf. @ 
636 sf. @ 

1,200 sf. @ 

$15.50 
$ 3.50 
$ 3.50 = 

$40,000 

$ 6,417 
$ 2,226 
$ 4,200 

Total $12,843 

Total Part 1 = $377,491 

Part 2- Perimeter Streets: 
H Road; The section from 26-1/2 Road to the canal is in good 
condition. The section from the canal to 27-1/4 road should be 
overlayed. All of H Road is to be included in the annexation. 
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Construction Cost= 3982' * 24'/9 * 3" * 110/2000 
* $25/ton = $44,000 

Engineering Cost @ 12% = $ 5,280 

Subtotal Cost = $49,280 

26-1/2 Road: The annexation is to the centerline of the road 
and the costs reflect such. The section from H Road to 
Catalina Drive has been overlayed in recent years, but the 
section north to I road needs to be overlayed. Therefore, the 
cost estimate reflects 1/2 of the overlay cost from Catalina 
to I Road. 

Construction Cost= 2800' * 24'/9 * 3" * 110/2000 
* $25/ton = $30,800 

Engineering Cost@ 12% = $ 3,696 

* 1/2 the street width= $34,496 * 1/2 
Subtotal Cost 

$34,496 

$17,248 

27-1/4 Road: The cost estimate assumes reconstruction of the 
road from H Road to the Airport property, which is 
approximately 4500 feet. From this point north, the cost 
estimate does not include any additional cost. The 
reconstructed section includes the city's standard rural 
street section. 

Construction Cost= 4,500' * $50/ foot 
Engineering Cost @ 12% 

= $225,000 
= $ 27,000 

Subtotal Cost = $252,000 

Total Cost Part 2 = $325,920 

First Year Proposal: 
All Seal coat, Crackfill, Contract Patching, Concrete Repairs, 

Culvert Repairs and 1/4 of the Contract Overlay (3,327 tons). 
Cost $171,706 + Eng. 

Second Year Proposal: 
One half of the remaining Contract Overlay (3,497 tons). 

Cost $87,413 +Eng. 

Third Year Proposal: 
Remainder of Contract Overlay (3,497 tons). 

Cost $87,412 + Eng. 

Fourth Year: 
All of the Part 2 perimeter costs at $325,920. 

5 
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STORM DRAINAGE: 
Very little is known of the storm drainage system at this time. It 

appears that the bulk of the older development is surface drained 
with extensions from streets running through and between resident 
properties and in nearly all cases flowing north into the newer 
developed areas. 

The newer developed area to the north contains some, but few inlet 
structures all of which are thought to connect and flow to the 
west. The Street Maintenance Plan does include a $2,000 capital 
request for the miscellaneous up-grading of existing structures. 
For lack of better information will remain with the 1991 estimate 

of: 

188 annual manhours@ $14.20 $2,665 

PATCHING: 
The annual patching cost has been estimated at $2,000 within the 

subdivision and another $3,000 on the perimeter streets for a total 
annual cost of $5,000. 

Attached are detail sheets listing all streets within 
Hills subdivision, this information will be helpful in 
asphalt maintenance recommendations,some outstanding 
repair needs and street lighting information. 
This estimate represents a closer, more detailed 

transportation systems maintenance needs then did 
estimate. 

file: P1.H 
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PARADISE HILLS 

BAHAMAS WAY = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Older pvrnnt., flat cross grade, uneven base failure, low 
cuts. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(1981' x 35') = 7704 sq. yds. 

PARADISE WAY = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Older pvrnnt., dry, some patch work, cracking, fair cond. , 
drainage not good! 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(2492' x 35') = 9691 sq. yds. 

NOTE: Concrete gutter pan section @ Paradise 
& Bahamas badly broken up. 
Recommendation: Total replacement 

(24" x 45 1 ) = 90 sq. ft. 

PARADISE DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Same as Paradise Way above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with crackfill 

(1600' x 34') = 6044 sq. yds. 

JAMAICA DRIVE = Paved with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Older pvrnnt., cracking, some base failures. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix overlay with Crackfill. 

(1250 1 x 35 1 ) = 4861 sq. yds. 

NOTE: Concrete gutter pan section @ Jamaica & Bahamas 
badly broken up. 
Recommendation: Total Replacement 

( 2 4 11 X 4 5 1
) = 9 0 Sq. ft. 

TAHITI DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Same as Jamaica Drive above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(830' x 35') = 3228 sq. yds. 

CARMEL DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Same as Jamaica Drive above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix overlay with crackfill 

(212' x 35') = 824 sq. yds. 

NOTE: Concrete gutter pan section @ Carmel & 
Paradise Way is badly broken. 
Recommendation: Total Replacement 

(24" x 45 1
) = 90 sq. ft. 



.. 
4 

EAST CARMEL COURT = Paved with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. fairly good cond., dry, cracking. 
Recommendation: crackfill & Sealcoat. 

(177' x 30 1 ) = 590 sq. yds. 

SAMOAN DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Older pvmnt., dry, cracked, some base failure. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix overlay with Crackfill. 

(686' x 35') = 2668 sq. yds. 

PARADISE COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Same as Samoan Drive above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(190' x 35') = 739 sq. yds. 

MAZATLAN DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (pan type) 
Newer pvmnt., good condition, some cracking. 
Recommendation: crackfill & Sealcoat. 

(1865' x 30') = 6217 sq. yds. 

LAPAZ COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (pan type) 
Same as Mazatlan Drive above. 
Recommendation: Sealcoat & Crackfill. 

(135' x 30') = 450 sq. yds. 

LANAI DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (pan type) 
Newer pvmnt., base failures, patch work, cracking, flat 
cross grade, drainage BAD! 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(2525 1 x 30') = 8417 sq. yds. 

LANAI COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. fair cond., cracking. 
Recommendation: Crackfill & Sealcoat. 

(222' X 30') = 740 sq. yds. 

CATALINA DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (roll type) 
Pvmnt. in fair cond., isolated base failures, low at 
gutter, low cuts, rough patches. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(2425' x 30') = 8083 sq. yds. 

CATALINA COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. in fair to good cond. 
Recommendation: Sealcoat & Crackfill. 

(177' x 30') = 590 sq. yds. 
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CARIBBEAN DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. in fair cond., base failures bad in some areas, 
pvmnt. low to gutter, patch work low, drainage not 
working! 

NOTE: East end is much newer construction 
with curb, gutter & sidewalks. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay (2") & Crackfill. 

(3064 1 x 30 1 ) = 10,213 sq. yds. 

CARIBBEAN COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. fairly good cond., some cracking, very little base 
failure, dry surface. 
Recommendation: crackfill & Sealcoat. 

(150 1 x 30') = 500 sq. yds. 

DELMAR DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. in fair cond., some cracking, very flat cross 
grade, low to gutter. 

NOTE: East end is much newer construction 
with curb, gutter and sidewalks. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(2393' x 30') = 7977 sq. yds. 

DELMAR COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter and sidewalk 
All newer construction! 
Recommendation: Sealcoat with Crackfill. 

(150' x 30') = 500 sq. yds. 

MALIBU DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Drainage not working, otherwise same as Delmar Drive 
above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with crackfill. 

(1380 1 x 30 1
) = 4600 sq. yds. 
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&okclijf_Gardens 
nursery, & landscape 

.... '-U4...U Grand Jitnctlon, co s tso6 ·· · 
~...-~~-1169 Fax (970) 242-7719 

UNITED COMPANIES 
2273 RIVER ROAD 

PLANT LIST: 
2 PEA PEAR, CHANTICLEAR Pyrus calleryana 'Glens Form 
3 SPA JUNIPER, SPARTAN Junperus chinensis 'Spartan' 

LANDSCAPE NOTES: 
·A: EXISTING LANDSCAPING . 
. B. NEW OFFICE 20' Z 1 0'. 
C. EXISITING OFFICE. 
D. . CONCRETE MOWER STYLE CURB IN~. 
E. WEED BARRIER FABRIC AND 1" 



~A~ADISE HILLS SERVICE COMPANY 

~~t of Irrigation Water Use~ 

April 7, 1993 

Elizabeth A. Carder 2650 Bahamas Way 

James Turner 2651 II II 

Ralph Belcastro 2655 II II 

David Chedsey 2661 II II 

Richard VanHorn 2665 II II 

Kirk Monger 2667 II II 

Glenn Madrid 2669 II II 

J. Dale Utt 2671 II II 

William King 2673 II II 

Richard Powell 2679 II II 

Donald R. Miller 2681 II II 

Rick or Cyndi Castonguay 2683 II II 

Robert K. Zabilka 2684 II II 

Luann Green 2682 II II 

Phillis D. Finley, Jr. 2680 II II 

Nora J. Aurelius 2678 II II 

William M. O'Brien 2676 II II 

John Kunz 2674 II II 

Larry Fuller 2672 II II 

LeStella Allen 2670 II II 

Donald R. Burr 2668 II II 

Jesus Guerrero 2666 II II 

Lester Guttmann 2664 II II 

Jesus Seda 2660 II II 

Harlan A. Porter 2658 II II 

Paul W. LeBlanc 2656 II II 

Neil D. O'Toole 2654 II li 

Filing 1, 2,:.& 3 

Mailing Address 

------ 22928 Arminta Street 
West Hill, CA. 91304 

------ 226 W. 12th Ave. 
Denver, co. 80204 



~pril 7, 1993 

...., ..., 
-D. Wesley Nilson 2653 Paradise Way 

Dr. Anna Miklos 2655 II II 

Charles Wagner 2657 II II 

Carey M. Cox 2659 II II 

Ray Parker 2661 II II 

William Frey 2663 II II 

Newell C.Hoskin 2665 II II 

Ray & Mary Kuhns, Jr. 2667 " II 

Greg Merlino 2669 II II 

Donald M. Good 2671 " II 

Dale Park 2675 II " 

Jerrold Jackson 2677 II " 

Robert Murphy 2679 " II 

Marion Konakis 2681 II II 

Eric w. Pettingill 2683 " " 

Anthony Costanzo 2680 " II 

Ron Brennan 2668 II II 

Warren Miller 2662 " II 

Paul Guillory, Jr. 2660 II II 

Carroll L. Johnson 2658 II II 

Patrick w. Arbeiter 2656 II II 

john E. Brophy 2654 II II 

Kenneth Geske 2652 II II 

Donald L. Redfield 2690 II II 

L. H. Armour 2688 II II 

Patrick J. Smith 2686 II II 

Pat Port ice 2684 II II 

Chris Carnes 2682 II II 

F-iling 1, 2, & 3 



Ijaryl Heskin 

James J. Kaus 

James J. Kerski 

Elaine Harris 

David c. Hall 

John Lemke 

Lawrence Wagoner 

Stephen K McCall 

Nick P. Lupfer 

Roger F. Benson 

James R. Arnott 

Michael E. Clayton 

John H. Prouty 

Richard M. Noland 

Clarence Tooker 

Marshall T. Steel 

Terry LaCount 

Ron & Phyllis Choate 

Richard J. Benton 

Gordon & Bright Pillsbury 

Howard F. Rees 

Craig H. Marsh 

Bud Lovato 

Ben Gomez 

Peter Yeager 

Al Lad age 

Phillip Stelljes 

John R. Hall 

filing 1, 2, & 3 

2687 Paradise Way 

2689 II II 

2691 II II 

2693 II II 

2695 II II 

2655 Paradise Dr. 

2654 II II 

2657 II II 

.2659 II II 

2665 II II 

2669 II II 

2671 II II 

2673 II II 

2675 II 11 

2677 II II 

2679 II II 

2656 II II 

2652 II II 

April 7, 1993 

----16338 Goldenrod Way 
Parker, co. 80134 

2654 Paradise Court 

2651 II II 

2653 II II 

802 Jamaica Dr. 

804 II II 

806 II II 

808 II II 

810 II II 

812 II II 

816 II II 
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'W 

Michael J. Ptak 818 Jamaica Dr. 

Diana Bonello 815 II II 

Sally Kaukolin 811 II II ----- P.O. Box 3102 
Elko, NV. 89803 

Lest a Warner 809 II II 

Karl E. Meier 807 II II 

Glenn A. Dawson 805 II II 

Steve Heacock 820 II II 

Louie Pavetti 822 II II 

Robert Cabeen 2680 Carmel Court 

Stuart c. Bogenreif 2682 II II 

Robert J. Fiegel 2683 II II 

Janice M. Callahan 2681 II II 

Ray & Viola Maddox 804 Tahiti Dr. 

Robert & Kay Romer 806 II II 

Alice Rice 810 II II 

John Pee so 812 II II 

Donelia Sanchez 814 II II 

George E. Hill 815 II II 

Ricky & Ahna Brock 816 II II 

Gary Wilcox 811 II II 

Dr. Parker L. Call 807 II II 

Kenneth s. Fortune 805 II II 

Keith Oliver 803 II II ----- P.O. Box 80758 
Midland, TX. 79708 

John Durkop 808 II II ----- 1140 s. Dover Street 
Lakewood, co. 80232 

Dale F. Bowen 802 Samoan Dr. 

Gary L. Blackburn 804 II II 

Daniel L. Kellerstrass 806 II II 

Filing 1, 2, & 3 
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David D. Baldwin 810 Samoan Dr. 

Fred H. Werner 808 II II 

Mark Goodrich 812 II II 

Merlin Kelley 814 II II 

Betty c. Myers 811 II II 

Robert Thomas Owen 809 II II 

Manuel Lopez, Jr. 807 II II 

Carl Mullenix 805 II II 

Donald Hanna 803 II II 

Filing 1, 2, & 3 



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jim Shanks 

FROM: Mark Relph ~ 
RE: Paradise Hills Annexation Cost Estimate and 

Response to Questions Raised by the Homeowner Associations 

DATE: April 7, 1993 
(Revised April 21, 1993, to include the perimeter streets) 
(Revised June 4! 1993, to reflect perimeter change) 

Below are specific responses to the questions raised by the 
Homeowner Associations in Paradise Hills. Attached to this memo is 
a spreadsheet that lists the annexation costs to the Public Works 
Division, plus detailed explanation for each one of those costs. 

1 (a) . Street Maintenance Plan: The street maintenance plan has 
been divided into two parts; part 1 is within the subdivision and 
part 2 is the perimeter streets. 

Part 1- Subdivision Interior: 
The City has obtained the County's Pavement Management 

System (PMS) data for this area. Based upon the PMS report and 
field observations, a street maintenance plan was prepared 
that would up-grade the existing streets to acceptable city 
standards within a three year period. The streets that should 
be overlayed, represent 90% of all the streets in Paradise 
Hills. Only 10% of the streets, which were newer pavements and 
smaller cul-de-sacs, were found to be in acceptable condition 
and should be seal coated. The maintenance plan is recommended 
as follows: 

First Year; All seal coating (E. Carmel Ct., Mazatlan 
Dr., LaPaz Ct., Lanai Ct., Catalina Ct., Caribbean Ct., 
and DelMar Ct.) , culvert replacement, contract patching, 
concrete repairs and the following street overlays per 
the PMS report : 
-Bahamas Drive from 26-1/2 Road to Lanai Drive. 
-Lanai Drive from H Road north to the end of Pavement. 
-Catalina Drive from 26-1/2 Road to Lanai Drive. 
cost: $202,759.00 
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Second Year; one half on the remaining Contract Overlay. 
The PMS will be up-dated to reflect city design criteria 
and the streets to be overlayed will be based on the PMS 
priority. 
cost: $97,902.00 

Third Year; The balance of the Contract Overlay. 
cost: $97,902.00 

Total Cost Part 1 = $398,563.00 

Part 2- Perimeter: 
The perimeter of the annexation encompasses all of H Road 

from 26-1/2 to 27-1/4 Roads; half of 26-1/2 Road from H Road 
north approximately 2,800 feet; and all of 27-1/4 Road from H 
Road north to a point just south of I Road. Due to the 
condition of 27-1/4 Road, this annexation cost estimate will 
encompass the entire cost of reconstruction. 

There also exists two bridges on Hand 26-1/2 Roads. The 
structural integrity of the bridges have been reviewed with 
the County and they appear to be satisfactory over the 20 year 
annexation cost period. Therefore, no costs have been included 
in the estimate for the replacement of the structures. 

Year Four; 
H Road; The section from 26-1/2 Road to the canal is in 
good condition. The section from the canal to 27-1/4 road 
should be overlayed. All of H Road is to be included in 
the annexation. 
cost: $49,280.00 

26-1/2 Road: The annexation is to the centerline of the 
road and the costs reflect such. The section from H Road 
to Catalina Drive has been overlayed in recent years, but 
the section north to I road needs to be overlayed. 
Therefore, the cost estimate reflects 1/2 of the overlay 
cost from Catalina to I Road. 
cost: $17,248.00 

27-1/4 Road: The cost estimate assumes reconstruction of 
the road from H Road to the Airport property, which is 
approximately 4500 feet. From this point north, the cost 
estimate does not include any additional cost. The 
reconstructed section includes the city's standard rural 
street section. 
cost: $252,000.00 

Total Cost Part 2 = $318,528.00 

Total Cost of Capital Street Maintenance Plan= $717,091.00 
(1992 present worth dollacs) 
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1 (b) . Signaqe; The signs have been inventoried within the 
annexation area, including the perimeter streets. There exists 80 
street name signs, 25 stop signs, 1 speed limit sign and 1 warning 
sign. The street name signs will be replaced with the city standard 
upon annexation and the balance of signs will be replaced upon an 
as-needed basis. The cost estimate reflects this. 

Speed limits would remain as they presently exist. Areas of 
concern with the residents would be reviewed by the Traffic 
Engineering and Police Departments and appropriate measures would 
be implemented as conditions dictate. 

Pedestrian crossing issues raised by the residents would again 
be reviewed by the Traffic Engineering and Police Departments. The 
City utilizes a federal publication called the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to determine if an issue meets 
minimum criteria that justifies control devices and what type of 
devices are appropriate. Presently, the City has not singled out 
any specific locations that require immediate attention, but would 
rely on residential input to address the areas of concern. 

1 (c). Sidewalks; Sidewalks have not been included in the road 
maintenance plan. 

2. Street Lights; The existing street lights have been inventoried 
and located on an attached map. There presently exist 31 street 
lights and the city has projected an additional 38 based upon city 
standards within the subdivision and an additional 7 lights 
required at the intersections of the perimeter streets. The city 
would work with adjacent residents for a proposed installation as 
to the need and location of each light. 

The cost of the additional lights is based upon the city's 
agreement for new light installations with Grand Valley Rural Power 
Association, which are: 

-new lights ($2,000 each) at $90,000.00. 
-annual utility costs ($9.49 each per month) for existing and 
proposed lights at $8,655.00. 
The recommendation for the street lights would be to phase the 

requests over a two year period. The two year cost would be as 
follows: 

First Year: Install 21 lights at $44, 000.00 with annual 
utility cost for 53 lights at $6,036.00. Total first year cost 
at $50,036.00. 

Second Year: Install 23 lights at $46,000.00 with the annual 
utility cost for 73 lights at $8,655.00. The total second year 
cost at $54,655.00 with an annual utility cost of $8,655.00 
thereafter. 
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5 (a) . Street Cleaning ; The typical number of times residential 
streets are swept in one year is approximately 5 times. This is 
will vary depending upon the length of warm weather available to 
sweep. The recommendation would be to maintain the same frequency 
that the city provides other residential areas of the city. 

5 (b) . Snow Removal; The streets have been reviewed and there 
exists a couple of main intersections along Lanai, Bahamas, and 
Catalina Drives that have been assumed will require salt 
application after each snow fall. All other areas would receive 
snow maintenance per the city's snow & ice control plan. Within 
that plan, residential streets would receive snow maintenance with 
a class II storm, which is snow accumulation of 3 inches or 
greater, with temperatures of 20 degrees or colder. The cost 
estimate reflects an average annual cost for an average winter with 
the special conditions mentioned. 

Miscellaneous: 

The east-west street that was proposed with filing 7, has been 
reviewed in the field and a cost estimate was prepared. The 
proposed road was assumed to begin at 26-1/2 Road at a point 
between two separate properties and just north of the subdivision. 
From there, the topography would likely require the road to skew 
slightly to the northeast where it would then cross the canal and 
turn due east and connect to 27-1/4 Road. The proposed culvert was 
sized based upon existing culverts at the canal. 

* -ROW; 4,265' * 60' width * $1.50/sq. ft. = $ 
Slope Easements = $ 

-Earthwork: 20,000 c.y. * $2.50/c.y. $ 

-Drainage Structures; 
-Canal: 55' span * 52' width * $50/ sf $ 
-Arroyo: 12' Structural Plate@ $650/ft = $ 

383,850.00 
15,000.00 

50,000.00 

143,000.00 
39,000.00 

-Roadway: 4,265' * $110/ ft $ 469,150.00 

** Total Cost = $1,100,000.00 

* Assumes that ROW is not donated. 
** Total Cost with donated ROW equals $716,150. 
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The cost for the new road from 26-1/2 Road to filling 7, would 
be approximately: 

-ROW; 2,600' * 60' width * $1.50/sq. ft. 

-Earthwork: 10,000 c.y. * $2.50/c.y. 

-Drainage Structures; 

= $ 234,000.00 

$ 25,000.00 

-Arroyo: 12' Structural Plate@ $650/ft = $ 39,000.00 

-Roadway: 2,600' * $110/ ft $ 286,000.00 

Total Cost = $ 584,000.00 

Attachments: 
-Annexation cost spreadsheet. 
-Detailed annexation costs; Doug Cline memo. 

file: paradise 
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TO: Larry Timm ~.)'. ~ 

FROM: Don Hobb~ 

DATE: April 7, 1993 

RE: Paradise Hills Impact 

We have examined the Paradise Hills park site and I met with Ben 
Beauregard concerning their operation. Approximately one of the 
two acres of the park is developed into irrigated grass. While 
this is not a neighborhood sized park, which would be preferred, 
it would does provide a vest pocket park within the subdivision. 
We would recommend the development of the remainder of the park 
and pursuing the possible acquisition of the adjacent Jones prop­
erty. I have spoken with Mrs. Jan Jones concerning the idea of 
acquisition of a portion of their land. She indicated that she 
and her husband, Dale, had heard rumors about this but had never 
been formally approached. She did indicate that they might be 
interested talking about a sale but had not talked of a price. 

If we take over the area I feel we should ask the HOA to have the 
site surveyed so we are aware of the real boundaries. I also feel 
that an agreement should made that allows for the continuation of 
the existing pumping operation. I suggest that the HOA retain 
total responsibility for water assessments, the lake, the pumps 
and all associated irrigation charges to the starting point of 
the start of the sprinkler system. We would be responsible for 
the operation and maintenance of the sprinkler system. The agree­
ment should also include language that would allow for water and 
irrigation services from the pond and pump when the remaining 
portion of the existing park be developed and when the Jones' 
property is acquired and developed. We assume that the fence 
around the park would remain and all maintenance of the fence 
would be theirs as well. 

Street trees were not mentioned in the letter from the HOA but 
the question usually arises. We are assuming that there is suffi­
cient ROW or easement at the front of the lots for trees. That 
being the case, we anticipate that there could be as high as 424 
trees planted within the developed subdivision. As in other 
areas, we would plant the trees then trim, spray and remove them 
when necessary. 

cc: Ted Novack 
Ron Lappi 



PARADISE HILLS FINANCIAL IMPACT 

Parks Operations 
Operating Expenditures 

Immediate - 1 acre developed 

Year 2 - 2 acres developed 
Year 3 - 5 acres developed 

Capital Outlay 
Immediate 

Forestry 

3/4 Ton Pickup 
Equipment Trailer 

Total 
Year 2 

1 Acre Development 
Year 3 

2 - 3 Acre Acquisition 
3 Acre Development 

Total 

Operating Expenditures 
Immediate 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Capital Outlay 
Immediate 

Trees - 424 
3/4 ton pickup 

Year 6 
Hi-Ranger 
Chipper 

$ 5,480 

$ 10,960 
$ 27,400 

$ 14,000 
$ 2,000 
$ 16,000 

$ 43,560 

$ 30,000 
$130,680 
$160,680 

$ 10,600 
$ 11,660 
$ 12,720 

$ 19,125 
$ 14,000 

$ 90,000 
$ 18,000 
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ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

April 9, 1993 

TO: 

FROM: 

Growth Committee Members; Bessinger, McCurry, Shepherd 
Mayor, Reford Theobald 

·council Members; Baughman, Bennett, Nelson 
Mark Achen, City Manager 
Dave Varley, Assistant City Manager 
Department Directors; Timm, Shanks, Novack, Sloan, 

Thompson, Kovalik . ~ 

Ron Lappi, Director of Administrative Servlce~ 

SUBJECT: Paradise Hills 1 Fiscal Annexation Analysis 

Attached to this memorandum is a twenty year analysis of the fiscal 
impacts projected for the proposed Paradise Hills Annexation. 

As is common in annexations of developed residential areas, the 
revenues generated are insufficient to cover the costs associated with 
servicing the area, bringing the infrastructure up to current 
standards, and enhancing the area with additional improvements. 

In keeping with past practice, the analysis does not give credit for 
sales tax currently paid to the City by the residents of Paradise 
Hills, an estimated $40,000 per year. 

The results of the information (as submitted by the various 
departments) are detailed in Attachment 1 and summarized below. 

OQerating Variance 
At The End Of 10 Years ($232,236) 
At The End Of 20 Years ($727,785) 

Ca:gital Variance 
At The End Of 10 Years ($725,207) lmCJIVJV ORAND JUNCTION 
At The End Of 20 Years ($505,935) PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Total Variance 
APR 0 9 i993 At The End Of 10 Years ($957,443) 

At The End Of 20 Years ($1,223,720} 

Present Value Cost 
At The End Of 10 Years $814,550 
At The End Of 20 Years $905,108 
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Attachment 2 projects a more positive picture by excluding; the 
development of a five acre park, the operating costs associated with 
maintaining that park, and the equipment purchases anticipated by the 
Parks & Recreation Department. Under this scenario, the variance at 
the end 20 years is reduced in excess of $1 million to ($212,416), . 
with a present value cost of approximately $300,000. 

If you have questions or would like additional information regarding 
this analysis, please feel free to give me a call. Thank You! 

c: Lanny Paulson, Budget Coordinator 
Randy Booth, Controller 



PARADISE HILLS / FISCAL ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
******************************************* 

(As Submitted By Departments) 
09 April 93 

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR 10 YEAR 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I TOTALS 

... -........ ... ................. ............. -- .. ... ... .. .. -... ------- .. ---- ...... -.. -........... ------- .. .................. .. ................. ---------
OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax $32,505 $33,155 $33,818 $34,494 $35,184 $35,888 $36,606 $37,338 $38,085 $38,846 $355,919 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 20,111 21,217 22,384 231615 241914 261284 271730 291255 301864 321562 2581936 
Franchise Fees 61950 71228 71517 71818 81131 81456 81794 91146 91512 91892 831442 
Other Taxes 261896 271353 271818 281291 281772 291261 291759 30,265 301779 31,302 2901497 
Other Oper. Revenue 107 111 116 J1Q_ 125 130 135 141 146 152 1.1§.L 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $861569 $891065 $911653 $941339 $971126 $1001019 $1031024 $1061144 $1091386 $112,755 $9901079 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs $21500 $1,000 $11040 $11082 $11125 $11170 $11217 $11265 $11316 $11369 $13,083 
Community Development 31175 $3,302 $31434 $31571 $31714 $31863 $41017 $41178 $41345 $41519 38,119 

( Fire Services 301592 $311204 $311828 $321464 $331114 $33,776 $341451 $351140 $351843 $361560 3341973 
Parks & Recreation 161080 $231524 $43,394 $451130 $461935 $481812 $50,765 $521795 $541907 $57,104 4391446 
Police Services 11900 $11976 $21055 $21137 $21223 $21312 $2,404 $2,500 $2,600 $21704 22,812 
Public IJorks 21,382 27,274 28.365 29,500 40,308 41,920 43,597 45,341 471155 49,041 . 373,883 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES $751629 $881280 $1101116 $1131884 $127,418 $131,853 $1361451 $141,220 $146, 166 $151,296 $11222,315 
........................ ... ....................... ... ....................... ... ................... ........................ ... ...................... --------- .......................... ......................... ... ........................ .. ...................... 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE $101940 $785 ($181463) ($191545) ($30,292) ($311833) ($33,428) ($35,076) ($36,781) ($381542) ($2321236) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax $71541 $71956 $8,393 $81855 $91342 $91856 $101398 $101970 $11,573 $121210 $97,093 
Lottery Funds (City) 3,006 3,126 U2.L LlM_ U1L 3,657 3,804 3,956 W1L 4,278 36,090 

SUBTOTAL $10,547 $111082 $11,645 $121236 $12,859 $131513 $14,201 $14,925 $151687 $16,488 $1331183 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting $19,125 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $191125 
Capital Equipment /Parks 301000 0 0 0 0 1311399 0 0 0 0 1611399 
Park Development 0 45,302 173,791 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2191093 
Street Maintenance 751688 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 751688 
Traffic Services 381000 391520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 77,520 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 107,925 96,882 100,758 0 0 0 Q_ 0 0 0 305,565 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL $2701738 $181,704 $2741549 $0 $0 $131,399 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8581390 
.......................... ....................... ........................ ........................... --------- ........................ .. ................... ... ...................... ... ........................ --------- ~;;;5:;~;) ( NET CAPITAL VARIANCE ($2601 191) ($170,622) ($262190~) $121236 $121859 ($1171886) $141201 $14,925 $15,687 $161488 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

NET TOTAL VARIANCE ($249,251) ($1691837) ($2811367) ($71309) ($17,434) ($149,719) ($19,226) ($201 151) ($211094) ($221054) ($9571443) ::t::> 
CUMULATIVE ($2491251) ($4191088) ($7001456) ($7071765) ($725 1 199) ($8741918) ($8941144) ($914,295) ($935,389) ($957,443) ========== ~ ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== NET PV 

f" ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% ($249,251) ($1571257) ($241,227) ($51802) ($121814) ($1011896) ($12,116) ($11,758) ($11,396) ($111032) ($814,550) ~ 
~ 
n. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTME~T STATISTICS ~ 
"--\--

1992 Assessed Value $410271368 Total # of Parcels Included 307 
Estimated# of Dwelling Units 268 -Paradise Hills Subdivision 287 k Estimated Population 616 -Other 20 
Estimated # of Acres 280 Number of POA's 260 ' POA'S as a % of Total Parcels 85% :l> 
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OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 
Franchise Fees 
Other Taxes 
Other Oper. Revenue 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs 
Community Development 
Fire Services 
Parks & Recreation 
Police Services 
Public \Jorks 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax 
Lottery Funds (City) 

SUBTOTAL 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Tree Planting 
Equipment Trailer /Parks 
Park Development 
Street Maintenance 
Traffic Services 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL 

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE 

NET TOTAL VARIANCE 
CUMULATIVE 

ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% 

PROJECTIONS: 

YEAR 
11 

$39,623 
34,352 
10,288 
31,834 

158 
$116,256 

$1,423 
$4,700 

$37,291 
$59,388 
$2,812 
51,002 

$156,617 

YEAR 
12 

$40,416 
36,242 
10,699 
32,376 

165 
$119,897 

1,480 
4,888 

38,037 
61,763 
2,925 

53,042 
$162,136 

YEAR 
13 

$41,224 
38,235 
11,127 
32,926 

171 
$123,684 

$1,539 
5,083 

38,798 
64,234 
3,042 

55,164 
$167,860 

YEAR 
14 

$42,049 
40,338 
11,572 
33,486 

178 
$127,623 

$1,601 
5,287 

39,574 
66,803 
3,164 

57.371 
$173,799 

YEAR 
15 

$42,890 
42,557 
12,035 
34,055 

185 
$131 '722 

$1,665 
5,498 

40,365 
69,475 
3,290 

59,666 
$179,959 

YEAR 
16 

$43,747 
44,897 
12,517 
34,634 

193 
$135,988 

$1 '732 
5,718 

41 '173 
72,254 
3,422 

62,052 
$186,350 

YEAR 
17 

$44,622 
47,367 
13,017 
35,223 

200 
$140,429 

$1,801 
5,947 

41,996 
75,144 
3,559 

64,534 
$192,981 

YEAR 
18 

$45,515 
49,972 
13,538 
35,822 

208 
$145,054 

$1,873 
6,185 

42,836 
78,150 
3,701 

67,116 
$199,860 

YEAR 
19 

$46,425 
52,720 
14,079 
36,430 

217 
$149,872 

$1,948 
6,432 

43,693 
81,276 
3,849 

69,800 
$206,998 

YEAR 
20 

$47,353 
55,620 
14,643 
37,050 

225 
$154,ag;--

$2,026 
6,689 

44,567 
84,527 
4,003 

72,592 
$214,404 

($40,361) ($42,239) ($44, 177) ($46,176) ($48,238) ($50,363) ($52,552) ($54,806) ($57,126) ($59,513) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

$12,881 
~~ 

$17,331 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$17,331 

$13,590 
4,628 

$18,217 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$18,217 

$14,337 
~ 

$19,150 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$19,150 

$15,126 
5,005 

$20,131 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q_ 

$0 

$20,131 

$15 '957 
5,205 

$21,163 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$21 '163 

$16,835 
UK_ 

$22,249 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$22,249 

$17,761 
5,630 

$23,391 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$23,391 

$18,738 
5,855 

$24,593 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$24,593 

$19,768 
6,090 

$25,858 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$25,858 

$20,856 
6,333 

$27' 189 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$27' 189 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

($23,030) ($24,021) ($25,027) ($26,045) ($27,075) ($28,114) ($29, 161) ($30,213) ($31,268) ($32,324) 
($980,473)($1,004,494)($1,029,521)($1,055,566)($1,082,641)($1, 110,755)($1, 139,916)($1, 170, 128)($1,201,396)($1,233,720) 
========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== 

($10,667) ($10,302) ($9,939) ($9,577) ($9,218) ($8,863) ($8,512) ($8,166) ($7,825) ($7,490) 

-Property Tax Revenue estimated with an annual growth rate of 2%. This represents a minimum average growth rate that would be allowed under 
Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution. Current Mill Levy= 8.071 

-Sales Tax receipts are projected an annual growth rate of 5.5% 
-Other Taxes (Specific Ownership, Highway Users, Cigarette, Mineral Leasing & Vehicle Registration) are projected to grow@ 1.7% 
-Franchise Fees and Lottery Proceeds are projected to grow @ 4.0% 
-Operating Expenses are projected using 4.0% annual rate of inflation with the exception of Fire Services 

Fire Services represents the property tax revenue that would have been collected by the GJRFPD and is projected@ 2X growth. Current Mill Levy= 7.596 
-operating and Capital Expenditures are based on estimates prepared by each department. 

'>"li~Pfl. \.JS 

20 YEAR 
TOTALS 

$789,783 
701,237 
206,958 
634,332 

3,186 
$2,335,496 

$30,171 
94,545 

743,302 ( 
1,152,461 

56,578 
986,223 

$3,063,281 

($727,785) 
========= 

$262,942 
89,513 

$352,455 

$19,125 
161,399 
219,093 
75,688 
77,520 

305,565 
$858,390 

~;;~;:~;;, ( 
========= 

($1,233,720) 
========== 

NET PV 
($905,108) 

)) 

~ 
0 

~ 
~ 
-\-

...._ 
• 
~ 
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OPER~J!NG REVENUES 
City Property Tax 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 
Franchise Fees 
Other Taxes 
Other Oper. Revenue 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs 
Community Development 
Fire Services 
Parks & Recreation 
Police Services 
Public IJorks 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE 

YEAR 
1 

$32,505 
20,111 
6,950 

26,896 
107 

$861569 

$21500 
31175 

301592 
161080 
1,900 

21,382 
$751629 

$101940 

PARADISE HILLS I FISC~L ~NNEXATIOH AUALYSIS 
********~********************************** 

(Excluding Park Development and the Parks Department 1 s Equi prnent Purchases) 
09 April 93 

YEAR 
2 

$331155 
211217 
71228 

271353 
111 

$891065 

$11000 
$31302 

$311204 
$171359 
$11976 
27,274 

$821115 

$61950 

YEAR 
3 

$331818 
221384 
71517 

271818 
116 

$911653 

$11040 
$31434 

$311828 
$181647 

$21055 
28,365 

$851369 

$61284 

YEAR 
4 

$341494 
231615 
71818 

281291 
120 

$941339 

$11082 
$31571 

$321464 
$191393 
$21137 
29,500 

$881147 

$61192 

YEAR 
5 

$351184 
241914 
81131 

281772 
125 

$971126 

$11125 
$31714 

$331114 
$20 I 169 

$21223 
40,308 

$1001652 

($31526) 

YEAR 
6 

$351888 
261284 
81456 

291261 
130 

$1001019 

$11170 
$31863 

$331776 
$201975 
$21312 
41,920 

$1041016 

($31996) 

YEAR 
7 

$361606 
271730 
81794 

291759 
135 

$1031024 

$11217 
$41017 

$341451 
$211814 
$21404 
43,597 

$107,501 

($41477) 

YEAR 
8 

$371338 
29,255 
91146 

30,265 
141 

$1061144 

$1,265 
$4,178 

$351140 
$221687 
$21500 
45,341 

$1111112 

($41968) 

YEAR 
9 

$381085 
301864 
91512 

301779 
146 

$1091386 

$11316 
$41345 

$351843 
$23,594 
$21600 
4 7,155 

$1141854 

($51468) 

YEAR 
10 

$381846 
321562 
91892 

311302 
152 

$1121755 

$11369 
$41519 

$361560 
$241538 
$21704 
49,041 

$1181731 

($51976) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax 
Lottery Funds (City) 

SUBTOTAL 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting 
Capital Equipment /Parks 
Park Development 
Street Maintenance 
Traffic Services 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL 

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE 

NET TOTAL VARIANCE 
CUMULATIVE 

ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% 

$71541 
3,006 

$10,547 

$191125 
0 
0 

751688 
381000 

107,925 
$2401738 

($2301 191) 
========= 
($2191251) 
($2191251) 
========== 
($2191251) 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT STATISTICS 

1992 Assessed Value 
Estimated# of Dwelling Units 
Estimated Population 
Estimated # of Acres 

NEX-PH2.1JS 

$410271368 
268 
616 
280 

$71956 
hill_ 

$11,082 

$0 
0 
0 
0 

39,520 
96,882 

$1361402 

($1251320) 
========= 
($1181370) 
($3371621) 
========== 
($109,602) 

$8,393 
hill_ 

$111645 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100.758 
$1001758 

($89 1 113) 

($821829) 
($4201451) 
========== 

($711013) 

$81855 
LlM_ 

$121236 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$121236 
========= 

$181428 
($4021023) 
========== 

$141629 

$91342 
UlL 

$121859 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q_ 

$0 

$121859 
========= 

$9,333 
($3921690) 
========== 

$61860 

Total # of Parcels Included 
·Paradise Hills Subdivision 
-Other 

Number of POA 1 s 
POA 1 S as a % of Total Parcels 

$91856 
3,657 

$131513 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q_ 

$0 

$131513 
========= 

$91517 
($3831174) 

$61477 

307 
287 

20 
260 

85% 

$101398 
3,804 

$141201 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q_ 

$0 

$141201 

$91724 
($3731450) 
::.;:======== 

$61128 

$101970 
3,956 

$141925 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q_ 

$0 

$141925 
========= 

$9,957 
($363,492) 
========== 

$51810 

$111573 
W1.L 

$151687 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$151687 
========= 

$101219 
($3531273) 
========== 

$51521 

$121210 
4,278 

$161488 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$161488 
========= 

$101512 
($3421 761) 
========== 

$5,258 

10 YEAR 
TOTALS 

$3551919 
2581936 
831442 

2901497 
1...f.§L 

$990,079 

$131083 
381 119 

3341973 (~ 
2051257 
221812 

373,883 
$9881126 

$11953 
========= 

$971093 
36,090 

$133,183 

$191125 
0 
0 

751688 
77,520 

305,565 
$4771898 

~!~:::~~:) ( 
($3421761) ~ 

it: NET PV 
($3491183) 

C\ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
--\--

~ 
:h 
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OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax 
2.0/. Sales & Use Tax 
Franchise Fees 
Other Taxes 
Other Oper. Revenue 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs 
Community Development 
Fire Services 
Parks & Recreation 
Police Services 
Public llorks 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES 

YEAR 
11 

$39,623 
34,352 
10,288 
31,834 

158 
$116,256 

$1,423 
$4,700 

$37,291 
$25,520 
$2,812 
ll...QQL 

$122,749 

YEAR 
12 

$40,416 
36,242 
10,699 
32,376 

165 
$119,897 

1,480 
4,888 

38,037 
26,540 
2,925 

53,042 
$126,913 

YEAR 
13 

$41,224 
38,235 
11,127 
32,926 

171 
$123,684 

$1,539 
5,083 

38,798 
27,602 
3,042 

55,164 
$131,229 

YEAR 
14 

$42,049 
40,338 
11,572 
33,486 

178 
$127,623 

$1,601 
5,287 

39,574 
28,706 
3,164 

57,371 
$135,702 

YEAR 
15 

$42,890 
42,557 
12,035 
34,055 

185 
$131,722 

$1,665 
5,498 

40,365 
29,854 
3,290 

59,666 
$140,339 

YEAR 
16 

$43,747 
44,897 
12,517 
34,634 

193 
$135,988 

$1 1732 
5,718 

41,173 
31,049 
3,422 

62,052 
$145,145 

YEAR 
17 

$44,622 
47,367 
13,017 
35,223 

200 
$140,429 

$1,801 
5,947 

41,996 
32,291 
3,559 

64,534 
$150,127 

YEAR 
18 

$45,515 
491972 
13,538 
35,822 

208 
$145,054 

$1,873 
6,185 

42,836 
33,582 
3,701 

67,116 
$155,292 

YEAR 
19 

$46,425 
52,720 
14,079 
36,430 

217 
$149,872 

$1,948 
6,432 

43,693 
34,925 
3,849 

69,800 
$160,647 

YEAR 
20 

$47,353 
55,620 
14,643 
37,050 

225 
$154,891 

$2,026 
6,689 

44,567 
36,323 
4,003 

72,592 
$166,199 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE ($6,493) ($7,016) ($7,545) ($8,079) ($8,617) ($9,157) ($9,698) ($10,238) ($10,775) ($11,308) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax 
Lottery Funds (City) 

SUBTOTAL 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting 
Equipment Trailer /Parks 
Park Development 
Street Maintenance 
Traffic Services 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL 

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE 

NET TOTAL VARIANCE 
CUMULATIVE 

ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% 

PROJECTIONS: 

$12,881 
4 450 

$17,331 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$17,331 
========= 

$10,838 
($331,923) 
~========= 

$5,020 

$13,590 
4,628 

$18,217 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$18,217 
========= 

$11,201 
($320,722) 
========== 

$4,804 

$14,337 
L!ill._ 

$19,150 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$19,150 
========= 

$11,605 
($309' 11 7) 
========== 

$4,608 

-Property Tax Revenue estimated with an annual growth rate of 2%. 
Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution. Current Mill 

-Sales Tax receipts are projected an annual growth rate of 5.5% 

$15,126 
5,005 

$20,131 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.Q_ 

$0 

$20,131 
========= 

$12,052 
($297,066) 
========== 

$4,431 

$15,957 
5,205 

$21,163 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$21,163 
========= 

$12,546 
($284,520) 
========== 

$4,271 

$16,835 
M1i_ 

$22,249 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.Q_ 

$0 

$22,249 
========= 

$13,092 
($271,428) 
========== 

$4' 127 

$17,761 
5,630 ' 

$23,391 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ' 

sO" 

$18,738 
~ 

$24,593 

'> 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 
..................... 

$23,391'; $24,593 
========= s~~F~====== 

$13,693 ";, ; i $14}355 
cs257, 735aJ'' cs~43~380> 
=========~l :;b7'~rf===== 

$3 '997/Jj ' ! ~3' 880 
~L, 

$19,768 
6,090 

$25,858 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$25,858 
========= 

$15,083 
($228,297) 
--------------------

$3,774 

!,' 

' ' \ 
This represents a minimum average growth 

Levy = 8.071 
rate \fr"~t :would be allowed uhder 

' ~ ;.s.· 
r~ :f 

-Other Taxes (Specific Ownership, Highway Users, Cigarette, Mineral Leasing & Vehicle Registration) 
. ' i .\ ; 

are projected to grow Q 1.7% 
-Franchise Fees and Lottery Proceeds are projected to grow @ 4.0% 
-Operating Expenses are projected using 4.0% annual rate of inflation with the exception of Fire Services 

$20,856 
6,333 

$27,189 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$27,189 

$15,881 
($212,416) 
--------------------

$3,680 

Fire Services represents the property tax revenue that would have been collected by the GJRFPD and Is projected@ 2% growth. Current Mill Levy= 7.596 
-Operating and Capital Expenditures are based on estimates prepared by each department. 

'IEX-PH2.11S 

J, l 
'.I ·, I 

"', · .. : 
,~;-

20 YEAR 
TOTALS 

$789,783 
701,237 
206,958 
634,332 
~ 

$2,335,496 

$30,171 
94,545 

743,302 
511,649 ( 
56,578 

986,223 
$2,422,469 

($86,973) 
========= 

$262,942 
89' 513 

$352,455 

$19,125 
0 
0 

75,688 
77,520 

305,565 
$477,898 

~!!~:~:::) ( 
($212,416) 

========== 
NET PV 

($306,590) 

~ 

~ 
(') 

~ 

§ 
<--\-_ 

~ 
t:ltJ 
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MEMORANDUM 
(93-l3) 

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

r~pp or. ~1• 1Cl0J I· ·, ..., v v 

April 27, 1993 

TO: Growth Committee Members; Bessinger, McCurry, 
Mayor, Reford Theobald 
council Members; Baughman, Bennett, Nelson 
Mark Achen, City Manager 
Dave Varley, Assistant City Manager 
Department Directors; Timm, Shanks, Novack, Sloan, 

Thompson, Kovalik 

FROM: Ron Lappi, Director of Administrative Services~ 
suBJECT: Paradise Hills f Fiscal Annexation Analysis (Revision #1) 

Attached to this memorandum is a twenty year analysis of the fiscal 
impacts projected for the proposed Paradise Hills Annexation, revised 
(original dated April 9, 1993) to reflect changes following the Growth 
Committee Meeting on April 12th. 

The most significant modifications from the previous analysis, in 
addition to excluding the parcels currently owned by the airport, 
include the following. 

Expenditures: 
-The addition of $377,000 for Capital Street Maintenance, namely 

the reconstruction of 27 1/4 Road from H Road to the property 
owned by the airport. 

-Excludes $219,000 in capital expense for Park Development 
and the associated operating expense for park maintenance of 
approximately $858,000 over the twenty year period. 

-A reduction in the estimate for capital equipment by the Parks 
Department of approximately $67,000. 

-The addition of the cost of nine fire hydrants in the amount of 
$27,450 and additional street lights at a cost of $14,000. 

Revenue: 
-Projections for Property Tax increased approximately $153,000 

as a result of estimating growth due to residential development 
at a rate of ten new homes per year. On the other side of this 
equation, Fire Department operating expenditures increased by 
$144,000 reflecting the loss of property tax revenue derived by 
the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District. 

-Other Revenue projections were modified based on the estimated 
growth due to future development of the area proposed for 
annexation. 
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As is common in annexations of developed residential areas, the 
revenues generated are insufficient to cover the costs associated with 
servicing the area, bringing the infrastructure up to current 
standards, and enhancing the area with additional improvements. 

Also, in keeping with past practice, the analysis does not give 
credit for sales tax currently paid to the City by the residents of 
Paradise Hills, an estimated $40,000 per year. 

The results of the information (as revised by the various 
departments) are detailed in the attachment and summarized below. 

o:eerating Variance Revised 
At The End Of 10 Years $27,717 
At The End Of 20 Years ($123, 906) 

ca:eital Variance 
At The End Of 10 Years ($863,985) 
At The End Of 20 Years ($692,961) 

Total Variance 
At The End Of 10 Years ($836,268) 
At The End Of 20 Years ($816,867) 

Present Value 
At The End Of 10 Years ($739,583) 
At The End Of 20 Years ($729,591) 

c: Lanny Paulson, Budget Coordinator 
Karl Metzner, Senior Planner 
Mark Relph, Public Works Manager 
Don Hobbs, Parks Manager 
Randy Booth, Controller 

original 
($232,236) 
($727,785) 

($725,207) 
($505,935) 

($957,443) 
($1,223,720) 

($814,550) 
($905,108) 



PARADISE HILLS I FISCAL ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
***************************************************************************************** 
(As Re-submitted By Departments Following The Growth Committee Meeting On April 12, 1993) • 

27 April 93 

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR 10 YEAR 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 TOTALS 

---- .. .................. -............... -...... -....... ... -...... -- ... ................. ... ................. ------- ------- ................... ---------
OPERATING REVENUES 

City Property Tax $32,356 $33,567 $34,826 $36,135 $37,497 $38,913 $40,386 $41,918 $43,511 $45,168 $384,276 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 20,031 21,612 22,401 23,200 24,009 24,828 25,658 26,499 27,352 28,217 243,809 
Franchise Fees 6,924 7,471 7,740 8,010 8,280 8,550 8,819 9,089 9,359 9,628 83,870 
Other Taxes 26,880 27,442 27,980 28,525 29,077 29,637 30,205 30,780 31,363 31,954 293,842 
Other Oper. Revenue 107 111 116 120 125 130 135 141 146 152 1,285 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $86,298 $90,202 $93,063 $95,990 $98,988 $102,058 $105,203 $108,427 $111,732 $115,120 $1,007,082 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs $2,500 $1,000 $1,040 $1,082 $1,125 $1,170 $1,217 $1,265 $1,316 $1,369 $13,083 
Community Development 3,175 $3,302 $3,434 $3,571 $3,714 $3,863 $4,017 $4,178 $4,345 $4,519 38,119 
Fire Services 30,452 31,591 32,776 34,008 35,290 36,623 38,009 39,451 40,950 42,510 361,661 
Parks & Recreation 16,080 5,699 5,927 18,088 8,751 9,101 9,465 21,160 10,237 10,646 115,154 
Police Services 1,900 $1,976 $2,055 $2,137 $2,223 $2,312 $2,404 $2,500 $2,600 $2,704 22,812 
Public IJorks 23,473 32,241 33,531 34,872 45,895 47,731 49,640 51,625 53,690 55.838 428,536 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES $77,580 $75,809 $78,763 $93,759 $96,998 $100,799 $104,752 $120,180 $113,139 S117 ,586 $979,365 
........................ ........................ .. ................... ... ..................... ... .................... ... .................... --------- ........................ ... ....................... --------- ---------

NET OPERATING VARIANCE $8,718 $14,393 $14,300 $2,231 $1,990 $1,259 $451 ($11,753) ($1 ,407) ($2,465) S27,717 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax $7,512 $8,105 $8,400 $8,700 $9,003 $9,311 $9,622 $9,937 $10,257 $10,582 $91,428 
lottery Funds (City) 2,995 L1QL_ Lill_ 3,332 3,444 3,556 3,668 3,781 3,893 4,005 34,999 

SUBTOTAL $10,506 $11,212 $11,620 $12,032 $12,447 $12,867 $13,290 $13,718 $14,150 S14,587 $126,428 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting S19, 125 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 so S19, 125 
Capital Equipment /Parks 23,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 71,060 0 0 94,060 
Fire Hydrants (9) 27,450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27,450 
Street Maintenance 75,688 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75,688 
Traffic Services 44,000 47,840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91,840 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 107,925 101,818 105,891 366,616 0 0 0 0 0 0 682,250 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL $297,188 $149,658 $105,891 $366,616 $0 $0 $0 $71,060 $0 so $990,413 
..................... --------- ........................ ... ....................... ... .................... .. ..................... --------- .......................... .. ....................... ... ................ .. ................. 

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE ($286,682) ($138,446) ($94,271) ($354,584) $12,447 $12,867 $13,290 ($57,342) $14,150 $14,587 (S863,985) 
--------- ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ---------

NET TOTAL VARIANCE ($277,963) ($124,053) ($79,971) ($352,353) $14,437 $14,126 $13,741 ($69,096) $12,743 $12,121 ($836,268) 
CUMULATIVE ($277,963) ($402,017) ($481,988) ($834,341) ($819,903) ($805,778) ($792,036) ($861, 132) ($848,389) ($836,268) ========== 

========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ---------- ;::::;;;;;;::;;::;::;: ;:;:;:::;:::::;: ---------- NET PV ---------- ----------ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% ($277, 963) ($114,864) ($68,563) ($279,709) $10,612 $9,614 $8,659 ($40,317) $6,884 $6,064 ($739,583) 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT STATISTICS 

1992 Assessed Value $4,008,908 Total # of Parcels Included 305 
Estimated# of Dwelling Units 267 ·Paradise Hills Subdivision 287 
Estimated Population 614 ·Other 18 
Estimated # of Acres 256 Number of POA's 260 

POA'S as a % of Total Parcels 85% 
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OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 
Franchise Fees 
Other Taxes 
Other Oper. Revenue 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs 
Community Development 
Fire Services 
Parks & Recreation 
Pol ice Services 
Public Yorks 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE 

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax 
Lottery Funds (City) 

SUBTOTAL 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting 
Equipment Trailer /Parks 
Fire Hydrants 
Street Maintenance 
Traffic Services 
Street Overlay/Replcmnt. 

SUBTOTAL CAPITAL 

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE 

NET TOTAL VARIANCE 
CUMULATIVE 

ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% 

PROJECTIONS: 

PARADISE HILLS I FISCAL ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
***************************************************************************************** 
(As Re-submitted By Departments Following The Growth Committee Meeting On April 121 1993) 

27 April 93 

YEAR 
11 

$461891 
291095 
91898 

321554 
158 

$1181597 

$11423 
$41700 

$441131 
$111072 

$21812 
58,072 

$1221211 

YEAR 
12 

$481683 
291986 
101168 
331162 

165 
$1221163 

11480 
41888 

$451818 
$241754 

21925 
60,394 

$1401260 

YEAR 
13 

$501547 
301891 
101438 
331778 

171 
$1251824 

$1,539 
51083 

$471572 
$111976 

31042 
62,810 

$1321023 

YEAR 
14 

$521485 
311809 
10,707 
341403 

178 
$1291583 

$11601 
51287 

$491396 
$121455 

31164 
65,323 

$1371225 

YEAR 
15 

$541501 
321743 
101977 
351037 

185 
$133,443 

$11665 
5,498 

$511293 
$121953 

31290 
67,936 

$1421635 

YEAR 
16 

$561597 
33,692 
111247 
351680 

193 
$1371408 

$11732 
51718 

$531267 
$281959 

31422 
70,653 

$163,750 

YEAR 
17 

$581778 
341657 
111516 
361332 

200 
$1411483 

$11801 
51947 

$551319 
$141010 

31559 
73,479 

$1541114 

YEAR 
18 

$61 I 045 
351638 
11 I 786 
361993 

208 
$1451671 

$1 1873 
61185 

$571453 
$141570 

31701 
76,418 

$1601200 

YEAR 
19 

$631404 
361637 
121056 
371664 

217 
$149,977 

$1,948 
6,432 

$59,672 
$15,153 

3,849 
79,475 

$166,529 

YEAR 
20 

$65,856 
37,654 
121325 
38,344 

225 
$154,405 

$2,026 
6,689 

$61,980 
$33,879 

4,003 
82,654 

$191,231 

($31614) ($181096) ($61198) ($71642) ($91192) ($26,342) ($121631) ($141529) ($16,552) ($36,826) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

$101911 
h.llL. 

$15,028 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$151028 

$111245 
4,229 

$151474 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$151474 

$11,584 
4,342 

$15,926 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$15,926 

$11,929 
4 454 

$161382 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$16,382 

$121279 
4,566 

$161845 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$161845 

$121634 
4,678 

$17,313 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$17,313 

$121996 
4 791 

$171787 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$17,787 

$13,364 
4,903 

$18,267 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

$18,267 

$13,739 
~ 

$18,754 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 so 

$18,754 

$14,120 
i..1ll_ 

$19,248 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 

S19,248 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= 

$11,414 
($824,854) 

($2,622) $9,727 
($827,476) ($817,749) 

---------- ---------- -------------------- ---------- ----------
$5,287 ($1,125) $3,863 

$8,740 
($809,009) 

$7,653 
($801,356) 

========== ========== 
$3,214 $2,605 

($9,029) 
($810,385) 
========== 

($2,846) 

$5,156 
($805,229) 
========== 

$1,505 

$3,739 
($801,491) 
========== 

$1,010 

$2,202 
($799,289) 
========== 

$551 

($17 ,578) 
($816,867) 
========== 

($4,073) 

-Property Tax Revenue estimated with annual growth based on the construction of 10 new homes per year, using the current mill levy of 8.071. 
Growth in Assessed Value per dwelling unit due to inflation is projected at 4% per year. 

-Sales Tax receipts are projected based on the change in population due to growth, plus 4% annually for inflation. 
·Other Taxes (Specific Ownership, Highway Users, Cigarette, Mineral Leasing & Vehicle Registration) are projected based on changes in population. 
-Franchise Fees and Lottery Proceeds are projected based on the number of dwelling units and population growth, respectively. 
-Operating Expenses (beyond department submissions) are projected using a 4.0% annual rate of inflation, with the exception of Fire Services. 

20 YEAR 
TOTALS 

$943,064 
576,611 
194,988 
647,787 

3,186 
$2,365,636 

$30,171 
94,545 

887,562 
294,935 
56,578 

1.125,750 
$2,489,542 

($123,906) 
========= 

$216,229 
81,223 

$297,452 

$19,125 
94,060 
27,450 
75,688 
91,840 

682.250 
$990,413 

($692,961) 
========= 
($816,867) 

========== 
NET PV 

($729, 591) 

Fire Services represents property tax revenue that would be collected by the GJRFPD (@ 7.596 mills), projected based on changes in assessed value due to growth. 
-Operating and Capital Expenditures are based on estimates prepared by each department, inflated at 4% per year where appropriate. 
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_ ... 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Larry Ti~ .. ~'­
Don Hobb~ 

April 14, 1993 

Paradise Hills Impact 

We have examined the Paradise Hills park site and I met with Ben 
Beauregard concerning their operation. Approximately one acre of 
the two acre park is developed into irrigated grass. While this 
is not as large as we might like, it does provide a vest pocket 
size park within the subdivision. 

If we assume the responsibility for the developed portion of the 
park, I feel the HOA should have the site surveyed so everyone is 
aware of the boundaries. An agreement between the City and the 
HOA should be made that will allow for the continued use of the 
pumping system that feeds the park sprinkler system. We also feel 
that the HOA should retain responsibility for all water assess­
ments, the lake, the fence surrounding the lake, the ducks, the 
pumps, and all associated irrigation charges. We will be respon­
sible for the operation and maintenance of the sprinkler system, 
beginning at the point of discharge from the pump, the care and 
maintenance of the turf as well as weed control within the devel­
oped and undeveloped sections of the park, excluding the area 
within the fence. 

Concerning the development of the remaining land and the possible 
acquisition of the adjacent Jones' property, we do not feel this 
is economically feasible at this time. The Parks Master Plan 
does identify the need to develop a community park ( 25 to 50 
acres) within the Paradise Hills area in the future. There are 
several development projects identified in the plan that have a 
higher priority so development could be several years away. 

Street trees were not mentioned in the letter from the HOA but 
the question usually arises. We are assuming that there is suffi­
cient ROW or easement at the front of the lots for trees. That 
being the case, we anticipate that there could be as high as 424 
trees planted within the developed subdivision. As in other 
areas, we would plant the trees then trim, spray and remove them 
when necessary. 

cc: Ted Novack 
Ron Lappi 



PARADISE HILLS FINANCIAL IMPACT 

Parks Operations 
Operating Expenditures 

Immediate 
1 acre developed 

Capital Outlay 
Immediate 

Forestry 

3/4 Ton Pickup 
Equipment Trailer 

Total 

Operating Expenditures 
Immediate 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Capital Outlay 
Immediate 

Trees - 424 
3/4 ton pickup 

Year 6 
Hi-Ranger 
Chipper 

$ 5,480 

$ 14,000 
$ 2,000 
$ 16,000 

$ 10,600 
$ 11,660 
$ 12,720 

$ 19,125 
$ 14,000 

$ 90,000 
$ 18,000 



May 7, 1993 

Dear Paradise Hills Resident: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
As you may know, the City of Grand Junction is interested in 5 N h F'f h S t 

· 1 rth bd' · . h c· c .1 2 0 ort 1 t tree annexmg severa No Area su IVISlOns. T e Ity ounc1 81501-2668 
began the North Area annexation process last August and is now FAX: (303) 244-1599 
considering annexation of the Paradise Hills Subdivision and adjacent areas. City representatives have 
met with members of the three Paradise Hills Homeowners Associations to discuss services, facilities, 
and improvements that may be needed in your area. Attached is a list of requests developed by your 
Homeowners Association representatives and the City's response to those requests. 

We would like to invite you to a neighborhood meeting to answer any questions you may have and 
to ensure that you and your neighbors are familiar with the annexation process. We will be holding 
the meetings at the Paradise Hills Park area located on Lanai Drive at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 25, 
1993 and Thursday May 27, 1993. In case of inclement weather on either of these two dates, a make­
up meeting will be held at the same time and place on June 10, 1993. City Council members and staff 
will be available to respond to any questions you may have and to provide you with specific 
information about City services and the process of annexation. Enclosed is a publication addressing 
some common questions about annexation. We hope you find this information useful. 

The annexation process for your neighborhood is scheduled to begin on June 2, 1993 when the City 
Council will hold a hearing to accept the petition for annexation. First reading of the annexation 
ordinance is scheduled for the July 7, 1993 City Council meeting and second reading at the July 21, 
1993 meeting. In conjunction with the second reading is the public hearing for the annexation which 
affords you the opportunity to provide input to the City Council prior to final action. If passed, the 
annexation will become effective on August 22, 1993. All City Council meetings begin at 7:30p.m. 
in the City Auditorium, 520 Rood A venue. 

The key to our purpose in annexation is an interest in bringing the Grand Junction community 
together. Your neighborhood's voice and expertise can provide our community a tremendous resource 
in helping to guide local problem solving and decision-making. Your participation as a member of 
this community is needed to help shape our future and ensure that the quality of life we've all come 
to enjoy remains with us in the years ahead. 

Thank you for your time and patience throughout this process. We hope to see you at one of the 
neighborhood meetings. If you cannot attend but have questions or issues you would like to discuss, 
please call me or Karl Metzner at 244-1430. Thank you. 

~~~ 
Larry Timm 
Director of Community Development 

enclosures 



May ~2, 1993 

Gregg K. Kampf 
Attorney at Law 
200 Grand Avenue 

RECE 
PL1 

Grand Junction, co 81501 

Dear Gregg: 

I 
i ( ., f A./~,, ' 

y of Grand Junction, Colorado 
250 North Fifth Street 

81501-2668 
FAX: (303) 244-1599 

Thank you for the signed CityjMagee Agreement. I have enclosed a 
copy for your file (I have written in the May 12, 1993 execution 
date) . 

Enclosed is the executed copy of the Power of Attorney which I ask 
that you have Mr. and Mrs. Magee sign in front of a notary and 
return to me for recordation. Also enclosed is the Sewer Line 
Extension Agreement which I ask that you have them sign and return 
as well. 

I appreciate your cooperation. 
questions. 

Very truly, 

BJ:wilson 
City Attorney 

DWjcl 

Enc. 

Give me a call if you have any 



May 14, 1993 

Robert Bray 
c/o Bray & Co Realtors 
1015 N. 7th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Robert Bray: 

~ -f=¥/Tl.-, 

t-Cfvi'A.W't- F£tP 

City or 3rand ...;unction. Colorado 
31501-2668 

:so ''lorcn rifth .Street 

As you may know, the City of Grand Junction has been annexing areas north of the City since mid-
1992. The City is now considering annexation of the Paradise Hills Subdivision and various other 
properties adjacent to Paradise Hills, specifically the area from H to I Roads and from 26-112 to 27-114 
Roads. Mesa County records indicate that you own property within the area proposed for annexation. 

The City would like to have the opportunity to discuss the possibility of annexation with you. We 
have scheduled a meeting for this purpose on Tuesday May 18, 1993 at 7:00 p.m. at the Police 
Department Training Room, 2784 Crossroads Boulevard. City Council members and City staff will 
be available to answer questions about the effects of annexation· and will present information about 
City services and facilities that would be provided to the annexed area. If you are unable to attend 
this meeting you are invited to attend one of two meetings being held for Paradise Hills residents. 
These meetings will be at 6:30 p.m. on May 25 and May 27, 1993 at the Paradise Hills Park area 
located on Lanai Drive. If either of these two meetings has to be canceled because of inclement 
weather, a make-up meeting will be held at the same time and place on June 10, 1993. 

Enclosed is some basic information about annexation for your review. Upon annexation your property 
typically would be zoned to a city zoning category which is equivalent to your existing county zoning. 
If you would prefer a different zoning, we would be glad to discuss this with you. 

The key to our purpose in annexation is an interest in bringing the Grand Junction community 
together. Your neighborhood's voice and expertise can provide our community a tremendous resource 
in helping to guide local problem solving and decision-making. Your participation as a member of 
this community is needed to help shape our future and ensure that the quality of life we've all come 
to enjoy remains with us in the years ahead. 

We hope to see you at one of the above meetings. If you cannot attend any of these meeting dates, 
but have questions or issues you would like to discuss, please call me or Karl Metzner at 244-1430. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

.i/zd', ~(;1tt5rf &~ 
,./ P{/1 :J 

M Larry Timm 
7 ~ -Director of Community Development 

Enclosure 

@ Printed on recycled p.aper 



• 

Mayor R. T. Mantlo 

Grand Jet. City Council 

I would like to comment on your plans which center on the 
annexation of the surrounding areas around the present City 
limits. When I built My house I was able to choose the area I 
wanted to live in, I chose the County, not the City. My choice 
included an area serviced by Ute Water. Ute water has a better 
taste when compared to Your City water, which has a rusty,musty 
taste, and Ute has far less service interruptions when compared 
to Your City. 

I am able to choose the method in which I can dispose 
of my trash. I can use a private company of my own choosing or 
I can truck it to the dump myself. If 1 am forced to live 
inside Your City limits I .loose fly freedom of choice end 1 am 
forced to pay your rates and accept Your service. But if I am not 
satisfied with Your service there is nothing I can do about it. 

It has been said that Your City would be able to provide me 
with better police protection than is now provided by the 
Sheriff's Dept. If this l!Jas true the art work on Your l'la in St. 
would be safe and intact, and Your other crimes rates would be 
way down. Have you looked at an\d of the figures on tl1e calls 
for service in the areas You lllant to add and thought of how 
many more officers it will take to for You to live up to your 
statements of providing better protection? 

It might be a good idea for you to inform the residents that 
You plan on taking in about all of the tlunicipal Ordinances 
that they will be subjected to if You are allowed to pursue 
your planned course. It will be interesting to see what will 
happen to the people who own horses and other live stock when 
they are forced to live in a "CITY". 

I 

When I built my house I decided that I wanted to'live outside 
Your city limits, where I want to remain. I a~ sure that I 
will be paying higher taxes, higher sewer bill, poorer trash 
service, getting less street maintenance and a different kind 
of police protection if You are allowed to have Your way. 

I would rather pay higher taxes to the County and be able to 
maintain my freedom of choice which I am entitled to. 

Johnrt/~ 
/?:;adise Hills 

"1 

·nf>~' 
s~~~ 



City of Grand Junction Development Processing Procedures for future 
filings of Paradise Hills Subdivision 

fPf r,.: ~ 
Approximately 90 to 100 acres north of the existing Paradise Hills 
Subdivision has received Outline Development Plan (ODP) approval by 
Mesa County. One portion of this area, Filing 7, has received final 
plat approval. Should this area be annexed, no additional approval 
action would be required for Filing 7. All requirements and 
conditions of approval established by Mesa County would be 
monitored and enforced by staff as with any City approval. As the 
remainder of the area covered by the ODP is developed, each new 
filing would require preliminary and final plat processing in 
accordance with the provisions of the Zoning and Development Code. 
In summary, the process is as follows. 

1. Preliminary plan/plat submittal-
The preliminary plan stage is intended to review the proposed 

layout of the development and the general character of the proposed 
improvements. Dimensions and specifications of proposed lots, 
streets, easements, setbacks, walkways, and other features of the 
site are generalized. Location and proposed sizes of utility lines, 
drainage facilities, and other infrastructure improvements must be 
shown but detailed engineering is not required. Prior to 
application, a preapplication conference is conducted to determine 
the exact submittal requirements based on the type, size and 
location of the proposed development. Applications are due on the 
first working day of any month to go to Planning Commission hearing 
on the first Tuesday of the following month. Applications must be 
complete in order to be processed. Action of the Planning 
Commission is final unless appealed to City .Council. 

2. Final plan/plat 
The final plan/plat must show the exact final configuration of 

the project with exact dimensions, locations and specifications of 
all development features. Final engineered plans, suitable for use 
as construction drawings, are required for all utilities, streets, 
drainage facilities and other site improvements. The final 
plan/plat submittal must address all conditions, and respond to all 
comments, received at the preliminary stage. Processing schedules 
and procedures are the same as at the preliminary stage. 

In both preliminary and final stages the application will be 
reviewed by agencies affected by the development. These agencies 
are determined at the preapplication conference. Staff forward the 
review comments to the petitioner, who must respond to those 
comments in writing prior to the Planning Commission hearing. After 
final approval the plat, final development plan as supporting 
documents such as improvement guarantees/agreements & covenants are 
recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder. After recording, 
building permits can be issued. 



May 25, 1993 

John and Ruby Crowe 
880 26 1/2 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Dear John and Ruby Crowe: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

250 North Fifth Street 

The purpose of this letter is to confirm in writing Councilman Afman's verbal assurances that 
your property located on 26 112 Road, north of H Road will be removed from the Paradise 
Hills annexation proposal. The reasons the City will remove your property from this 
annexation proposal include the following: no evidence of plans to develop or sell the 
property, no history of development review processing for the property with Mesa County, and 
your statements at the May 18 meeting with the City that you intend to continue farming the 
land indefinitely. 

I understand that Linda Afman expressed her professional opinion as a realtor that if you do 
consider selling the property for development in the future, annexation at that time would 
enhance the property's market value. 

Thank you for your input at the May 18th annexation meeting. 

Sincerely, 

jJ ---r-
~~~ 

~Timm 
-

Director of Community Development 

c: Mark Achen 
City Council 

~ Printed on recycled paper 



August 11, 1993 

Gary Pisek 
696 Cloverdale Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Dear Gary Pisek: 

As you may know, the City of Grand Junction has been annexing areas north of the City since mid-
1992. The City is now considering annexation of the Paradise Hills Subdivision and various other 
properties adjacent to Paradise Hills, including the area where your property is located. The property 
currently proposed for inclusion is immediately north of and adjacent to Interstate 70 and east of 26 
1/2 Road. 

The City would like to have the opportunity to discuss the possibility of annexation with you. We 
have scheduled a meeting for this pur_pose on Thursday August 19, 1993 at 6:30p.m. at the home of 
Sam Suplizio. 2625 H Road. City Council members and City staff will be available to answer 
questions about the effects of annexation and will present information about City services and facilities 
that would be provided to the annexed area. We would also like to obtain your input on what the 
appropriate zoning category(s) would be for this area following annexation. 

Enclosed is some basic information about annexation for your review. Please review this information 
prior to the August 19th meeting. 

The key to our purpose in annexation is an interest in bringing the Grand Junction community 
together. Your neighborhood's voice and expertise can provide our community a tremendous resource 
in helping to guide local problem solving and decision-making. Your participation as a member of 
this community is needed to help shape our future and ensure that the quality of life we've all come 
to enjoy remains with us in the years ahead. 

We hope to see you at the above meeting. If you cannot attend, but have questions or issues you 
would like to discuss, please call me or Karl Metzner at 244-1430. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Timm 
Director of Community Development 

Enclosure 
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DESCRIPTION 

1) Property taxes 

2) Sales taxes: 
Businesses 
Auto purchases 
Appliances 
Building materials 

3) County sales taxes 

4) Franchize fees: 
Public Service 
Cable TV 

PARADISE HILLS MAJORITY ANNEXATION 

FORMULA 

City levy - RFD levy * assessed valuation 

estimates from survey 
1/4 of homes * $10,000 * 2.75% 
purchases of $140 per household 
7.4% *assessed val. * 2.75% 

no change 

21.739 per household 
4.194 per house hold 

5) Motor Vehicle Specific Ownership Taxes - no increase 

6) Highway users taxes 4,242.53 per mile 

7 ) Cigarette taxes increase by % increase of city sales tax 

8) Lottery 4.88 per person 

9) Interfund service charge 5% of trash fee increase 

10) Mineral leasing 1.03448 per person 

11) Addl. Motor Vehicle Reg. 
& App. Highway Reg. Fees 3.48276 per person 

TOTAL 

OTHER 

Development fees Community Development Dept. estimate *** 

1,913 

0 
18,425 

1,032 
8,195 

5,826 
1,124 

23,334 

780 

3,006 

107 

637 

2,145 

66,524 



'»"" -·>··· PARADISE HILLS I FISCAL ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
*********************************************************************************************** 

(Revision #3 Includes: Filing #8 Street Construction, and One Acre Park Development) 
06 October 93 

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR 10 YEAR 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 TOTALS 

................. ...... -..... - ------- ------- .............. ------- .. ............. ... ............ .. ....... --- -------· ---------
OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax $44,391 $45,601 $46,860 $48,170 $49,531 $50,948 $52,421 $53,953 $55,546 $57,203 $504,622 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 251194 26,982 27,771 28,570 29,379 30,198 31,028 31,870 32,723 33,588 297,304 
BCC Enclave: Sales Tax 0 0 0 55,000 58,025 61,216 64,583 68,135 71,883 75,836 454,679 
Franchise Fees 8,376 8,981 9,251 9,521 9,790 10,060 10,330 10,599 10,869 111139 98,916 
Other Taxes 27,664 28,233 28,771 29,316 29,869 30,429 30,996 31,571 32,155 32,746 301,750 
Other Oper. Revenue 107 111 116 120 125 130 135 141 146 152 1....m_ 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $1051732 S109,909 S112,769 S170,697 $176,720 S182,981 S189,493 S196,269 S203,321 S210,663 $1,658,555 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs $2,500 $1,000 $1,040 $1,082 $1,125 $1,170 $1,217 $1,265 $1,316 $1,369 $13,083 
community Development 3,175 $3,302 $3,434 $3,571 $3,714 $3,863 $4,017 $4,178 $4,345 $4,519 38,119 

( Fire Services 41,778 42,917 44,102 45,335 46,616 47,949 49,336 50,777 52,277 53,836 474,924 
Parks & Recreation 20,580 12,459 12,958 23,150 14,015 14,576 15,159 27,082 16,395 17,051 173,425 
Police Services 1,900 $1,976 $2,055 $2,137 $2,223 $2,312 $2,404 $2,500 $2,600 $2,704 22,812 
Public Works 23,473 32,272 33,563 34.905 45,930 47,767 49,678 51,665 53,731 55.881 428,864 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES $93,406 $93,927 $97,152 $110,181 $113,623 $117,636 $121,810 $137,468 $130,665 $135,360 $1,151,227 
.............. .. ................. --------- --------- --------- ..................... --------- --------- --------- --------- ..................... 

NET OPERATING VARIANCE $12,326 S15,982 $15,617 $60,516 $63,096 $65,345 $67,683 $58,801 S72,656 $75,304 $507,328 
-------- ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ===;:===== ---------

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax $9,448 $10,118 $10,414 $10,714 $11,017 $11,324 $11,636 $11,951 $12,271 $12,595 S111,489 
Lottery Funds (City) 3,626 3,738 3,850 3,963 4,075 4,187 4,299 4,412 4,524 4,636 S41,309 
Filing #8; Recoup 0 25,475 25.475 25.475 25,475 25,475 25,475 25,475 25,475 25,475 229.275 

SUBTOTAL S13,oi4 $39,331 $39,740 $40,151 $40,567 $40,986 $41,410 $41,838 $42,270 $42,706 $382,073 
.CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Tree Planting S19, 125 so so ·so $0 $0 so $0 so $0 $19,125 
capital Equipment /Parks 23,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 35,530 0 0 58,530 
Park Development 20,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,000 
Fire Hydrants (9) 27,450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27,450 
Street Maintenance 113,693 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 113,693 
Street Lighting 44,000 47,840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91,840 
Street Overlay I Rplcmnt 107,925 101,818 105,891 61,058 0 0 0 0 0 0 376,692 
Filing #8 Road Constr. 250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 250,000 

( SUBTOTAL CAPITAL $605,193 S149,65S $105,891 $61,058 so so $0 S35,530 $0 so $957,330 
--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------

NET CAPITAL VA~IANCE ($592,119) ($110,327) ($66, 151) (S20,907) $40,567 $40,986 $41,410 $6,308 $42,270 $42,706 ($575,257) 
========= ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= --------- ========= ========= ========= ========= ---------

NET TOTAL VARIANCE ($579,793) ($94,344) (S50,534) S39,610 $103,663 $106,331 S109,093 S65, 109 S114,926 S118,010 ($67,929) 
CUMULATIVE ($579,793) (S674, 137) ($724,671) ($685,061) ($581 ,398) ($475,067) (S365,974) ($300,865) ($185,939) ($67,929) ========== 

---------- ========== ========== ========== ========== ---------- ========== ========== ========== ========== NET PV ---------- ----------
ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% ($579,793) (S87,356) ($43,325) $31,444 S76, 196 $72,367 $68,747 $37,990 $62,091 S59,034 ($302,604) 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT STATISTICS 

1992 Assessed Value Estimate $5,500,000 Total # of Parcels Included 329 
Estimated# of Dwelling Units 323 -Paradise Hills Subdivision 287 
Estimated Population 743 ·Other 42 
Estimated # of Acres 563 Number of POA's 269 

POA'S as a % of Total Parcels 82% 
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PARADISE HILLS I FISCAL ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
*********************************************************************************************** 

(Revision #3 Includes: Filing #8 Street Construction, and One Acre Park Development) 
06 October 93 

************************** YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR 20 YEAR 
PARADISE HILLS (Continued) 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 I TOTALS 
************************** ------- ------ ... ... ............... ... ............... ------- ... ................. ------- ------- ......... -... - ------- ........................ 

OPERATING REVENUES 
City Property Tax $58,926 $60,718 $62,581 $64,520 $66,536 $68,632 $70,812 $73,080 $75,438 $77,891 $1,183,756 
2.0% Sales & Use Tax 34,465 35,356 36,261 37,180 38,113 39,062 40,027 41,008 42,007 43,024 683,808 
BCC Enclave: Sales Tax 80,007 84,408 89,050 93,948 99,115 104,566 110,318 116,385 122,786 129,539 1 ,030,123 
Franchise Fees 11,408 11,678 111948 12,218 12,487 12,757 13,027 13,296 13,566 . 13,836 2251137 
Other Taxes 33,345 33,953 34,570 351195 35,828 36,471 37,123 37,784 38,455 39,136 663,611 
Other Oper. Revenue 158 165 171 178 185 193 200 208 217 225 3,186 

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $218,311 $226,278 $234,581 $243,238 $252,265 $261,681 $271,507 $281,763 $292,470 $303,651 $4,244,299 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Administrative Costs $1,423 1,480 $1,539 $1,601 $1,665 $11732 $1,801 $1,873 $1,948 $2,026 $30,171 
Community Development $4,700 4,888 5,083 5,287 5,498 5,718 5,947 6,185 6,432 6,689 94,545 

( 
Fire Services $55,458 $571144 $58,898 $60,723 $62,620 $64,593 $66,645 $68,779 $70,998 $73,307 1,114,089 
Parks & Recreation $17,733 $31,683 $19,180 $19,948 $20,745 $37,064 $22,438 $23,336 $24,269 $43,360 433,183 
Police Services $2,812 2,925 3,042 3,164 3,290 3,422 3,559 3,701 3,849 4,003 56,578 
Public Works 58,116 60,440 62,858 65,372 67,987 70,707 73.535 76,476 79.535 82.717 1,126,608 

SUBTOTAL EXPENDITURES $140,242 $158,560 $150,601 $156,094 S161,806 S183,235 S173,924 S180,350 S187,032 S212,102 S2,855 1174 
--------- --------- .................. . ............... .. ............. . ............. --------- --------- ................ --------- ---------

NET OPERATING VARIANCE $78,068 $67,717 $83,980 S87, 144 S90,459 S78,446 $97,583 S101,413 S105,438 S91,549 S1,389,125 
========= --------- ========= --------- ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= m======== ========= --------- ---------

CAPITAL REVENUE 
3/4% Sales & Use Tax $12,925 S13,259 S13,598 $13,942 S14,292 S14,648 S15,010 S15,378 S15,753 S16, 134 S256,428 
Lottery Funds (City) $4,748 $4,860 $4,973 $5,085 S5, 197 $5,309 S5,422 S5,534 S5,646 S5,758 S93,842 
Filing #8; Recoup 25,475 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 254,750 

SUBTOTAL S43, 148 S18, 119 $18,571 $19,027 S19,490 S19,95S S20,432 S20,912 S21,399 S21,892 $605,020 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Tree Planting so so so so $0 so so $0 so so S19,125 
Capital Equipment /Parks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58,530 
Park Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,000 
Fire Hydrants (9) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27,450 
Street Maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 113,693 
Street Lighting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91,840 
Street overlay I Rplcmnt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 376,692 
Filing #8 Road Constr. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 250,000 

1 SUBTOTAL CAPITAL so $0 so $0 so so so so so so S957,330 
--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---- -·---- --------- --------- ---------

NET CAPITAL VARIANCE S43, 148 S18,119 S18,571 S19,027 S19,490 S19,958 $20,432 S20,912 S21,399 S21,892 (S352,310) 
--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ========= ========= ========= ========= ========= --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------

NET TOTAL VARIANCE S121,216 S85,836 S102,550 S106, 171 S109,949 $98,404 S118,014 S122,325 S126,837 S113,442 S1,036,816 
CUMULATIVE S53,288 S139, 124 S241,674 S347,845 $457,794 S556,198 $674,212 S796,537 S923,374 S1,036,816 ========== 

========== ========== ---------- ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== ========== NET PV ----------
ANNUAL PRESENT VALUE @ 8% $56,147 S36,814 S40,724 S39,039 S37,433 S31,021 S34,447 S33,061 S31,741 S26,286 $64,108 

PROJECTIONS: 
·Property Tax Revenue estimated with annual growth based on the construction of 10 new homes per year, using the current mill levy of 8.071. 

Growth in Assessed Value per dwelling unit due to inflation is projected at 4% per year. 
-Sales Tax receipts are projected based on the change in population due to growth, plus 4% annually for inflation. 
·Other Taxes (Specific Ownership, Highway Users, Cigarette, Mineral Leasing & Vehicle Registration) are projected based on changes in population. 
-Franchise Fees and Lottery Proceeds are projected based on the number of dwelling units and population growth, respectively. 

• -Operating Expenses (beyond department submissions) are projected using a 4.0% annual rate of inflation, with the exception of Fire Services. 
Fire Services represents property tax revenue that would be collected by the GJRFPD (@ 7.596 mills), projected based on changes in assessed value due to growth. 

-Operating and Capital Expenditures are based on estimates prepared by each department, inflated at 4% per year where appropriate. 
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Paradise Hills Area 
Addressing your questions about Annexation 

September 21, 1993 

Dear Paradise Hills Area Property Owner/Resident: 

As you may know, the City of Grand Junction has been holding meetings in the Paradise Hills 
area over the past six months or so regarding the possibility of annexation. Thank you to all who 
attended one or more of these meetings. As a result of these meetings, the City Council and City 
staff have been able to learn more about your area and hear first hand what the various issues and 
concerns are that you have regarding annexation or your neighborhood in general. 

Based upon discussions with property owners and an analysis of such factors as the ability of the 
City to provide services to the area, powers of attorney for sewer service, property line locations, 
and road and utility locations, the City Council will be considering for annexation the area shown 
on the map on the following page. 

The first step in the annexation process is the City Council's acceptance of petitions for 
annexations. This will be followed by a City Council public hearing. The anticipated schedule 
for this annexation is as follows: 

October 6, 1993 
November 17, 1993 
December 1, 1993 
January 2, 1994 

Petitions to be accepted by City Council 
1st Reading of annexation ordinance 
2nd Reading and public hearing of annexation ordinance 
Annexation becomes effective 

Anyone interested in attending these meetings should call the Community Development 
Department, 244-1430, beginning in late September to confirm these meeting dates. 

The following pages contain information about zoning, taxes, and a recap of the services that the 
City would provide to the area upon annexation. For additional information, please contact Larry 
Timm or Karl Metzner at the Grand Junction Community Development Department, 244-1430. 

Thank you! 
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26-112 Road: The annexation is to the 
centerline of the road and the costs reflect 
such. The section for H Road to Catalina 
Drive has been overlayed in recent years, 
but the section north of Catalina Drive 
needs to be overlayed. 

27-114 Road: This section of roadway shall 
be maintained within the City's operational 
maintenance budget and shall not be 
overlayed or reconstructed until further 
development occurs. 

Trash Pick-Up Day 

Trash would be picked up in the Paradise 
Hills annexation area on Thursdays. That is 
when all of the trash crews are in the vicinity 
of Paradise Hills and is therefore the most 
feasible and economical day for it. Trash 
would be picked up before 1 :00 p.m. 

Street Cleaning 

The typical number of times residential 
streets are swept in one year is 
approximately five. This varies depending 
upon the duration of warm weather. 

The recommendation would be to maintain 
the same frequency that the City provides 
other residential areas of the city. 

Police Protection 

Paradise Hills lies to the north of Police 
Department Beat I. The officers 
assigned to that Beat would 
also be the officers assigned to 
patrol the Paradise Hills area. 
In addition to the assigned 
Beat officers, the Grand 
Junction Police Department 
has recently reorganized its 
officer deployment schedule to have more 
officers on duty during the peak hours of demand. 
This rescheduling of officers permits the Police 
Department to provide a more timely response to 
calls, whether it be the Beat officer who is 
responding or an officer from another area of the 
city. An example of the number of officers 
available is on a Friday or Saturday night when 
there can be up to fifteen officers on duty with 
four supervisors. Even on a night with minimum 
staffing, when there are five officers and a 
supervisor on duty, there would be an officer 
assigned to patrol and respond to calls in the 
Paradise Hills area. 

Concerns about the Police Department 
headquarters moving from Horizon Drive back to 
Ute A venue can be dispelled by understanding 
officer deployment strategy. Our police officers 
are strategically assigned areas of responsibility 
to patrol and are required to be in those areas 
when on duty. Under this concept, the 
headquarters building could virtually be 
anywhere in the City and the coverage of police 
service would be relatively unaffected. 

With more officers on duty and a smaller 
geographic area to cover than the Sheriff's 
Department, the residents of Paradise Hills 
should see an increase in the number of times 
they see a law enforcement vehicle in their 
neighborhood, and should notice a quicker 
response time to their calls for service. 



Street Maintenance Plan 

The street maintenance plan has been divided 
into two parts; Part 1 is within the Paradise 
Hills Subdivision and Part 2 is the perimeter 
streets. The approximate total cost is 
$453,000. 

Part 1 - Subdivision Interior: 

The City has obtained the County's Pavement 
Management System (PMS) data for this area. 
Based upon the PMS report and field 
observations, a street 
maintenance plan was prepared 
that would up-grade the existing 
streets to acceptable city 
standards within a three year 
period. The streets that should 
be overlayed represent 90% of all 
the streets in Paradise Hills. 
Only 10% of the streets, which 
are newer pavements and smaller 
cui-de-sacs, were found to be in 
acceptable condition and should 
be seal coated. The approximate 
cost is $399,000. The 
maintenance plan that would be 
recommended is as follows: 

First Year: All seal coating (East Carmel 
Court, Mazatlan Drive, LaPaz Court, Lanai 
Court, Catalina Court, Caribbean Court, and 
DelMar Court), culvert replacement, contract 
patching, concrete repairs and the following 
street overlays per the PMS report: 

· Bahamas Drive from 26-112 Road to 
Lanai Drive. 

·Lanai Drive from H Road north to the 
end of pavement. 

· Catalina Drive from 26-112 Road to 
Lanai Drive. 

Second Year: One-half of the remaining 
Contract Overlay. The PMS will be up-dated 
to reflect city design criteria and the streets to 
be overlayed will be based on the PMS 
priority. 

Third Year: The balance of the Contract 
Overlay. 

Part 2- Perimeter Streets: 

The current perimeter of the 
annexation encompasses all 
ofH Road from a 114 mile 
west of 26-112 Road to 27-
114 Road; all of 26-112 Road 
from I -70 to H Road; half of 
26-1/2 Road from H Road 
north approximately 2,800 
feet; and all of27-114 Road 
from H Road north 
approximately 4,500 feet to 
the Airport property. There 
also exists two bridges on H 
and 26-112 Roads. 

The structural integrity of 
the bridges has been reviewed with the County 
and they appear to be satisfactory over the 20 
year annexation cost period. Therefore, no 
costs have been included in the maintenance 
plan for their replacement. 

The total cost for Part 2 is approximately 
$54,000. 

Year Four: H Road; The section from 114 
mile west of26-1/2 Road to the canal is in 
good condition. The section from the canal to 
27-1/4 Road should be overlayed. All ofH 
Road is to be included in the annexation. 



Fire Protection 

Fire Station 2, located at 28-1/4 Road and 
Patterson, is the primary response unit for the 
Paradise Hills area. The response distance is 
approximately 3-1/4 miles from Station 2 and 
falls within Insurance Services Organization's 
five mile maximum response distance. The 
engine company responds to both fire and 
medical emergencies and has a paramedic fire 
fighter assigned to the crew so they can 
provide advanced life support services. 
Presently the Grand Junction Rural Fire 
Protection District contracts with the City of 
Grand Junction to provide emergency services 
to the Paradise Hills area, so there would be no 
change to these services following annexation. 

A survey was conducted to analyze the current 
water supply system to make sure it would 
meet minimum fire flow requirements for fire 
protection. The City requires a minimum six 
inch looped water supply that will provide 500 
gallons per minute with 20 psi residual 
pressure in residential 
areas. Ute Water 
District has looped six 
inch and eight inch 
mains throughout the 
subdivision; however, 
the undeveloped areas 
would require 
additional water lines 
and hydrants when 
they are developed. 

The distances 
between fire 
hydrants were 
found to be 
excessive m 
some areas ofthe Paradise Hills subdivision, 
so nine additional hydrants would be installed. 

Park Development and 
Maintenance 

The Parks and Recreation Department would 
maintain the small developed park area 
adjacent to Lanai Drive. The development and 
maintenance of the remaining one acre area on 
the east side of the pond is an outstanding 
ISSUe. 

The Parks Master Plan identifies the need for a 
community park (25-50 acres) in the area north 
oflnterstate 70. 
The location was 
suggested to be 
either east, west or 
south of Paradise 
Hills, depending on 
the pattern of 
growth and the 
availability of land. 
On September 15, 
1993, the City 
Council authorized 
the purchase of 30 
acres at 26-1/2 and H Roads. The cost of the 
site was $10,000 per acre, and will likely be 
developed as a passive area. Interior trails, 
picnic shelters, playground areas, sand 
volleyball courts and a basketball area are 
planned. 

The neighborhood park (5-15 acres) site which 
is identified in the Plan to be located south of 
Paradise Hills and Interstate 70, was authorized 
by City Council on September 15, 1993 which 
is a 12 acre site on 27 Road and north ofG 
Road. The cost of the site was $13,300 per 
acre. 

For further information on the Parks Master 
Plan, please contact the Parks and Recreation 
Department at 244-FUNN. 



Code Enforcement and 
Weed Abatement 

Municipal codes prohibit the keeping of 
junk and rubbish outside (including the 
backyard) in residential areas. A maximum 
of two inoperable cars, if they are intended 
for restoration, may be kept at a residence, 
but only if they are kept inside a garage or 
otherwise screened from public view. 
Commonly reported violations include: 
outdoor storage of appliances, discarded 
furniture, trash, dismantled machinery, and 
inoperable or junk vehicles being stored in 
yards. Many complaints are also received 
about illegal businesses being run from 
residences, too many pets at a home, and 
boats, campers and RV's being stored in a 
person's front yard. 

The Code Enforcement Division also 
handles weed abatement activities from May 
through October of each year. Weeds in 
excess of six inches are prohibited within the 
City, and persons found to be in violation 
are notified and given ten days to cut and 
remove the weeds. The area to be kept weed 
free includes to the edge of the street and/or 
centerline of any alley abutting the property. 
For properties over one acre, the entire lot 
does not need to be cut, however a twenty 
foot perimeter from all property lines must 
be kept weed free. As a courtesy, the City 
will mow along the roadside of major 
arterial streets such as H Road, 26-112 Road 
and 27 Road. The homeowners adjacent to 
roadways which are mowed by the City will 
be responsible for weed control between 
their property lines and the area mowed by 
the City. 

For more information on code enforcement 
activities please call 244-1593. 

Street Lights 

The existing street lights have been inventoried. 
There are presently 31 street lights in Paradise 
Hills and the City has projected the potential need 
for an additional 38 within the subdivision based 
upon city standards. An additional seven lights 
are needed at the intersections of the perimeter 
streets. The City would work with adjacent 
residents for a proposed installation as to whether 
or not a street light is desired and where it might 
be located. Recommendations for street lights 
that the residents feel are necessary would be 
phased over a two year period. 

Signage/Traffic Control 

Traffic-related signs have been inventoried within 
the annexation area, including the perimeter 
streets. There exists 80 street name signs, 25 stop 
signs, one speed limit sign and one warning sign. 
The street name signs would be replaced with the 
city standard upon annexation, and the balance of 
signs would be replaced on an as-needed basis. 

Speed limits would remain as they presently 
exist. Areas of concern with the residents would 
be reviewed by the Traffic Engineering and 
Police Departments and appropriate measures 
would be implemented as conditions dictate. 

Pedestrian crossing issues raised by the residents 
would again be reviewed by the Traffic 
Engineering and Police Departments. The City 
utilizes a federal publication called the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to 
determine if an issue meets minimum criteria that 
justifies control devices and what type of devices 
are appropriate. Presently, the City has not 
singled out any specific locations that require 
immediate attention, but would rely on resident 
input to address the areas of concern. 



r 

City Property Tax 

Paradise Hills property owners are currently assessed 7.596 mills on their property tax bill for 
annual fire protection service. Once annexed, the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District's 
property tax levy would be replaced by the City of Grand Junction's mill levy of8.071. The 
difference in annual property tax assessments is minimal as depicted in the table below. 

City of Grand Junction mill levy 8.071 
Grand Junction Rural Fire District mill levy ~ 

Difference 0.4 7 5 

State 
Assessment 

Mark~t V alu~ ~ 
$ 75,000 12.86 
$100,000 " 
$125,000 " 
$150,000 " 
$175,000 " 
$200,000 " 

Assessed 
~ 
$9,645 
$12,860 
$16,075 
$19,290 
$22,505 
$25,720 

Mill Levy 
Differ~llk~ 
.000475 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

Annual Tax 
Assessment 
Difference 
$4.58 
$ 6.11 
$7.64 
$9.16 
$10.69 
$12.22 

* State Assessment Ratio for residential property proposed to the state legislature for 1993. 

City Sales Tax 

The expected impact on the residents of 
Paradise Hills will not be that significant if 
the residents already do a lot of their 
shopping inside the city limits. The real 
change is that Sales Tax would have to be 
paid on automobile purchases, furniture and 
appliances, and building materials delivered 
inside the City to their residence. Based on 
national statistics on the portion of a person's 
net annual income spent on these categories, 
and the average annual net income in 
Colorado, a family could expect to pay 
approximately $87 annually in additional 
City Sales and Use Tax. 

Snow Removal 

The streets have been reviewed and a few 
main intersections along Lanai, Bahamas, 
and Catalina Drives may require salt 
application after each snow fall. All other 
areas would receive snow maintenance per 
the City's snow and ice control plan. Within 
that plan, residential streets would receive 
snow maintenance with a class II storm, 
which is snow accumulation of three inches 
or greater, with temperatures of20 degrees 
or colder. 



Zoning 
Annexed areas are typically zoned to 
correspond to land uses and previous county 
zoning. Four zoning categories will be 
required to accommodate the various 
residential densities and county zones for the 
Paradise Hills area annexation. 

The existing Paradise Hills Subdivision is 
proposed for a RSF-4 (Residential Single 
Family not to exceed four units per acre) zone. 
This zone is the most similar in character to the 
existing county R-2 zone. 

Undeveloped land north of Paradise Hills 
Subdivision is currently zoned Planned 
Residential at a maximum density of3.4 units 
per acre in the county. This zoning would be 
proposed to be retained upon annexation. 

The rest of the parcels in the annexation area 
are proposed to be zoned RSF-1 (Residential 

City of Grand Junction 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Single Family not to exceed one unit per acre) 
with the exception of a few larger tracts of 
land west of26-1/2 Road. These larger tracts 
of land are currently zoned AFT in the county 
and are proposed to be zoned for a minimum 
parcel size of five acres to correspond to the 
minimum density in the county AFT Zone. 

Uses permitted under City zoning categories 
are virtually the same as those allowed by 
existing county zoning, including allowances 
for agricultural animals and household pets. 

Sidewalks 

New sidewalks have not been included in the 
road maintenance plan. However, the City 
would replace damaged sidewalk in 
accordance with the City replacement 
program. Those neighborhoods wishing to 
install new sidewalks could pursue 
improvement district options With the City. 

BULK RATE 
U.S. Postage Paid 

Grand Junction, CO 81501 
Permit No.134 
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Development Potential of Bray and Plesk Properties 

Bray undeveloped property (does not include filing 7) 

Acres-80.3 

Density- 5 units per acre under proposed City RSF-5 zoning 
4.5 units per acre under County Outline Development Plan 
Approval 

Maximum # units- RSF-5- 401.5 
County- 361.35 

Plesk undeveloped property 

Total Acres- 72 
Approximate acres south of Plesk house- 40 

Density- 4.5 Units per acre (assumes a density between 5 units per 
acre on Bray property and 4 units per acre requested on Saccommanno 
property west of 26 1/2 road. 

Maximum # units- (total acreage) 324 
Maximum units on 40 acres-180 
assume 50% of the units on the 40 acres will exit south on the 
proposed H 1/2 road alignment = 90 units. The rest of the units 
would access onto 26 1/2 road via other roads to the north. 



October 7, 1993 

Mesa County Board of County Commissioners 
750 Main Street 
Grand Junction, Co. 81501 

RE: Annexation Impact Report 

Dear Commissioners: 

Grand Junction Community Development Department 
Planning • Zoning • Code Enforcement 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668 
(303} 244-1430 FAX (303) 244-1599 

Enclosed is a copy of the Annexation Impact Report for the proposed Paradise Hills #2 
Annexation. This report is required by CRS 31-12-108.5 for proposed annexations in excess 
of 10 acres. If you have any questions regarding this material, please contact Karl Metzner 
(244-1439) of this department. 

arry Timm 
Community Development Director 
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81501-2668 

October 13, 1993 
_________ , FAX: (303) 244-1599 

Board of County Commissioners 
County Administration Building 
750 Main Street 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Commissioners: 

Subject: Paradise Hills Annexation -
Notice of Hearing, Resolution No. 63-93, and Petition 

In compliance with Title 31, Article 12, C.R.S., Part 1, entitled 
"Municipal Annexation Act of 1965", Section 31-12-108(2), I have 
enclosed a copy of Resolution No. 63-93 adopted by the City Council 
of the· City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at its regular meeting 
October 6, 1993, giving notice of hearing on the proposed Paradise 
Hills Annexation. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ 
Stephanie Nye, CMC 
City Clerk 

SN:tm 

Enclosures 

c: Mr. Lyle DeChant, County Attorney 
Ute Water Conservancy District 
Grand Junction Rural Fire District 
School District #51 
Mr. Dan Wilson, City Attorney j 
Mr. Larry Timm, Community Development Department 



CARIBBEAN DRIVE = Paved, 
Pvmnt. in fair 
pvmnt. low to 
working! 

with curb, gutter (hollywd} 
cond., base failures bad in some areas, 
gutter, patch work low, drainage not 

NOTE: East end is much newer construction 
with curb, gutter & sidewalks. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix overlay (2"} & crackfill. 

(3064 1 x 30') = 10,213 sq. yds. 

CARIBBEAN COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. fairly good cond., some cracking, very little base 
failure, dry surface. 
Recommendation: Crackfill & Sealcoat. 

(150' x 30'} = 500 sq. yds. 

DELMAR DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Pvmnt. in fair cond., some cracking, very flat cross 
grade, low to gutter. 

NOTE: East end is much newer construction 
with curb, gutter and sidewalks. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(2393' x 30'} = 7977 sq. yds. 

DELMAR COURT = Paved, with curb, gutter and sidewalk 
All newer construction! 
Recommendation: Sealcoat with crackfill. 

(150' x 30') = 500 sq. yds. 

MALIBU DRIVE = Paved, with curb, gutter (hollywd) 
Drainage not working, otherwise same as Delmar Drive 
above. 
Recommendation: Hot Mix Overlay with Crackfill. 

(1380 1 x 30') = 4600 sq. yds. 



Development Potential of Bray and Plesk Properties 

Bray undeveloped property (does not include filing 7) 

Acres-80.3 

Density- 5 units per acre under proposed City RSF-5 zoning 
4.5 units per acre under County Outline Development Plan 
Approval 

Maximum # units- RSF-5- 401.5 
County- 361.35 

Plesk undeveloped property 

Total Acres- 72 
Approximate acres south of Plesk house- 40 

Density- 4.5 Units per acre (assumes a density between 5 units per 
acre on Bray property and 4 units per acre requested on Saccommanno 
property west of 26 1/2 road. 

Maximum # units- (total acreage) 324 
Maximum units on 40 acres-180 
assume 50% of the units on the 40 acres will exit south on the 
proposed H 1/2 road alignment = 90 units. The rest of the units 
would access onto 26 1/2 road via other roads to the north. 
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FILE #50-93 

DATE: October 16, 1993 

STAFF: Karl Metzner 

REQUEST: Zone of Paradise Hills #2 Annexation to RSF-R, RSF-1, RSF-4, PR-4.5, PZ, 
PAD, and PI. 

LOCATION: Generally from 26 114 to 27 114, North and South of H road. 

APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
. ... . . .:·:~-::--x : §;,.~": "'"~ .... ·.:.. :;:- • .... .,.{.~: .. -... : ..... ~ . ::: .... _..»"':... , ••• • 

EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant!ResidentiaVelectric substation 

PROPOSED LAND USE: ResidentiaVPark site/substation 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Airport/ Agriculture 
EAST: Vacant/Agriculture 
SOUTH: Residential 
WEST: Vacant/Agriculture 

EXISTING ZONING: County PR, R-2, AFT, and PI 

PROPOSED ZONING: City RSF-R, RSF-1, RSF-4, PR-4.5, PZ, PAD, and PI. 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: PAD 
EAST: County AFT 
SOUTH: City RSF-2 and County R-1-A 
WEST: County AFT 

-~~~~~~i::'lf~'"''IiUi~~~I!I:IlEIJI!IUW!SRimaflllill]Til!i!!!!!Iil!DWil:Eii!lllU!iii''RJE:ilE!!Jl ££1 Hlli~IIIil!!iJJil!iW!I!ID!I!IH!Imll 

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN/POLICIES/GUIDELINES: No plan exists 
for this area. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Paradise Hills Area Annexation consists of 323 parcels on 563 
acres of land. The proposed zoning responds to the existing land uses and lot sizes for the 
developed areas as well as being compatible with the previous county zoning. On the vacant 
land the zoning has been establish by the development trend in the area, previous county 
zoning and, in some cases property owner requests. The vacant 29.28 acre parcel located south 
of H Road and east of 26 112 Road was originally proposed to be zoned RSF -1 in the City 
because RSF -1 is the City zone which is typically applied, upon annexation, to vacant 
unplanned areas previously zoned AFT in the County. However, the property owner has since 
requested that this parcel be zoned RSF-4. 



FILE #50-93 I STAFF REVIEW I October 16, 1993 I page 2 

RSF -R - 5 acres minimum lot size. This is a new zoning district created to accommodate 
newly annexed areas which, upon annexation, are already developed as combination residential/ 
farming-type uses having parcel sizes of 5 acres or greater. This zoning was requested by the 
property owners and is essentially the same as the previous county AFT zone. 

RSF-1 - I acre minimum lot size. The developed parcels within this zone category are one acre 
or greater in size but less than 5 acres. This zone allows the continuation of agricultural uses 
on the undeveloped parcels but would allow residential subdivisions compatible with 
surrounding uses. As noted above, the 29.28 acre parcel located on the southeast comer of H 
Road and 26 112 Road has been requested to be zoned RSF -4 rather than RSF -1 as originally 
proposed. 

RSF-4 - 4 units per acre. This zone is compatible with the county R-2 zone. Paradise Hills 
subdivision, the future filings of Paradise Hills Subdivision, and several associated parcels are 
proposed for RSF-4. Also, the owner of the 29.28 acre parcel located at the southeast comer 
of H Road and 26 112 Road has requested RSF-4 zoning. RSF-4 zoning would be appropriate 
for this parcel because most of the plotted subdivisions to the north and east of the site are 
densities of 4 to 4.5 dwelling units per acre. The Garrison Ranch subdivision has a 1 acre 
minimum lot size, however it is already surrounded on three sides by residential development 
having 4 or more acre dwelling units per acre. 

PR-4.5 -La Casa de Dominquez filing 2 is zoned PR under county zoning. The City PR-4.5 
zoning would accommodate the lots in the process of being re-platted as Alpine Meadows II. 

PAD, PZ and PI - The airport lands should be zoned Planned Airport Development consistent 
with existing airport zoning. The future City park site at the southwest comer of 26 112 and 
H Roads should be zoned PZ. The electric substation should be zoned PI with use limited to 
the substation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend approval of the requested zones of annexation, 
including the RSF-4 zoning requested for the 29.28 acre site at the southeast comer of 26 112 
and H Roads. 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: "Mr. Chairman, I move we 
recommend approval of item #50-93, Zone of Annexation for Paradise Hills Annexation #2 as 
submitted including the RSF-4 zoning for the 29.28 acre site at the southeast comer of 26 112 
and H Roads. 
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FILE #50-93 

DATE: October 16, 1993 

STAFF: Karl ~ L. -f 

REQUEST: Zone of Paradise Hills #2 Annexation to RSF-R, RSF-1, RSF-4, PR-4.5, PZ, 
PAD, and PI. 

LOCATION: Generally from 26 114 to 27 114, North and South of H road. 

APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
::·mmm:s:Hm:m ' E: !!!!!!! f w mo " ;mdi re 

EXISTING LAND USE: Vacan11Residential/electric substatio~{' .12 u~. fr ~::. 
PROPOSED LAND USE: Resi~si!ef~~~ &fJ f'H if(_ 'L 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: \ i.tff": :tr l \ 
NORTH: Airport/Agricilliur~ ~ 'i~~_/ 
EAST: Vacant/Agriculture ' 
SOUTH: Residential 
WEST: Vacant/ Agriculture 

EXISTING ZONING: County PR, R-2, AFT, and PI 

PROPOSED ZONING: City RSF-R, RSF-1, RSF-4, PR-4.5, PZ, PAD, and PI. 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
~ ~F/s 

NORTH: PAD 
EAST: County AFT 
SOUTH: City RSF-2 and County R-1-A 
WEST: County AFT 

!·lm::!l~fiiWIII!iiiil~~~ Uili§H~!!i~!J!!!!ii!:IGII~!nEMIIURIJiE ITI!iRRII:IilUnl!J:Iifil 

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN/POLICIES/GUIDELINES: No plan exists 1 
for this area. ._.-... 

/ ....... ·------.;?'-·----
-, "'··~~, 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The Paradise Hills Area Annexation consists of 323 p eels on 563 " 
acres of land. The proposed zoning responds to the existing land uses an I t sizes for e 
developed areas as well as being compatible with the previous county zoning( On the vacant 
land the zoning has been establish by the development trend in the area, previous county 
zoning and, in some cases property owner requests. The vacant 29.28 acre parcel located south 
of H Road and east of 26 112 Road was originally proposed to be zoned RSF -1 in the City 
because RSF -1 is the City zone which is typically applied, upon annexation, to vacant 
unplanned areas previously zoned AFT in the County. However, the property owner has since 
requested that this parcel be zoned RSF-4. 
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RSF-R - 5 acres minimum lot size. This is a new zoning district created to accommodate 
newly annexed areas which, upon annexation, are already developed as combination residential/ 
farming-type uses having parcel sizes of 5 acres or greater. This zoning was requested by the 
property owners and is essentially the same as the previous county AFT zone. 

RSF-1 - 1 acre minimum lot size. The developed parcels within this zone category are one acre 
or greater in size but less than 5 acres. This zone allows the continuation of agricultural uses 
on the undeveloped parcels but would allow residential subdivisions compatible with 
surrounding uses. As noted above, the 29.28 acre parcel located on the southeast comer of H 
Road and 26 112 Road has been requested to be zoned RSF-4 rather than RSF-1 as originally 
proposed. 

RSF-4 - 4 units per acre. This zone is compatible with the county R-2 zone. Paradise Hills 
subdivision, the future filings of Paradise Hills Subdivision, and several associated parcels are 
proposed for RSF-4. Also, the owner of the 29.28 acre parcel located at the southeast comer 
of H Road and 26 112 Road has requested RSF-4 zoning. RSF-4 zoning would be appropriate 
for this parcel because most of the plotted subdivisions to the north and east of the site are 
densities of 4 to 4.5 dwelling units per acre. The Garrison Ranch subdivision has a 1 acre 
minimum lot size, however it is already surrounded on three sides by residential development 
having 4 or more acre dwelling units per acre. 

PR-4.5 -La Casa de Dominquez filing 2 is zoned PR under county zoning. The City PR-4.5 
zoning would accommodate the lots in the process of being re-platted as Alpine Meadows II. 

PAD, PZ and PI - The airport lands should be zoned Planned Airport Development consistent 
with existing airport zoning. The future City park site at the southwest comer of 26 1/2 and 
H Roads should be zoned PZ. The electric substation should be zoned PI with use limited to 
the substation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend approval of the requested zones of annexation, 
including the RSF -4 zoning requested for the 29.28 acre site at the southeast comer of 26 112 ~ 

r oads. ~ ~ '1?-S f-J ;}!'<--; ~ _ ~---t;:;) p \ /f/t <!( -yJ~ ~ K IV~;?- -, ; " - -r~ - -~tt ,,_,~~ r:JH~~~~~ 

~ 
Gov,H~~-~ d--1/i....-

UGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: "Mr. Chairman, I m~ cLJ::J. ~ 
r commend approval of item #50-93, Zone of Annexation for Paradise Hills Annexation #2 as \ 

bmitted including the RSF -4 zoning for the 29.28 acre site at the southeast comer of 26 112 
d H Roads. 
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October 26, 1993 

Larry Timm, Director 
Community Development 
City of·Grand Junction 
250 N 5th 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Mr. Timm: 

.... ---~ .. - .. -...... _._,. ___ , ____ .... __ __ 

I ask that the zoning on the 30 acres at 778 26 1/2 road be placed at RSF4 (the 
same zoning as Paradise Hills, and the development east of the above). 

My reasoning for the above request is that it will be easier to change from RSF4 
to RSF1, than to change from RSF1 to RSF4 at the time of development. 

I will try to attend the meeting on November 2, 1993. If I am unable to attend, 
I request the above change before final approval of annexation to the City. 

Thank you very kindly for helping me. 

Sincerely, 
/ ' • Q 

? ~~v 'J'7{ ,LXJ~E&~C3-Yt._c~ 

Virginia M. Saccomanno 



' . . ' .... ~ ' . . . . . 



2677 Paradise Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 
October 18, 1993 

Karl Metzner 
Community Development 
City of Gra~d Junction 
250 North 5 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

RE Pedestrian Right-Of-Way, Paradise Hills 

Kar 1, 

--··-'"":'>""'\ 
---~- - __ ; .1.. 

__ .._ _____ A .... ____ ..,.~--·-----------~ 

After speaking to you on October 4, 1993, felt that it is 
necessary to formally request that the City of Grand Junction staff 
and City Council officially review the pedestrian right-of-way 
situation in Paradise Hills Subdivision. I am specifically 
interested in the pedestrian right-of-way that connects Paradise 
Drive on the South to Caribbean Drive on the North. 

Some time ago the pedestrian right-of-way was illegally included as 
a portion of the back yard of 829 Caribbean Court. Construction of 
a privacy fence on the north and a chai n-1 ink on the south 
effectively denies pedestrian access to the right-of-way. Until 
this summer pedestrian traffic was allowed on a drainage easement 
that is located between 829 Caribbean Ct. and 827 Caribbean Ct. 
From the beginning of Paradise Hills existence, pedestrians were 
allowed to use the drainage easement and the blocked pedestrian 
right-of-way was of no concern. Now that the residents of 829 
Caribbean Ct. have blocked the drainage easement, they have 
effectively cut off any and all direct pedestrian access from 
Paradise Drive to Caribbean Drive and Caribbean Ct. 

As you know, Paradise Hills was developed with a number of 
pedestrian right-of-ways that provide a pleasant and unique trail 
system for the numerous residents of the area. It is improper to 
allow this situation to continue. A number of solutions and 
compromises were initially proposed to the residents of 829 
Caribbean Ct., however, they fell on deaf ears. It is now time for 
the City of Grand Junction to rectify the situation. 

I don't enjoy being a "squeaky wheel", however, enough is enough. 
I have been in contact with your office and the County as early as 
May of 1993 with little or no response. Since the City has annexed 
our area, the County did not want to pursue enforcement of the 
right-of-way and has left it up to the City. The laws concerning 
right-of-ways and easements seem to be clear enough to take action 
to allow the usage of the pedestrian right-of-way since the area 
HAS NOT been "vacated". 



Karl Metzner 
Page 2 
October 18, 1993 

I am appalled that a single residence (829 Caribbean Ct.) can have 
such a confusing effect on our County and City agencies that no one 
can figure out how to, or simply, will not rectify the situation 
that virtually effects the entire subdivision. 

I thank you for reviewing this matter, and I look forward to your 
immediate attention in this matter. If you have any questions you 
may contact me during business hours at 434-7328 or at home at 
242-0673. 

Respectfully, 

~jCb~ 
Dale Tooker 
2677 Paradise Drive 

~~~9 
--,-;~~3 i2_ h~ 

82...V1 Ll'\t4~~ ct: 

s+e~l 



October 26, 1993 

Larry Timm, Director 
Community Development 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N 5th 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Mr. Timm: 

J 
I 
I 

I ask that the zoning on the 30 acres at 778 26 1/2 road be placed at RSF4 {the 
same zoning as Paradise Hills, and the development east of the above). 

My reasoning for the above request is that it will be easier to change from RSF4 
to RSF1, than to change from RSF1 to RSF4 at the time of development. 

I will try to attend the meeting on November 2, 1993. If I am unable to attend, 
I request the above change before final approval of annexation to the City. 

Thank you very kindly for helping me. 

Sincerely, 

? £~v ~{ /~<',..,~£.~~~ 
Virginia M. Saccomanno 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

900 VALLEY FEOERAL PLAZA 
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GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 815D2-2188 

TELEPHONE (303) 242-4614 

TELECOPIER (303) 243-7738 

November 10, 1993 

Larry Timm, Director 
Grand Junction Department 
of Community Development 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

D. J. DUFFORD 

OF COUNSEL 

WILLIAM G. WALDECK 

OF COUNSEL 

Re: Paradise Hills Partnership - Paradise Hills Annexation 

Dear Larry: 

This letter follows up on our conversation prior to the City 
Planning Commission meeting last week. Paradise Hills Partnership 
("PHP") has requested that its property (future filings) north of 
the existing filings of Paradise Hills be zoned RSF-5 as part of 
the annexation process. You requested additional documentation 
concerning the existing zoning status in the county. 

As a result of subsequent searching, I have been able to 
obtain some additional documentation. I have enclosed those new 
documents, along with the documentation I have shown you in the 
past, in order to give you a more orderly picture of the 
situation. 

As I understand it, after the platting of Filing 6, in the 
spring of 1981, an ODP was filed and approved for the area 
encompassing the future filings and what is now Filing 7. That 
ODP was approved with a zone of PR-3.4. In the fall of 1981, a 
preliminary plan was filed covering the same property. As part of 
the approval of that preliminary plan, the proposed density of the 
area encompassing the future filings and Filing 7 was increased to 
4.5 units per acre. 

It is that process about which we have been trying to learn 
more. The reason I had so much difficulty initially was that both 
the ODP and preliminary plan were carried under a single file 
number in the name of Filing 7 in the Mesa County Planning 
Department records. 



Larry Timm 
November 10, 1993 
Page Two 

The map you have in your possession, which indicates that it 
was revised in November 1981, was apparently the plan map 
associated with the preliminary plan application. As best I can 
determine, the reason it was not in the 1981 file is that the 1981 
plan map was pulled from that file and utilized in the recent 
Filing 7 application file with an overlay of the current Filing 7 
on it (as a matter of interest, that overlay is not the final 
configuration of Filing 7 as recorded). 

In any event, the significance of the plan map is the land 
use summary in its upper left-hand corner, a copy of which is 
enclosed with this letter, showing 450 total units on 99.4 acres, 
for an overall density of 4.5 units per acre for all of the future 
filings area and the present Filing 7. I have not included an 
additional copy of the map because of its size, and because I know 
you have a a copy. Also enclosed are the following additional 
documents: 

1. Preliminary Plan Action Sheet from the 1981 "Filing 7" 
Preliminary Plan encompassing the future filings and present 
Filing 7; 

2. Subdivision Summary Form from that Preliminary Plan 
request, containing site use breakdown conforming to the land use 
summary on the Preliminary Plan map described above; 

3. Transcript of the proceedings of the Mesa County 
Commissioners for March 30, 1982, approving that Preliminary Plan; 

4. Review Sheet Summary for that Preliminary Plan from the 
Mesa County Planning Department file, containing agency comments, 
staff comments (page 3) referred to in the Commissioners meeting 
transcript, and minutes of the Planning Commission meeting 
approving the Preliminary Plan on February 5, 1982; and, 

5. Agreement between PHP and Paradise Hills Homeowners 
Association dated March 30, 1982, referred to in the Mesa County 
Planning Commission minutes. 

As we have discussed in some detail, the new Filing 7 includes 52 
units on 19 acres. Under the still existing Preliminary Plan 
approved by the County and described above, this would leave PHP 
with the ability to develop 398 units on approximately 81 acres or 
4.91 units per acre. 

PHP's feeling at this time that a straight zone would be 
prefereable to a continuation of a planned unit development. 
Therefore, PHP is requesting RSF-5 as the city zoning 
classification most closely approximating the existing density 
available under the current zoning status of the property in the 
county. 



Larry Timm 
November 10, 1993 
Page Three 

I hope this information is sufficient for you to assess the 
situation, and that City staff will continue to support the PHP 
request for RSF-5 zoning at the upcoming City Council hearing. I 
would appreciate hearing from you after you have had an 
opportunity to review and co~~~mentation. 

RHK/jmc 
Enclosures 
pc: Robert Bray 

Dan Wilson 

380/62/7368-003 

Richard H. Krohn 
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December 15, 1993 

Dear Paradise Hills Area Homeowner: 

On December 1, 1993 the City Council passed the second reading on the annexation of the 
Paradise Hills area. The annexation will become effective on January 2, 1994. Therefore, on 
behalf of the people of Grand Junction, I would like to welcome you to the City. We are very 
proud of our community and the services our City provides. The addition of the Paradise Hills 
area to our corporate limits will help to make Grand Junction even better. 

Attached is information about the City and its services, including items specifically pertaining 
to your subdivision. Please take a moment to review it, and keep it on hand for future 
reference. 

We strongly believe that the citizens of Grand Junction are the City's greatest asset. Therefore, 
we encourage your participation and support in all aspects of city government. If you need 
assistance, please call the appropriate number on the enclosed list. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Reford C. Theobold 
Mayor 

enclosure 

RCT/bp 



•' 

~r. Karl Metzner 
Grand .Jet., Community Development De~t. 
250 n .. 5t[l 
Grand .Jet.~ CO 31501 

Denr ~r .. Me~zner: 

.Jan. 19,1994 
Grcn:d Jet.,. CO 

Tam writing to request end to deter!:'li:ne the poe~ibility 
of having a fire hydrant installed by the city, and by Ute r.-;ater 
at ltJhat would 'be 26 l/4 and H Road. As you knm<I we have 
recently been annexed into the city •. 

A Ute Wat9r trunk line i~ loc0ted on the south side of H Rd 
at this locati'Jn. I have discu:f'ed t'-:is request ·~;ith the 
three ad j.o.eant -.')r::>':!srty ::n-.rner~ a:-1 d they all=-~Upport this '- _ '_ 
request at the 26 l/4 loc2tion. A hydrant here would serv~ 
all four of us as ·Hell as serving six or eight nearby families 
on H. Fe. The three adjacent property owners na"'1eS are included. 

At the pre~ent time the nearest fire hydrPnt is loc~ted in 
?eradise Hill~ on the corner of Paradise ~ay ~d ?ar~dise ct., 
"" . ..,"' r 1 ·~ 1/? ~ 1· l p P • • 2 ·-r ..L ... \, -...-· J - .·! _, ..:l. J - v • 

Adjacent owners agreeing with this letter rod request: 

,,Mr. Sam ~upli z i o · 
2625 H. Rd. 

~~r. Ei ll :?i tts 
2626 H. Rd. 

Dr. J~.,.~es Parlcer Jr. 
2622 Il. R ~. 

~-=:owl~ 
JAa 20 tSS4 .~~ 1 : . ,_ 

' ' 

-~<~ f:i_·: ----......... --~···· Thank~ for the direction you of':'ered me in 'this ·matter, Mr .. Met,zner. · 

~t(4~C-{L, 
Robert 'V ._ Bruce 
2621 H. Rd. 
Grar.d Jet., CO 81506 
243-J24S 

~·, ' . 



January 20, 1994 

Robert V. Bruce 
2621 H Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Dear Mr. Bruce: 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
250 North Fifth Street 

81501-2668 
FAX: (303) 244-1599 

The Ute Water Conservancy District has 60 days from the time of the Paradise Hills 
annexation to prepare and deliver a 5-year plan to upgrade f"Ire protection within the 
annexation. 

When such a plan is available, the City will evaluate the need and location of hydrants and 
work with Ute to get such hydrants installed. 

Under the city ordinance, parcels two acres or larger, do not require irre protection 
upgrades. However, there is nothing that would prevent you from making this request 
directly to the Ute Water District. A copy of this letter and your request will be forwarded 
to the Ute District. 

Since:ely ~ /) 

r~ 
Shanks 

PJiblic Works Director / 

J / cc: Larry Timm, Community Development Director 
Lawrence Aubert, Ute Water Conservancy District 
File 

t 
RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTIOI 

PLAniNG DEPARTMDT. \ 

\ 1 1\ \ ·• I . ~ ~ ., \ 
= I,.·~-'. \ '- I w- _, ' 1 

IL------___.1 



... ' ··.; ... , .... ~': 

~r. Karl Metzner 
Grand Jet., Co~~unity Develop~ent De~t. 
250 lJ- 5t~ 
Grand Jet.,. C0 ~1501 

Jan. 19,1994 
G ra r: c .T c t • ,. C 0 

I a::1writing to· request 8nc to ceter~i~e the po~sibllity 
of :W.ving a !'ire hydrant installed by t~e city' ~nd b~· Ute /later 
at ~·rha:t would be 26 1/4 and H noad. As ~rou knew He :w:ve 
recently been An~exe~ :nto t~~ ~:ty •. 

A Ute Wat~r tru~k line i~ lccnted on tha soutt ~l~e of H Rd 
at t~is locat!:n. I have di~~u:red,~~is.reque:t wiih the 
three adjacent ·.Jr-:.~"'::r'ty ~':T!1er~ a:;d they all--sunpvrt tl:lis '-- -·· 
"'"'qU~=>ctt ..,.~ -1-'.,o ""t.. " 11 • 1 oc!"l.._oon A :..y~ ..... .,..,t·:..-;..o •• ·1·.,.- = ·- -- C1.l..o V~ .. v ~-- --1'+ ...... c .. l,.,. ... ~.!, _ _.a .. .: ... J.':: .. _ wOU a _e!.·V'-" 
all four of us as uc ll a~ serving six or eight :nearby fa~i lies 
en H:. PC:. r.::''::e t~'lree f'!djacent property :J•.-mers- na-:-:es are inclucec. 

·At the pr~~ent ti~e the nearest fire hydr~nt is locPtec ln 
?r::radi~e :i!.ll~ oD the corner of Paradise ~;:ay '3:'} c ?ar?-dif'e Ct., 
~"'arl':- ll':' . ...,{"1.a :r·P~r ...... ,... v· /- .~,.._ _._ ... · ·""' • 

Adjacent ow~e~~ ag~eeing with th~~ letter md request: 

Mr. Sam ~upllzlo 
2625 H. Rd. 

!·!r. · E i :!..1 :? itt s 
2626 H. F.c. 

Dr. JP~eE P~r~e~ 
2622 Il. R~. 

..,....., 
c..· .. • 

Thanks :"'~r t!'le d!.rect'!.c!1 y:-u of!'e~ec· ~e 

£~Y.~~~ 
Rebert V. Bruce 
2621 H. Rc. 
'"' d .,.. t co .... _'":1~()6 ..rray; u c • , - -' 
.?I 3-3''' . .;: _....,.. -~~ 

... .. ~.· .)~·:=. ~. ' 
___ ....... ~ . ., -~~-4:~--r - ... s 

in this 

·-;.;..,. ~. ~·: . 

:~, 

matter, r-:r ... f.'!etzner. 



'T .. .. 
1 

*~ .,~.....~ * 
., . 1r >< 

·, 

" _.,, .. ·~Better 
I I WIIIH9J!!~~!) 

May 16, 1994 

J. Don Newton, P.E. 
City Engineer 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668 

Dear Don: 

l ~--. 

'\·-· .. 
__ , -· ... ~ _;,' - . ·---..:_;...-"-· ... ,.., ::;~ 

. ',.,:":,."7:·:: 
,. . ~. .. ... . . 

.. , · .. 

Thank you for your letter of May 13, 1994. Regarding your request for 
a payment of $3900.00 in lieu of completing street work on Lanai, I 
have enclosed a check for said amount. 

I visited by phone with Mr. Joe Bielrnan of Mesa County who in turn had 
visited with Joe Crocker regarding the payment of monies. According 
to Joe Crocker the county has no interest in any remaining amount and 
had no concern with us paying this amount to the city. Please call if 
you have any questions regarding this issue. 

Sincerely, --- .') 
~- ~ .... 

Robert L. Bray, Pre~i~ 
Bray and Company Rea~~~/BH&G 

RLB:rna 
enc 

Description of Property Work and/or Materials IN_, 
Description: 

· % Complete: Cost Item#: 
---=-=Ma::.Y~.---:1=9 __ 19 94 

4658 

82· 535/102.1 

PAY Three thousand nine hundred and no/100 
~~THEORDER THIS CHECK WILL NOT BE PAID UNLESS PROPERLY DATED AND ENDORSED 

DOLLARS $: 3900.00 

I I 

L 

City of Grand Junction 
250 N 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

- --- ~ - -- ... •• "~ ""'! ",-, r:- ":! c:! ,. 

I 
r 
t' 



STAFF REVIEW 

FILE: #50-93 

DATE: November 17, 1994 

STAFF: Kathy Portner 

REQUEST: Amend Ordinance #2718, Zoning Paradise Hills #7 to RSF-5 

LOCATION: Paradise Hills, Filing #7 

APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 

EXISTING LAND USE: Single Family Residential (approx. 3 units/acre) 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Same 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Undeveloped 
SOUTH: Single Family Residential (approx. 3-4 units/acre) 
EAST: Airport land 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: RSF-4 and RSF-5 

PROPOSED ZONING: RSF-5 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: RSF-5 
SOUTH: RSF-4 
EAST: PAD (Planned Airport Development) 
WEST: RSF-5 

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

No Comprehensive Plan exists for this area. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

All of the area included in the Paradise Hills Annexation was zoned by ordinance #2718, 
passed and adopted by City Council on December 1, 1993. In that ordinance, Paradise Hills 
Filings 1-6 were zoned RSF-4. The zoning ordinance contains some discrepancies in the 



zoning for Filing 7. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF -4 includes Filing 7 
by reference. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF-5 is a metes and bounds 
description for the future filings of Paradise Hills, but also includes a portion of Filing 7. The 
owner and developer of Paradise Hills had understood that Filing 7 was to have been zoned 
RSF-5, consistent with the remainder of the property north of the drainage. The original 
approved setbacks for Filing 7, as approved by Mesa County and recorded on the plat, most 
closely resemble the setbacks for RSF-5. A comparison of the setbacks is as follows: 

Plat RSF-4 RSF-5 

Rear 20 30 25 

Side 10 7 5 

Front 20 20 20 

The zoning of Filing 7 to RSF -5 will not change the character of the area since it is already 
platted. The RSF-5 zoning requires minimum lot area of 6,500 sq.ft. Forty-four of the 52 
platted lots do not contain enough area to be further subdivided under this zoning. It is 
unlikely that any of the remaining 8 lots that do contain sufficient square footage to be further 
subdivided would be because of the lot configurations. Staff sees no problems with all of 
Filing 7 being zoned RSF-5. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of zoning all of Filing 7 to RSF-5 

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

Mr. Chairman, on item #50-93, a request to amend ordinance #2718, zoning all of Paradise 
Hills, Filing #7 to RSF-5. 
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STAFF REVIEW 

FILE: #50-93 

DATE: December 12, 1994 

STAFF: Kathy Portner 

REQUEST: Amend Ordinance #2718, Zoning Paradise Hills #7 to RSF-5 

LOCATION: Paradise Hills, Filing #7 

APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Clarification of Zoning Ordinance #2718, zoning Paradise Hills Filing #7 to RSF-5. 

EXISTING LAND USE: Single Family Residential (approx. 3 units/acre) 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Same 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Undeveloped 
SOUTH: Single Family Residential (approx. 3-4 units/acre) 
EAST: Airport land 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: RSF-4 and RSF-5 

PROPOSED ZONING: RSF-5 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: RSF-5 
SOUTH: RSF -4 
EAST: PAD (Planned Airport Development) 
WEST: RSF-5 

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

No Comprehensive Plan exists for this area. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 



All of the area included in the Paradise Hills Annexation was zoned by ordinance #2718, 
passed and adopted by City Council on December 1, 1993. In that ordinance, Paradise Hills 
Filings 1-6 were zoned RSF-4. The zoning ordinance contains some discrepancies in the 
zoning for Filing 7. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF -4 includes Filing 7 
by reference. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF-5 is a metes and bounds 
description for the future filings of Paradise Hills, but also includes a portion of Filing 7. The 
owner and developer of Paradise Hills had understood that Filing 7 was to have been zoned 
RSF-5, consistent with the remainder of the property north of the drainage. The original 
approved setbacks for Filing 7, as approved by Mesa County and recorded on the plat, most 
closely resemble the setbacks for RSF-5. A comparison of the setbacks is as follows: 

Plat RSF-4 RSF-5 

Rear 20 30 25 

Side 10 7 5 

Front 20 20 20 

The zoning of Filing 7 to RSF-5 will not change the character of the area since it is already 
platted. The RSF-5 zoning requires minimum lot area of 6,500 sq.ft. Forty-four of the 52 
platted lots do not contain enough area to be further subdivided under this zoning. It is 
unlikely that any of the remaining 8 lots that do contain sufficient square footage to be further 
subdivided would be because of the lot configurations. Staff sees no problems with all of 
Filing 7 being zoned RSF-5. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of zoning all of Filing 7 to RSF-5 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

Planning Commission recommended approval at their December 6, 1994 hearing. 



Recitals: 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

Ordinance No. 

AMENDING ZONING ORDINANCE #2718 
ZONING PARADISE HILLS #7 RSF-5 

All of the area included in the Paradise Hills Annexation was zoned by ordinance 
#2718, passed and adopted by City Council on December 1, 1993. In that ordinance, Paradise 
Hills Filings 1-6 were zoned RSF -4. The zoning ordinance contains some discrepancies in the 
zoning for Filing #7. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF -4 includes Filing 
7 by reference. The legal description for those properties zoned RSF -5 is a metes and bounds 
description for the future filings of Paradise Hills, but also includes a portion of Filing #7. The 
owner and developer of Paradise Hills, had understood that Filing #7 was to have been zoned 
RSF-5, consistent with the remainder of the property north of the drainage. The original 
approved setbacks for Filing #7, as approved by Mesa County and recorded on the plat, most 
closely resemble the setbacks for RSF-5. 

The Grand Junction Planning Commission at its December 6, 1994 hearing 
recommended approval of amending zoning ordinance #2718 to zone all of Paradise Hills 
Filing #7 to RSF-5. 

The City Council has duly considered the matter and the recommendation of the 
Planning Commission and finds the RSF-5 zoning to be appropriate. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION: 

Zoning ordinance #2718 is hereby amended to zone the following described property 
RSF-5 (Residential Single Family, 5 units per acre): 

Paradise Hills Subdivision Filing No. 7 as recorded in Plat Book 14, Page 141, Mesa 
County Clerk and Recorder. 

Introduced on first reading this 21st day of December, 1994. 

PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading this_ day of ___ , 1995. 

ATTEST: 

President of the City Council 

City Clerk 
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NW CORNER OF lHE NEl/4 
NE1/4 Of SECTION 26 

PARADISE HILLS ANNEXATION #2~------------r' 
PROPOSED ZONING 

tzl SACCOMANNO PROPERTY 

CENTER 1/4 CORNER 
OF SECTION 26 

NW CORNER OF lHE Nl/2 
SWI/4 NE1/4, SECTION 35 

SW CORNER NE1 /4 NW1 / .... SECT. 35; COMMON 
WITH THE SW CORNER OF LOT 4, REPlAT OF 
LOT 2, SACCAMONO MINOR SUBDMSION 

RSF-4 

PUBIJC AIRPORT AUTIIOIUTY 

11Al.KF.R FIELD 
COLORADO PUBIJC 

AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

PAD 




