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B. Site:

Historically the property drains in a sheet flow fashion from the south to the north at
approximately 1.0% slope along the hill top to the adjoining ridge lines which slope at
approximately 40%. Most of the storm drainage is intercepted by an existing drainage
swale adjacent to Ridges Bivd. and is subsequently conveyed south to the Colorado River.

The property is bounded on all sides by Public Open Space. Off-site flows from sub-basin
OF1 are directed in a sheet flow fashion towards Block 29 of Ridges, Filing 6. Offsite
runoff from sub-basin OF2 is directed in a sheet flow fashion to Ridges Blvd. drainage
channel. These flows are directed to and intercepted by a existing 12" CMP under Ridges
Blvd. and ultimately along Ridges Blvd. via an existing 48" x 72" CMP arch pipe.

lll. Proposed Drainage Conditions

A. Changes in Drainage Patterns:
Historic offsite drainage patterns will not be altered.

The proposed site plan divides the site into 3 sub-basins labeled as A1 (0.37 acres), A2
(1.74 acres) & A3 (0.69 acres). Runoff from sub-basin A1 shall be conveyed via lot grading
and side yard swales over land to a existing natural drainage way ultimately to an existing
42" CMP under Ridges Blvd. Runoff from sub-basin A2 shall be directed via lot grading
and roadway alignments to a single curb inlet constructed in Eagle Crest Court adjacent
to lot 15. This runoff shall be conveyed to a proposed storm sewer to be located on Public
Open Space. The storm sewer will flow to an existing 12" which is to be upgraded and
replaced. Runoff from Sub-basin A3 shall be conveyed in a sheet flow fashion via lot
grading easterly where it will it combine with flow from sub-basin OF2. This runoff will flow
northerly toward a proposed Grated Manhole and storm sewer.

B. Maintenance Issues:

Access to and through the site shall be by dedicated public-right-of-way.

Ownership and responsibility for maintenance of the proposed storm sewer shall be that
of the City of Grand Junction.

IV. Design Criteria & Approach

A. Hydrology:

The "Interim Outline of Grading and Drainage Criteria, City of Grand Junction" (Reference
1) and the "Mesa County Storm Drainage Criteria Manual" (Reference 2) shall be used as
the basis for analysis and facility design.



As the project is a residential development containing approximately 2.9 acres the
"Rational Method" shall be used to calculate historic and developed flow rates. The minor
-storm shall be the 2 year frequency rainfall event and the major storm shall be 100 year
frequency rainfall event. Detention requirements are considered mitigated.

Runoff Coefficients to be used in the computations shall be based on the most recent City
of Grand Junction criteria as defined in Reference 1 and shown on Exhibit 1.0.

As the project is located within the Grand Junction Urbanized area, the Intensity Duration
Frequency Curves (IDFC) shown on Exhibit 6.0 shall be used for design and analysis.

Times of Concentration shall be calculated based on the Average Velocities For Overland
Flow and the Overland Flow Curves as provided in Reference 1 and shown on Exhibits 4.0
and 5.0.

Because off-site flows from sub-basins OF1 and OF2 are directed away from the project
site, compliance with off-site drainage considerations for these areas is mitigated.

B. Hydraulics:

All site facilities and conveyance elements shall be designed in accordance with the City
of Grand Junction guidelines as provided in Reference 1.

This Preliminary Drainage Study has been prepared to address site specific drainage
concerns in accordance with the requirements of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado.
The Appendix of this report includes criteria, exhibits, tables and design nomograph to be
used in the Final Drainage Study.

V. References
1. Interim Qutline of Grading and Drainage Criteria, City of Grand Junction, July, 1992.

2. Mesa County Storm Drainage Criteria Manual, Final Draft, Mesa County, Colorado,
March, 1992.

3. Flood Hazard Information, Colorado River and Tributaries, Grand Junction, Colorado,
prepared for the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County, by The Department Of The
Army, Sacramento District, Corps Of Engineers, Sacramento, California, November, 1976.

4. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Mesa County, Colorado, (Unincorporated Areas),
Community Panel Number 080115 0460 B, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Map
Revised July 15th, 1992.

5. Soil Survey. Mesa County Area, Colorado, , U.S. Department of Agriculture, issued
November, 1955.
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APPENDIX B

RATIONAL METHOD
RECOMMENDED AVERAGE RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS

"cw YALUES
‘Land Use or Surface 2-YR STORM 100-YR STOR
Characteristics A&B* C&D* A&B* C&D*
Undeveloped Areas 0.10 0.20 0.25 0.35

(Vacant or pre-development
analysis condition)

Residential Areas & ¢

.65 0.70 0.80 4——

Less than 1/8 acre per unit 0.55 0
1/8 acre per unit 0.50 0.60 0.65 0.75
1/4 acre per unit 0.40 0.50 0.55 0.65
1/3 acre per unit 0.35 0.45 0.50 0.60
1/2 acre per unit 0.30 0.40 0.45 0.55
1 acre per unit 0.25 0.35 0.40 0.50
Pavement and Roofs 0.90 0.90 0.95 0.95
Gravel and Soil Traffic areas 0.70 0.70 0.85 0.85
Lawns and Green Landscaping 0.15 0.25 0.30 0.40
Gravel and Non-Green Landscaping 0.45 0.50 0.60 0.70
Parks, Cemeteries, Pastures 0.25 0.35 0.40 0.50
0.50 0.60 0.70

Schools 0.45

* Refers to SCS soil hydrologic group classificatiocon.

Exqieir 10
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Table 2: Resistance Factor for Overland Flow.

(S(S i1 vio T.;-'SS. “: rriedra (M1 D e (GiZG '11.\

-

Surface

N value Source

Asphalt/Concrete
Bare Packed Soil Free of Stone
Fallow - No Residue
Convential Tillage - No Residue
Convential Tillage - With Residue
Chisel Plow - No Residue
Chisel Plow - With Residue
Fall Disking - With Residue
No Till - No Residue
No Till (20-40 percent residue cover)
No Till (60-100 percent residue cover)
Sparse Rangeland with Debris:
0 Percent Cover
20 Percent Cover
Sparse Vegeration
Short Grass Prairie
Poor Grass Cover On Moderately Rough
Bare Surface
Light Turf
Average Grass Cover
Dense Turf
Dense Grass
Bermuda Grass

"' Dense Shrubbery and Forést Litter

0.05 —6<F5—= a
0.10 c
0.008 - 0.012 b
0.06 - 0.12 b
0.16 - 0.22 b
0.06 - 0.12 b
0.10 - 0.16 b
0.30 - 0.50 b
0.04 - 0.10 b
0.07 - 0.17 b
0.17 - 0.47 b
0.09 - 0.34 b
0.05 - 0.25 b
0.053 - 0.13 £
0.10 - 0.20 f
0.30 c
0.20 a
0.4 c
0.17 - 0.80 a,c,e,f
0.17 - 0.30 d
0.30 - 0.48 d
0.4 a

a) Crawford and Linsley (1966).
b) Engman (1986¢).
¢) Hathaway (1945).

. d) Palmer (1946).

e) Ragan and Duru (1972).
£) Woolhiser (197S).

* Asphalt/Concrete n value for copen channel flow 0.01 — 0.016

Sovrce : k\"m-z Corps of Enc).'naers) H\.l(,(rologrr_ Er\ﬁﬁneﬂ-r-;\-ol Ce_r\‘fu-)

-rr‘o\:n.‘nj Covcse orn Advancad HEC-1 )__\\,)7 1‘1‘10}0-.\,.1 2 Lecduee 2.

13
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Appendix A.—TABLES
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Table 1.—Manning roughness coeflicients, n !

1237

1. Closed conduits:

A. Concrete pipe.

B. Corrugated-metsl pipe or pipe-arch:
1. 234 by ¥-in. corrugation (riveted pipe):?

s. Plain or fully d

b. Paved Invert (range values ars for 25 and 50 percent

Manning’s
o range 3
0.011-0. 013

0.04

of circumference paved):
/(1) Flow f{all depth 0.021-0. 018
(2) Flow 0.8 depth = 0.021-0.016
(3) Flow 0.6 depth 0.018-0.013
2, 6 by 2-in. corr ion (field bolted) . 0.03
C. Vitrifled clay pipe.. 0.012-0. 014
D. Cast-lron pipe, 0.013
E. Steel pips. 0. 009-0.011
F. Brick 0.014-0.017
QG. Monolithic concrete:
1. Wood forms, rough 0.015-0.017
2, Wood forrus, smooth 0.012-0.014
3. Steel forms. 0.012-0.013
H. Cemented rubble masonry walls:
1. Concrete floor and top 0.017-0. 022
2. Natural floor. 0.019-0. 025
1. Laminated treated wood 0.015-0.017
J. Vitrified clay liner plates 0.015
II. Open channels, lined ¢ (straight alinement); ¢
A. Concrete, with surfaces as indicated:
1. Formed, no finish. 0.013-0.017
2. Trowel finish 0.012-0. 014
3. Float finish._. 0.013-0.015
4. Float finish, some gravel on bottom 0.015-0. 017
5. Qunite, good sectfon. 0.016-0. 019
6. Gunite, wavy section 0.018-0.022
B. Concrets, bottom Hoat finished, sides as indicated:
1. Dressed stone in mortar. 0.015-0.017
2. Random stone in mortar 0.017-0.020
3. C rubble Yo-- 0.020-0. 025
4. Cement rubble masonry, plastered.._... ceecmaanane - 0.016-0. 020
5. Dry rubble (riprap) 0.020-0. 030
C. Qravel bottam, sides a3 indicaged: .
1. Formed concrete 0.017-0.020
2, Random stone in mortar, 0.020-0.023
3. Dry rubble (riprap) 0.023-0.033
D. Brick e 0.014-0.017
-E. Asghalt:
1. Smooth. 0.013
2. Rough. 0.016
F. Wood, planed: clean . ... mecececaceacccaenn 0.011-0.013
Q. Concrete-lined excavated rock:
1. Good section. 0.017-0.020
2. Irregular section 0.022-0.027
L offnri‘n elnnn) els, excavated ¢ (straight alinement,! natural
g): _—
A. Earth, uniform section:
1. Clean, recently completed 0.016~0.018
2. .Clean, after weathering. 0.018-0.020
3.”"With short grass, few weeds, 0.022-0.027
4. In gravelly soll, uniform section, clean . __..... 0.022-0.025
B. Earth, fairly uniform section:
1. No vegetation .- 0.022-0.025
2. Grass, some weeds... 0.025-0.030
3. Dense weeds or aquatic plants in deep channeis...... 0.030-0.035
4. Sldes clean, gravel bottom 0.025-0. 030
S. Sides clean, cobble bottom.. ... mmeeemecasaceasnnaan 0. 030-0. 040
C. Draglins excavated or dredged:
1. No vegetation_....... 0.028-0.033
2. Light brush on banks. 0. 035-0.050
. Rock:
1. Based on design secton . coeeiome e ecaceanee 0.035

~———4. Clean bottom, brush on sides

2, Based on actual mean section:
8. Smooth and uniform. .
b. Jazged and frregular___

E. Changpels not maintained, weeds and brush ancut:

1. Dense weeds, high as flow depth.

3. Clean bottom, brush on sides, highest stage of flow....

4. Denss brush, l_:igb stage

Footnotes to table 1 appesr at the top of page 101,

100

IV, Highway channels and swales with maintained regetation 47

{valnes shown are for velocities of 2 and 6 f.p.s.):

th of flow ap to 0.7 foot: Manning’s
1. Bermudagrass, Kentucky bluegrass, buffalograss: B range
8. Mowed to 2 inches. 0.07-0. 043
4-8 Inches, 0.08-0.05
2. Good stand, any grass:
a. Length sbout 12 inches 0.18-0.09
b. Length about 24 inches, 0.30-0.15
3. Fair stand, any grass:
8. Length sbout 12 inches, 0.14-0.08
b. Length sbout 24 inches 0.25-0.13
. Depth of flow 0.7-1.5 feet:
1. Bermn Kentncky bluegrass, buffalogrsss:
a. Mowed to 2 inches 0.05-0. 035 -
b. Length 4 to 6 inches 0.06-0. 04
2. Good stand, any grass:
8. Length about 12 inch 0.12-0.07
b. Length sbout 24 inches 0. 20-0. 10
3. Fair stand, any grass:
8. Leagth about 12 inches. 0.10-0.08
b. Length about 24 inches 0.17-0.09
V. Streetand erpressway gutters: B
A. Concrete gutter, troweled finish 0.012
B. Asphalt pavement:
1. Smooth texture. 0.013
2. Rough texture. 0.016
C. Concrete gurter with asphalt pavement:
1. Smooth 0.013
2. Rough 0.015
. Concrets pavement:
1. Float finish 0.014
2. Broom finish 0.016
E. For gutters with smalil slope, where sediment may scca-
maulate, increase asbove valuesof n by........ . 0.002
VI. Nstural stream channels:?
A, M!ln;zrsuums' (surface width at flood stage Jess than 100
t.):
1. Fafrly regular section:
a. Some grass and weeds, little or no brush_.__._____ . 0.030-0.035
b. Densa growth of weeds, depth of flow materally
greater than weed height 0.035-0.05

B. Flood plains

¢. Some wesds, light brush on banks.............._. 0.035-0.05

d. Some weeds, heavy brush on banks. _..ooeeee
e. Some weeds, dense willowson banks. ...
£ For trees within channet, with branches submerged

ot high stage, increase sll above values by......
2. Irreguisr sections, with poois, slight channel meander;
increase values given In 18—€ 8bOUL .. eeveeeanacneae

3. Mountain streams, no vegetation in chsnpel, banks
osually steep, trees and brush along bants sub-
merged at high stage:

8. Bottom of gravel, cobbles, and few boulders._....

b. Bottom of cobbles, with large boulders..coeeeee e
(adjacent to natural streams):
-1, Pasture, no brush:

8. Short grass

b. High prass.
2. Cultivated areas:

a. No crop.

b. Matare row crops

¢. Mature fleld crops_ .
3 Heavy weeds, scattered brush . oceveevonaniaaaeaee
4. Light brush and trees: !*

a. Winter
b..Summer
5. Medium to dense brush: i¢
a Wi .
b. SUMMer. . oo e e ecmaremccccersermnemmaoes

8. Dense willows, summer, not bent over by corrent...
7. Cleared land with tree stumps, 100-150 per acre:

b N

3 eavy prowth Of SProuts. .. ceeeeemnccmecmenan
8. Heavy stand of timber, a few down trees, little under-
growth:
8. Flood depth below branches..
b. Flood depth reaches branches. .. _ccceereecocsenee

C. Major streams (surfasce width at flood stage more than

100 ft.): Roughness coeficient is usuaily less ttan for
minor streams of similar description on account of less
eflective resustance oflered by irregular baaks or vege-
tation on banks. Values of n may be somewhal re-
duced. Follow recommendation in publication cited
§f possible. Tha valus of n for larger sireams of most
regular section, with no boulders or brush, may be in the
rauge of.

0.05-0.07
0.06-0.08(-:———'

0.01-0.02
0.01-0.02

0.04-0.05
0.05-0.07

Q 030-0. (35
0.035-0. 05

0. (3-0. 04
@ 035-0. 045
0. 04-0.05
0.05-0.07

0.05-0.06
0. 06-0. 08

0.07-0.11
0.10-0.16
0.15-0.20

- 0.04-0.05

0. 06-0.03

0.10-0. 12
0.12-0.16

0.028-0. 033

e BT Sl
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Table 13-3
MANNING'S ROUGHNESS COEFFICIENTS
Depth Ranges

. . 0 - 0.5 0.5 - 2.0 > 2.0

Lining Category Lining Type (ft) (ft) (ft)
Rigid Concrete 0.015 0.013 0.013
Grouted Riprap 0.040 0.030 0.028
Stone Masonry - 0.042 0.032 0.030
Soil Cement 0.025 0.022 0.020
Asphalt 0.018 0.016 0.016
Temporary Woven Paper Net 0.016 0.015 0.015
Jute Net 0.028 0.022 0.019
Fiberglass Roving 0.028 0.021 0.019

Straw and Erosion Net 0.065 0.033 0.025
Curled Wood Mat 0.066 0.035 0.028
Nylon Mat 0.036 0.025 0.021
Gravel 1-inch, Dgg 0.044 0.033 0.020
2-inch, Dsgg 0.066 0.041 0.034
Rock Riprap 6-inch, Dgg 0.104 0.069 0.035
: 12-inch, D5 -—- 0.078 - 0.040

Ltreere 0l - 015
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Lincoln DeVore Inc.

Grand Junction, CO 81505

March 25, 1894

Mr. Sid Gottlieb
477 Elkwood Terrzce
Englewoocd, New Jersey 07631

Re: Eagle Crest Court
Lot 7, Blk @, The Ridges, G.J.

Dear Mr. Gottlieb;

At the request of Mr, Tom Logue, personnel of Lincoln-DeVore,
Inc. have reviewed our Subsurface Solls Exploration Report for
the above referenced gite. The Site Development and Drainage and
Grading Plans, prepared by Thomas A. Logue, Land Development
Congultants, January 1994. Additional information has been pro-
vided by Lincoln~DeVore, Inc., {n response to the Planning Review
commentg from the Clty of Grand Junction Planning Department.
Following are our findings and recommendations.

Site Development
Cutg and Fills

It 1is our wunderstanding the site development will] wutlilize a
minimum of earth cut and f111l, with the majority being wutilized
for on-eite grading purposes. Due to the sgslopes which exist along
the back lot lines, cut and fi{ll for grading purposes should be
carefully sccomplished to minimize erosion and slope Instability
concerns.

Lots 7 - $3 mare gcheduled for more than 2 feet of fill near the
east lot lines. The maximum amount of fill appears to be & feet
thick, on lotgs 8 & 8. A small retaining structure is anticipated
on Jots 8 & 9.

Allowable =slope sngle for cuts and fills {n the native soils 1is
dependent on soil conditions, slcpe geometry, the molsture con-
tent and other factors., Should deep cuts or fills, over 5 feet
thick, be planned for this site, we recommend that a glope sta-
bility &analysis be performed when the locatjon and depth of the
cut or fill i8 known.

TEL:(303)242-8968
FAX: (303) 242-1561



Mr. Sid Gottlidwr -
Eagle Crest Court
March 25, 1994 Page 2

Subsurface Water

Due to the proximity of the Dakota Formation, thers woxists a
possibility of a perched water table developing in the alluvial
soils which overlie the Formation or within soms strata of the
Fermation., This perched water would probably be the result of
increased irrigation due to the presence of lawns and landscaping
and roof runoff. This potential perched water could create some
problems for slope stability of man-made fills and the natural
slopes.

Conclusions and Recommendation
Cuts and Fills

Based on slope stabllity computations, the maximum stable cut
slope which can be constructed in the on-site gravelly soils s

2:1 (horfizontal to vertical). Based on similar caleculations, the
maximum fill slope which can be constructed using the proposed
$i11 solls is 2:1 (horizontal to vertical).

At points where fill is placed sgainst an existing slope steeper
than 10 degrees, we recommend that +the existing =elope be
"benched" and fill placed against the benches in horizontal
lifts. We recommend that the fill soil be brought to the optimum
moisture content (+/- 2%) prior to placing, then compacted me-
chanically to at least 90% of the maximum modified Proctor dry
density, ASTM D-1587,

It 1s recommended & geotextile or geogrid reinforced system, wi{th
precast modular facing, be utilized for the retaining structure
on lots B8 & 2. Such a system could also be utijized for other
landscaping retalnage on this project.

It is our understanding the proposed regsidential structurgs will
incorporate full basements, with a 'walkout' opening on the slope
side. Thls particular building configuration often reduces the
total soll and building loads at the top of the slopes and, ({f
carefully accomplished, will minimize onsite grading cut and
fill,

Adequate site drainage should be provided in the foundation area
both during &and after construction to prevent the ponding of
water and the saturation of the subsurface solls. Paved areas
should maintain a minimum gradient of 2%, and landscaped areas
should maintain a minimum gradient of 8%. It is further recom-
mendad that roof drain downspouts be carried across all beack-
filled areas and discharged at least 10 feet away from the struc-
ture. Proper discharge of roof drain downspouts may require the



Mr., 8id Gottli
Eagle Crest COS’%
March 25, 1984 Page 3

use@ subsurface piping i{n some areas. Planters, if any, should be
so0 constructed that moisture {s not allowed to seep Into founda-
tion sreas or beneath slabs or pavements.

Subsurface Water

It is recommended that lawn and landscaping irrigation bs reason-
ably limited, so as to prevent complete saturation of subsurface
solls., Several methods of irrigation water control mre possible,
to Inc¢lude, but not limited to:

¥ Metering the Irrigation water.

* S{zing the irrigation distribution service pipes to
Jimit on-site water usags.

* Encourage efficient landscaping practices,

® Enforcing reasonable I{imits on the size of high water

usags landscaping for each lot and any park areas.

It s extremely Important that the recommendations contained in
the Report of the Subsurface Soils Exploration for the Eagle
Crest Court Sub., Lincoln-DeVore, Inc. dated November 26, 1993,
be carefully followed during and after construction,

It is beligved that all pertinent points have been addressed. It
any further questions arise regarding this project or {f we can
be of any further assistance, ¢please do not hesgitate to contact
this office at any time,

Regpectfully Submitted,

LINCOLN DeVORE, lInec.

by: Edward M, Morris EIT Reviewed By: George D. Morris, PE
Engineer/Western Slope Manager

LD Job No. 80518-J



SUBSURFACE SOILS EXPLORATION

LOT 17, BLOCK 9
THE RIDGES SUBDIVISION

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

Prepared For:

Mr. Sid Gottlieb
477 Elkwood Terrace
Englewood, New Jersey 87831

Prepared By:
LINCOLN-DeVORE, INC.

1441 Motor Street
Grand Junction, CO 81505

November 26, 1993



LincolnDeVore,Inc.

i Itant
et Motor S TEL: (303) 242-8968

Grand Junction, CO 81505 Nm&ﬂmrga,?ﬁﬁmm”4%1
Mr. Sid Gottlieb
477 Elkwood Terrace
Englewood, New Jersey 87831

Re: SUBSURFACE S0ILS EXPLORATION
Lot 17, Block 9, The Ridges Subdivision
Grand Junction, Colorado

Dear Mr. Gottlieb:

Transmitted herein are the results of a Subsurface Soils Explora-
tion for the proposed construction of approximately 18 to 20
multi family units on the above referenced location.

If you have any questions after reviewing this report, please

feel free to contact this office at any time. This opportunity
to provide Geotechnical Engineering services 1s sincerely
appreciated.

Respectfully submitted,
LINCOLN-DeVORE, INC.

Edward M. Morris,

E.I.T.
HWestern Slope Branch Manager
Grand Junction, Office

Reviewed by:

LDTL Job #80051-J

EMM/ss
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INTRODUCTION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This report presents the results of our
geotechnical evaluation performed to determine the general sub-
surface conditions of the site applicable to construction of
approximately 18 to 20 multi-family units. A vicinity map is
included in the Appendix of this report.

Lincoln-DeVore has not seen a set a
building plans, but we assume the proposed structures will con-
sist of one and two story, wood framed buildings with the possi-
bility of full basements and concrete floor slabs on grade.
Structures of this type typically develop wall loads on the order
of 600 to 1100 plf and column loads on the order of 4 to 15
kips.

The 'characteristics of the subsurface
materials encountered were evaluated with regard to the type of
construction desgribedlabove. Recommendations are included
herein to match the described construction to the soil character-
istics found. The information contained herein may or may not be
valid for other purposes. If the proposed site use is changed or
types of construction proposed, other than noted herein, Lincoln
DeVore should be contacted to determine if the information in
this report can be used for the new construction without further

field evaluations.



PROJECT SCOPE

The purpose of our exploration was to
evs'uate the surface and subsurface soil and geologic conditions
of the site and, based on the conditions encountered, to provide
récommehdations pertaining to the geotechnical aspects of the
site development as previou<ly described. The conclusions and
recommendations included herein are based on an analysis of the
data obtained from our field explorations, laboratory testing
progiam, and on our experience with similar soil and geologic
conditions in the area.

The scope of our geotéchnical explora-
tion consisted of a surface reconnaissance, a geophoto study,
subsurface exploration, obtaining representative samples, labora-
tory testing, analysis of field and laboratory data, and a review

of geologic literature.

Specifically, the intent of this study is to:

1. Explore the subéurf&ce conditions to the depth expected
to be influenced by the proposed construction.

2. Evaluate by laboratory and field tests the general
engineering properties of the various strata which
could influence the development,

3. Define the general geology of the site including likely
geologic hazards which could have an effect on site
development.

4, Deveiop geotechnical criteria for site grading and

earthwork.

5. Identify potential construction difficulties and provide
recommendations concerning these problems.,

6. Recommend an appropriate foundation system for the
anticipated structure and develop criteria for
foundation design.



FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

A field evaluation was performed on
November 24, 1993, and consisted of a site reconnaissance by our
geotechnical personnel and the drilling of 5§ shallow exploration
bﬁrings; These shallow exploration borings were drilled within
the assumed building pads near the locations indicated on the
Boring Location Plan. The exploration borings were located to
obtain a reasonably good profile of the subsurface soil condi-
tions. All exploration borings were drilled using a CME 45B,
truck mounted drill rig with continuous flight auger to depths of
approximately & to 16 feet. Samples were taken with a standard
split spoon sampler, lined California sampler, and by bulk meth-
ods. Logs describing the subsurface conditions are presented in
the attached figures.

Laboratory tests were performed on
representative soil samples to determine their relative engi-
neering properties. Tests were ferformed in accordance with test
methods of the American Society for Testing and Materials or
other accepted standards. The results of our laboratory tests
are included in this report. The in-place moisture content and
the standard penetration test values are presented on the at-

tached drilling logs.



FINDINGS

SITE DESCRIPTION

The project site is located in the South
East Quarter of Section 17, Township 1 South , Range 1 West of
the Ute Principal Meridian, Mesa County, Colorado., More specifi-
cally the site is located on Lot 17, Block 9 of Ridges Subdivi-
sion, Filing 6 within the lim.ts of the City of Grand Junction.

The topography of the site is that of a
relatively flat hilltop with moderate to steep hillsides on the
Northeast and South sides. The slope of the hilltop is dropping
generally to the North, Northeast. The direction of surface
runoff on this site will be locally controlled by the proposed
construction, but, in general, surface runoff will travel to the
North and East. Surface drainage is fair to good; subsurface

drainage is fair.

GENERAL GEOLOGY ANﬁ SUBSURFACE DESCRIPTION

The zeologic materials encountered under
the site consist of a course grain alluvial deposit overlying the
Dakota Formation which is considered bedrock on this site. Thé
geologic and enginéering'properties of the materials fouhd in our
5 shallow exploration borings will be discussed in the following

sections.



The soils on this site consist of an
alluvial, course grain deposit placed by the action of the an-
cient Colorado River. These upper soils were found to range from
less than 1 foot to up to 14 feet in thickness. Tﬁese upper
éoils afe quite stratified, containing interbedded sand and silt
lenses.

This Soil Type is classified as a silty,
sandy gravel and cobble (GM) of course grain size under the
Unified Classification System. This soil type is non-plastic and
of medium density. This soil will have virtually no tendency to
expa'1 upon the addition of moisture. Settlement will be minimal
under the recommended foundation loads. This soil will undergo
elastic settlement upon application of static foundation pres-
sures. Such settlement is characteristically rapid and should be
virtually complete by the end of construction. If the recommend-
ed allowable bearing values are not exceeded, and if all other
recommendations are followed, differential movement will be
within tolerable limits. At shallow foundation depths this soil
was found to have an average allowable bearing capacity of 3400
psf maximum. If the bottom of the foundations are founded within
6 feet of the underlying Dakota Formation, a minimum dead load of,
1400 psf will be required. The finer grain portion of this soil
type contains éulfates in detrimental quantities.

The surface alluvial soils are deposited over medium to dense
formational material of the Dakota Formation of cretaceous age.
The Dakota Fofmation can broadly be described as a series of thin
to thick sandstones and sandy mudstone beds with interbedded

siltstones, shales and thin lignite beds. Many strata of the

L



Dakota Formation are often carbonaceous. Many of the clayey
strata have low to moderate expansive properties and contain
scattered sulfate salt deposits. Several samples of the Dakota
FQrmatiqn were obtained in the explorétion borings. The clayey
samples were grouped together and are described below.

This soil type was classified as a
slightly carbonaceous, silty sandy clay (CL) under the Unified
Classification System. The Standard Penetration Tests ranged from
48 blows per foot to in exces of 100 blows per foot. Penetration
tests of this magnitude indicate that the so0il .is of medium to
high density. Soil moisture content varied from 3.6% to 8.5%,
indicating a relatively dry to slightly moist soil. This soil is
plastic in some strata and is sensitive to changes in moisture
content. With decreased moisture, it will tend to shrink, with
some cracking upon desiccation. Upon increasing moisture, it will
tend to expand.

‘Expansion tests were performed on typi-
cal samples of the soil and expansive pressures on the order of
1200 to 1400 psf were found to be typical. An isolated strata
obtained from Test Boring #7 at a depth of 3 feet exhibited a
remolded expansion pressure in excess of 3400 psf. While this
high value is_considered to be somewhat anomalous, the presence
of small amounts of very expansive clays must be anticipated in

the Dakota Formation.



The allowable maximum bearing value was
found to be on the order of 5500 psf. A minimum dead load of 2000
psf will be required over a majority of the site. These allowa-
ble bearing capacities are for shallow foundation systems only.
This soil was found to contain sulfates in detrimental quanti-

ties.

GROUND WATER:

No free water was encountered during
drilling on this site. In our opinion the true free water sur-
face is fairly deep in this area, and hence, should not affect
construction. Seepage moisture may affect construction if sur-
face drainage is not properly controlled.

Due to the proximity of the Dakota
Formation, there exists a possibility of a perched water table
developing in the alluvial soils which overlie the formation.
This perched water would probably be the result of increased
irrigation due to the presence of lawns and landscaping and roof
runoff, The, exploration holes indicate that the top of the
Dakota Formaticn is relatively flat and that subsurface drainage
would probably be quite sloQ. While it is believed that under
the existing conditions at the time of this exploration the
construction ﬁrocess would not be effected by any free-flow
waters, it is very possible that several years after development
is initiated, a troublesome perched water condition may develop

which will provide construction difficulties.



In addition, this potential perched
" water could create some problems for existing or future founda-
tions on this tract. Therefore it is recommended that the future
presence of a perched water table be considered in all design and
cbnstruétion of both the proposed residential structures and any
subdivision improvements.

Data presented in this report concerning
ground water levels are representative of those levels at the
time of our field exploration. Groundwater levels are subject to

change seasonally or by changed environmental conditions.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERAL DISCUSSION

No geologic conditions were apparent
during our reconnaissance which would preclude the site develop-
mént as'planned, provided the recommendations contained herein
are fully complied with. Based on our investigation to date and
the knowledge of the proposed construction, the site condition
which would have the greatest effect on the planned development
is the expansive clays which are encountered in the Dakota Forma-
tion.

Since the exact magnitdde and nature of
the foundation loads are not precisely known at the present time,
the following recommendations must be somewhat general in nature.
Any special loads or unusual design conditions should be reported
to Lincoln DeVore so that changes in these recommendations may be
made, 1if necessary. However, based upon our analysis of the
soil conditions 3nd project characteristics previously outlined,

the following recommendations are made.

OPEN FOUNDATION OBSERVATION

Since the recommendations in this report
are based on information obtained through random borings, it 1is
possible that the subsurface materials between the boring points
could wvary. Therefore, prior to placing forms or pouring con-
crete, an oﬁen exgavation observation should be performed by
repreSentatiVes of Lincoln DeVore. The purpose of this observa-
tion is to determine if the subsurface soils directly below the

proposed foundations are similar to those encountered in our



exploration borings. If the materials below the proposed founda-
tions differ from those encountered, or in our opinion, are not
capable of supporting the applied loads, additional recommenda-
tions could be provided at that time.

Since no site grading plan was made
available at the time of writing this report, the extent of site
grading and the proposed footing elevations is not known. There-
fore, these grading recommendations must be considered prelimi-
nary until Lincoln DeVore has had the opportunity to review the

site grading plans.

EXCAVATION & STRUCTURAL FILL:

Subérade

Site preparation in all areas to receive
structural fill should begin with the removal of all topsoil,
vegetation, and other deleterious materials. Prior to placing
any fill, the subgfade should be observed by representatives of
Lincoln DeVore to determine if the existing vegetation has been
adequately removed and that the subgradé is capable of supporting
the proposed fills. The subgrade should then be scarified to a
depth of 10 inches, brought to near optimum moisture conditions
and compacted to at least 90% of its maximum modified Proctor dry
density [ASTM D-1557]. The.moisture content of this material
should be within + or - 2% of optimum moistufe, as determined by

ASTM D-1557.
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Structural Fill

In general, we recommend all structural
fill in the area beneath any proposed structure or roadway be
compacted to a minimum of 90% of its maximum modified Proctor dry
dénsifyv(ASTM D1557). We recommend that fill be placed and com-
pacted at approximately its optimum moisture content (+/-2%) as
determined by ASTM D 1557. Structural fill should be a granular,
coarse grained, non-free draining, noq—expansive soil. This
"structural fill should be placed in the overexcavated portion of
this site in lifts not to exceed 6 inches after compaction. This
St: ictural Fill must be brought to the requirea density by me-
chanical means. No scaking, jetting or puddling techniques of any

type should be used in placement of fill on this site.

NonfStructural Fill

| We recommend that all backfill placed
around the exterior of .the building, and in utility trenches
which are outside the perimeter of the building and not located
beneath roadways or parking lots, be compacted to a minimum of

80% of its maximum modified Proctor dry density (ASTM D-1557).

Fill Limits
To provide adequate lateral support, we
recommend that the zone of overexcavation extend at least 3 feet
beyond the périmeter of the bpilding on all sides. The Structural
Fill should be a minimum of 3 feet in final compacted thickness.
No major difficulties are anticipated in

the course of excavating into the surficial soils on the site. It
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is probable‘that safety provisions such as sloping or bracing the
sides of excavations over 4 feet deep will be necessary. Any such
safety prbvisions shall conform to reasonable industry safety

practices and to applicable OSHA regulations.

Field Observation & Testing:

During the placement of any structural
fill, it is recommended that a sufficient amount of field tests
and observation be performed under the direction of the geotech-
nical engineer. The geotechnical engineer should determine the
amc :nt of observation time and field density tests required to
determine substantial conformance with these recommendations. It
is recommended that surface density tests be taken at maximum 2
foot vertical interval.

The opinions and conclusions of a geo-
technical report are based on the interpretation of information
obtained by random bbrinés. Therefore the actual site conditions
may vary somewhat from those indicated in this report. It is our
opinion that field observations by the geotechnical engineer who

has prepared this report are critical to the continuity of the

project.
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Slope Angles

Allowable slope angle for cuts in the
native soils is dependent on soil conditions, slope geometry, the
moisture content and other factors. Should deep cuts be planned
for thié site, we recommend that a slope stability analysis be
performed when the location and depth of the cut is known.

No major difficulties are anticipated in
the course of excavating into the surficial soils on the site. It
is probable that safety provisions such as sloping or bracing the
sides of excavations over 4 feet deep will be necessary. Any such
safety provisions shall conform to reasonable’industry safety
pr: ‘tices and to applicable OSHA regulations. The OSHA Classifi-

cation for excavation purposes on this site is Soil Class B.

DRAINAGE AND GRADIENT:

Adequate site drainage should be provid-
ed in the foundation area both during and after construction to
prevent the ponding of water and the saturation of the subsurface
soils. We recommend that the ground surface around the structure
be graded so that surface water will be carried quickly away from
the building. The minimum gradient within 10 feet of the building
will depend on surface landscaping. We recommend that paved areas
maintain a minimum gradient of 2%, and that landscaped areas
maintain a minimum gradient of 8%. It is further recommended that
roof drain downspouts be carried across all backfilled areas and
discharged a£ least 10 fee@ away from the structure. Proper
discharge of roof drain downspouts may require the use subsurface

piping in some areas. Planters, if any, should be so constructed
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that moisture is not allowed to seep into foundation areas or
beneath slabs or pavements.

If adequate surface drainage cannot be
maintained, or if subsurface seepage is encountered during exca-
vation for foundation construction, a full perimeter drain is
recommended for this building. It is recommended that this drain
consist of a perforated drain pipe and a gravel collector, the
whole being fully wrapped in a geotextile filter fabric. We
recommend that this drain be constructed with a gravity outlet.
If sufficient grade does not exist on the site for a gravity
outlet, then a sealed sump and pump is recommended. Under no
circumstances should a dry well be used on this site.

It is recommended that the natural
drainage, along the hill slopes, existing prior to construction,
be disturbed as little as possible by final grading. In particu-
lar; we recommend that water not be channeled along or across any
newly filled areas, as tﬁis may result in accelerated erosion and
damage to the fill. To fully minimize erosion, a vegetative cover
should be established as soon éfter grading is complete as possi-
ble.

To give the building extra lateral
stability and to aid in the rapidity of runoff, it is recommended
that all backfill around the building and in.utility trenches in
the vicinity of the building be compacted to a minimum of 85% of
its maximum Proctor dry density, ASTM D 698. The native soils on
this site may be used for Sﬁchrbackfill. We recommend that all

backfill be compacted using mechanical methods. No water flooding
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techniques of any type may be used in placement of fill on this

site.

Should an automatic lawn irrigation
system be used on this site, we recommend that the sprinkler
héads bé installed no less than 5 feet from the building. In
addition, these heads should be adjusted so that spray from the
systen does not fall onto the walls of the building and that such

water does not excessively wet the backfill soils.
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FOUNDATIONS

For foundations which will bear on the
course grain alluvial soils and are greater than 5 feet from the
Dakota Formation, we recommend the use of a conventional shallow
foundation system consisting of continuous spread footings be-
neath ail bearing walls and isolated spread footings beneath all
columns and other points of concentrated 1load. Such a shallow
foundation system, resting on the course grain alluvial soils,
may be designed on the basisbof an allowable bearing capacity of
3400 psf maximum. A minimum dead load of 1400 psf must be main-
tained for foundations placeérwi£hin 5 feet of fhe Dakota Forma-
tion.

Contact stresses beneath all continuous
walls should be balanced to within + or -150 psf at all points.
Isolated interior column footings should be designed for contact
stresses of about 150 psf less than the average used to balance
the continuous walls. The criterion for balancing will depend
somewhat upon the nature of the structure. Single-story, slab on
grade structures may be balanced on the basis of dead load only.
Multi -story structures may be balanced on the basis of dead load
plus 1/2 live load, for up to 3 stories.

It should be noted that the term "foot-
ings" as used above includes the wall on grade or "no footing"
type of foundation system. On this pafticular site, the use of a
more convenfional footing, the use of a "no footing", or the use
of voids wili depend entirely upon the foundation loads exerted
by the structure. We would anticipate the use of conventional

footings on this site.
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Stem walls for a shallow foundation
system should be designed as grade beams capable of spanning at
least thifteen feet. These "grade beams" should be horizontally
reinforced both near the top and near the bottom. The horizontal
reinforcement required should be placed continuously around the
structure with no gaps or breaks. A foundation system designed
in this manner should provide a rather rigid system and, there-
fore, be better able to tolerate differential movements associat-
ed with stratification differences in the alluvial soils and
small amounts of heave due to the swelling clays in the underly-
ing Dakota Formation.

If the design of the upper structure is
such that loads can be balanced reasonably well and the founda-
tion is founded greater than 8 feet above the Dakota Formation, a
floating structural slab or raft type of foundation could be used
on portions of this site. Such a slab would require heavy rein-
forcing to resist'differéntial bending. It is possible to design
such a slab either as a solid or ribbed slab, but in either case,
a rimwall must be used for confinement. Any such slab must be
specifically designed for the anticipated loading. Such a
foundation system will settle to some degree as the softer,
underlying soils consolidate, but differential movement is held
to a minimum, Because the soils may settle.in varying amounts,
some minor cracking and heave are possible unless the slabs are

specifically designed with the movement in mind.
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If foundations are founded very near or
on the Dakota Formation then the siltstones and sandstones of the
Dakota Formation may be utilized for foundation bearing. At this
time Lincoln-DeVore has not been informed of the individual
fbundation/building plans and is therefore not informed as to the
precise wall or column loading plan within any of the proposed
buildings. Therefore, three foundation types which could be
utilized for these multi-family structures are recommended based
on our experience in this area. The choice between these founda-
tion types depends on the internal loading of the foundation
members and the amount of excavation planned to achieve the

finished lower elevations.

The three foundation types preliminarily recommended are as
follows:
1. The voided wall on grade foundation system with a
stemwall resting directly on the shale formation.
2. The isolated pad and grade beam foundation system
in which the grade beam is voided and loads are

transferred to the isolated pads.

3. The drilled pier and fully voided grade beam system
with the loads transferred to the piers.

Recommendations given in this report are given for the Shallow
Foundation Types No. 1 and 2 and the Deep Foundation Type No. 3.

A conventional shallow foundation system
consisting of either a voided wall on grade or an isolated pad
and grade beam system, resting on the relatively unweathered
expansive cléys of the Dakota Formation, may be designed on the
basis of an allowable bearing capacity\of 6000 psf maximum, and a

minimum dead load of 2400 psf must be maintained. Contact

18



stresses beneath all continuous walls should be balanced to
within + or - 200 psf at all points. Isolated interior column
footings éhould be designed for contact stresses of about 200 psf
more than the average used to balance continuous walls. The
criteria use for balancing will depend somewhat upon the nature
of the structure. Single-story, slab on grade structures and
single-story crawlspace structures may be balance on the basis of’
dead load only. Multi-story structures may be balanced on the
basis of Dead Load plus one half live load, for up to three
stories.

Stem walls for a shallow foundation
system should be designed as grade beams capable of spanning at
least fourteen feet.

These "grade beams" should be horizon-
tally reinforced both near the top and near the bottom. The
horizontal reinforcement required should be placed continuously
aroﬁnd the structure witﬁ no gaps or breaks. A foundation system
designed in this manner should provide a rather rigid system and,
therefore, be better able to tolerate differential movements

associated with the expansive clays of the Dakota Formation.

FROST PROTECTION

We recommend that the bottom of all
foundation components rest a minimum of 1-1/2 feet below finished
grade or as required by the local building codes. Foundation

components must not be placed on frozen soils.
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Monolithic slab-on-grade foundation
sy: .ems typically have an effective soil cover of less than 12
inches. Under normal use, the building and foundation system
radiates sufficient heat that frost heave from the ﬁnderlying
séils ié not normally a prob’em. However, additional protection
can be provided by applying an insulation board to the exterior
of the foundation and extending this board to approximately 18
inches below the final ground surface grade. This board may be
applied either prior to or after the concrete is cast and it is
very important that all areas of soil backfill be compacted.
Local building officials should be consulted for regulatory frost

protection depths,

DEEP FOUNDATIONS:

We recommend that drilled piers have a
minimum shaft length of 6 feet and be embedded at least 6 feet
into the relatively unweathéred bedrock. At this level,these
piers may be designed for a maximum end bearing capacity of 25000
psf, plus 1800 psf side support considering only the side wall
area embedded in the bedrock. Due to the expansive potential of
the bedrock, a minimum dead load uplift is required, consisting
of a point uplift of 3000 psf and 475 psf side uplift, based on
the side wall émbedded in the bedrock. The overburden is soft and
no supportiqg or uplift values are assigned to this material. The
weight of the concrete in the pier may be incorporated into the

required dead load.
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Based upon our experience in this area
and due to rather poor surface and subsurface drainage conditions
of the subdivision, a drilled pier foundation system may be the
preferred system for structures founded directly on the Dakota
Fgrmatién. It must be noted that a drilled pier and fully voided
grade beam system is quite rigid and will be quite sensitive to
relative differential movements of the individual piers. The
poséible future presence of subsurface water in the Dakota Forma-
tion indicates that a ’'Stable Strata Below The Zone of Seasonal
Moisture Change' may not be adequately defined gt this period of
time.

It is recommended that the bottoms of
all piers be thoroughly cleaned prior to the placement of con-
crete. The amount of reinforcing in each pier will depend on the
magnitude and nature of loads involved. As a rule of thumb,
reinforcing equal to approximately 1/2 of 1% of the gross cross-
sectional concrete area  should be used. Additional reinforcing
should be used if structural conditions warrant. We recommend
that reinforcing extend through the full length of pier.

To minimize the possibility of voids
developing in the drilled piers, concrete with a slump of 5 to 6
inches is recommended. We recommend that piers be dewatered and
thoroughly cléaned of all loose material prior to placing the
steel cage énd concrete. The pier excavation should contain no
more than 2 inches of free water unless the concrete is placed by
means of a tremie extending to the bottom of the pier. A free
fall in excess of 5 feet is not recommended when placing concrete

in drilled piers.,
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We recommend that casing be pulled as
the concrete is being placed and that a 5 foot head of concrete
be maintained while pulling the casing. It is recommended that
drilled piers be plumb with 2% of their length and that the shaft
maintain a constant diameter for the full length of the pier and
not allowed to "mushroom" at the top.

DRILLED PIER OBSERVATION:

The foundation installation for drilled
piers should be continuously observed by a representative of
Lincoln DeVore to determine that the recommended- -bearing material
has been adequately penetrated and that soil conditions are as
anticipated by the exploration., This observation will aid in
attaining an adequate foundation system. In addition, abnormali-
ties in the subsurface conditions encountered during foundation
installation can be identified and corrective measures taken as
required. Lincoln DeVore requires a minimum of one working day’s
notice, and a copy‘of thé foundation plan, to schedule any field
observation.

GRADE BEAMS:

A reinforced concrete grade beam is
recommended to carry the exterior wall loads in conjunction with
the deep foundation system. We recommend that this grade beam be
designed to span from bearing point to bearing point and not be
allowed to rest on the ground surface between these points. We
re-ommend a void space be left between the bottom of the grade
beam and the subgrade below due to the expansive nature of the

subgrade soils.



CONCRETE SLABS ON GRADE

Slabs could be placed directly on the
natural soils or on a structural fill. We recommend that all
slabs on grade be constructed to act independently ofAthe other
sfructufal portions of the building. One method of allowing the
slabs to float freely is to use expansion material at the slab-
structure interface.

Any partitions which will be located on
slabs on grade should be cohstructed with a minimum space of 2
inches at the bottom of the wall. This space should allow for
any future potential upwar& movement of the floor slabs and
minimize damage to the walls and foof sections above the slabs.

The partition wall void space 1is not
intended to allow for all potential slab movement, but is intend-
ed to serve as an indicator of slab movement. The void space
should be maintained for the life of the structure.

It is recommended that slabs on grade
placed within 2 feet ofAthe Dakota Formation be constructed over
a capillary break of approximately 6 inches in thickness. We
recommend that the material used to form the capillary break be
free draining, granular material and not contain significant
fines. A free draining outlet is also recommended for this break
so that it wiil not trap water beneath the slab. A vapor barrier
is recommended beneath the floor slab and above the capillary
break. To p?event difficulty in finishing concrete, a 2 inch sand
la: -r should'be placed above the break. An alternate method of
reducing finishing problems would be to place the vapor barrier

beneath approximately 6 inches of a minus 3/4 inch gravel fill,
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This method must be very curefully accomplished to minimize
excessive puncturing and tearing of the vapor barrier. If the
slab is to be placed directly on the expansive soils of the
Dakota Formation or on a thin fill overlying these soils, the
risk of slab movement is high and stringent mitigation techniques
are recommended. No design method known at this time will prevent
slab movement should moisture enter the expansive soils below.
Therefore, to mitigate the effects of slab movement should they

occur, we reccmmend the following:

1. Control joints should be placed in such a manner that no
floor area exceeding 400 square feet remains without a
joint. Additional juints should be placed at columns and
at inside corners. These control joints should minimize
cracking associated with expansive soils by controlling
location and direction of cracks.

2. We recommend that all slabs on grade be isolated from
structural members of the building. This is generally
accomplished by an expansion joint at the floor slab /
foundation interface. In addition, positive separation
should be maintained between the slab and all interior
columns, pipes and mechanical systems extending through
the slab.

3. The slab subgrade should be kept moist 3 to 4 days prior
to placing the slab, This is done by periodically
sprinkling the subgrade with water. However, under no
circumstances should the subgrade be kept wet by the
flooding or ponding water.

Any partitions which will rest on the slabs on grade
should be constructed with a minimum void space of 2
inches at the bottom of the wall (see figure in the
Appendix). This base should allow for future upward
movement of the floor slabs and minimize movement and
damage in walls and floors above the slabs. This void
may require rebuilding after a period of time, should
heave exceed 2 inches,
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It is recommended that floor slabs on
grade be constructed with control joints placed to divide the
floor into sections not exceeding 360 square feet, maximum.
Also, additional control joints are recommended at all inside
cérﬂers'and at all columns to control cracking in these areas.

Problems associated with slab ’curling’
are usually minimized by proper curing of the placed concrete
slab. This period of curing usually is most critical within the
first 5 days after placement. Proper curing can be accomplished
by continuous water application to the concrete surface or by the
placement of a ’'heavy' curing compound, formulated to minimize
water evaporation from the concrete. Curing by continuous water
application must be carefully undertaken tq prevent the wetting

or saturation of the subgrade soils.

EARTH RETAINING STRUCTURES

.The active soil pressure for the design
of earth retaining structures may be based on an equivalent fluid
pressure of 42 pounds per cubic foot,. The active pressure
should be used for retaining structures which are free to move at
the top (unrestrained walls). For earth retaining structures
which are fixed at the top, such as basement walls, an equivalent
fluid pressuré of 55 pounds per cubic foot may be used. It
should be noted that the above values should be modified to take
into accouAt any surcharge 1loads, sloping backfill or other
externally abplied forces. The above equivalent fluid pressures

should also be modified for the effect of free water, if any.
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The passive pressure for resistance to
lateral movement may be considered to be 318 pcf per foot of
depth, The coefficient of friction for concrete to soil may be
assumed to be .35 for resistance to lateral movement. When
cbmbiniﬁg frictional and passive resistance, the latter must be
reduced by approximately 1/3.

| We recommend that the backfill behind
any retaining wall be compacted to a minimum of 85% of its maxi-
mum modified Proctor dry density, ASTM D-1557. The backfill
material should be approved by the Soils Engineer prior to plac-
ing and a sufficient amount of field observation and density
tests should be performed during placement. Placing backfill
behind retaining walls before the wall has gained sufficient
strength to resist the applied lateral earth pressures is not
recommended.

Drainage behind retaining walls is
considered critical. 1If the backfill behind the wall is not well
drained, hydrostatic pressures are allowed to build up and later-
al earth pressures will be considerably increased. Therefore, we
recommend a vertical drain be installed behind any impermeable
retaining walls. Because of the difficulty in placement of a
gravel drain, we recommend the use of a composite drainage mat
similar to Ex#on Battledrain or Tensar MD Series NS-1100. An

outfall must be provided for this drain.
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REACTIVE SOILS

Since groundwater in the Grand Junction
area typically contains sulfates‘in quantities detrimental to a
Type I cement, a Type II or Type I-I1 or Type II-V cement is
récommeﬁded for all concrete which is in contact with the subsur-
face soils and bedrock. Calcium chloride should not be added to

a Tfpe II, Type I-I1 or Type II-V cement under any circumstances.
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LIMITATIONS

This report is issued with the under-
standing that it is the responsibility of the owner, or his
répreseﬁtative to ensure that the information and recommendations
contained herein are brought to the attention of the architect
and engineer for the projeét,’and are incorporated into the
plans. In addition, it is his responsibility that the necessary
steps are taken to see that the contractor and his sub-contrac-
tors carry out these recommendations during construction. The
findings‘of this report are valid as of the presént date. Howev-
er, changes in the conditions of a property can occur with the
passage of time, whether they be due to natural processes or the
works of man on this or adjacent properties. In addition,
changes in acceptable or appropriate standards may occur or may
result from legislation or the broadening of engineering knowl-
edge. Accordingly;_the_findings of this report may be invalid,
wholly or partially, by changes outside our control. Therefore,
this report is subject to review and should not be relied upon
after a period of 3 years.

The recommendations of this report
pe:! ~ain only to the site investigated and are based on the as-
sumption that the soil conditions do not deviate from those
described in this report. If any variations or undesirable
conditions ére encountered during construction or the proposed
construction‘will differ from that planned on the day of this
report, Lincoln DeVore should be notified so that supplemental

recommendations can be provided, if appropriate.
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Lincoln DeVore makes no warranty, either
expressed or implied, as to the findings, recommendations, speci-
fications or professional advice, except that they were prepared
in accordance with generally accepted professional engineering

practice in the field of geotechnical engineering.
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_ SUMMARY SHEET
CARBPENA CECUS
Soil Sample __Sikry  SANDY LAY Test No. 005/ T
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STAFF REVIEW

FILE: #20-94

DATE: February 17, 1994

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest

LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICANT

Sidney Gottlieb

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential

SURROUNDING LAND USE:
NORTH: Open Space and Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Residential

EAST: Open Space and Residential
WEST: Open Space and Residential
EXISTING ZONING: PR-4

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4

PR-4

PR-4

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of
units per acre is variable. No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.

STAFF ANALYSIS:



The proposal is for the replatting and developing of a 3 acre multi-family lot in the Ridges,
Filing #6. A total of 35 housing units are proposed, 20 condominiums within 3 buildings and
15 single family lots, for a density of 11.9 units per acre.

The Ridges development received approval through the County review process for an overall
density of 4 units per acre. In looking at how each of the six filings that have been recorded
have developed or could develop, a total number of remaining units that could be allocated to
each of the multi-family lots can be derived. The presumed density of 12 units per acre
remaining for the multi-family lots in filing six is assuming that the overall density of 4 units
per acre was meant to include density transfers from the less densely developed areas and
dedicated open space to the multi-family lots. It’s not clear that that was indeed the intent of
the original approval. Therefore, it is the City’s opinion at this time that the density of any of
the multi-family lots should not exceed 4 units per acre as a maximum density; and that, in
fact, densities that high may not even be possible in some situations because of the capacity
of existing road systems and/or geologic constraints.

Because of the inadequacy of the existing road system that this development would be
accessing, the preliminary plan cannot be adequately reviewed by staff without a complete
Traffic Impact Analysis of existing conditions and this development’s impacts on Prospector
Point, Rana Road and Ridge Circle Drive to its intersection with Ridges Blvd.

The creation of lots along the bluff where the majority of the proposed building envelopes are
over the steep escarpment of the bluff line is not acceptable. That type of development will
have significant visual impacts from the surrounding open space and Ridges Blvd. Section 7-
4-5 of the Zoning and Development Code dealing with site planning and design requirements
of a planned development states: "Site planning and design shall preserve, to the maximum
extent possible, the existing natural features which enhance the attractiveness of the area and
shall blend harmoniously with all uses and structures contained within and surrounding the
PD". Section 7-4-6 of the Code further states: "Land which is unsuitable for development
because of potential hazards such as flooding, landslides, excessive slopes, rockfall, subsidence,
avalanches, high water table, air or vehicular traffic hazards, or if developed, may be
detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of existing or future residents shall not be
developed unless the hazards are eliminated or mitigated by approved design and construction
plans. Consideration shall be given to preservation of areas of significant natural amenities.
Those areas determined undevelopable according to the terms of this section shall be preserved
in their natural state".

A complete geologic study is required at this time to adequately review the proposal and
determine the necessary setback from the bluff line to maintain slope stability. Such a study
must also be reviewed by the State Geologic Survey.

The proposed subdivision sign does not meet the requirements of the Zoning and Development
Code for subdivision identification signs. Such signs cannot exceed 32 sq. ft. and cannot be
over 8 feet above ground level.

Show the location of the proposed pathway system through the private open space linking with



the public open space pathway system.

Although the proposed development is surrounded by Ridges Open Space, the open space is
steep and not easily accessible directly from the development. The proposed provision of 5.4%
of the developed area for private open space is not adequate to serve the 35 units, especially
the proposed 20 condominium units which have virtually no yards or open space areas
surrounding the buildings.

What are the proposed maximum building elevations?
The City’s parking requirement for residential structure with 4 or fewer units is 2 spaces per
unit. The requirement for structures with 5 or more units is 1.5 spaces per unit, plus 1 space

per every five spaces. If the proposed street standard would preclude on-street parking the off-
street parking provided would need to be increased.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:



RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS

March 22, 1994

Title: EAGLE CREST, Preliminary Plan
File No: 20-94

Location: Lot 19, Block 9, The Ridges, Filing 6

RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER:
1. Attached is a the proposed pedestrian circulation plan.

2. Attached is a detail of the intersection geometry at Eagle Crest Court and
Prospector Point.

3. Pavement design calculations, street lighting plan, traffic signs, mail collection
areas, and solid waste pick-up locations will be provided with the Final Plat and
Plan.

4. The entrance sign will be modified as requested by the Community Development
Department.

5. Parking Stalls will be increased to meet City Standards. The parking area off of
the Cul-de-Sac will be eliminated.

6. The informal gravel pathway will be upgrade as requested by the Parks
Department.

7. The 65 foot centerline radius will be increased to 80 feet.

8. The southerly driveway entrance to the parking lot will be eliminated as
requested.

9. The 14 foot multi-purpose easement will be added to both sides of Eagle Crest
Court.

10. The existing 12" CMP across Ridges Blvd. will be replaced with a 24" RCP.

11. The storm sewer pipe line will be modified to eliminate any manholes on the
slope.



12. An drainage easement across the Open Space will be provided with the Final
Plat and Plan.

RESPONSE TO U.S. WEST:
Comments do not require a response.

RESPONSE TO CITY PARKS:
The proposed pathway will consist of an eight foot wide asphalt paved surface. The
trail route will be selected as recommended by the Parks Dept. An easement will
be dedicated to the Public on the Final Plat. Open Space fees will be paid prior to
the recording of the Final Plat.

RESPONSE TO POLICE DEPARTMENT:
1. The plan as submitted calls for the construction of a sidewalk in front of all units
including the condominium area. If it is the City's desire, the applicant will construct
an additional sidewalk along the Northwesterly side of Eagle Crest Court.

2. Parking provided meets the requirements of Section 5-5-1 of the Zoning and
Development Code.

3. Ititis the City's desire the southerly parking ot entrance can be eliminate with
the submission of the Final Plat and Plan. The plan as submitted, calls for the
construction of a pedestrian path between the proposal and the existing nearby trail
system.

4. The street width, as proposed meets the current requirements for local streets
in the City of Grand Junction.

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC SERVICE CO:
The open area in front of the condominium units will be designated as a utility
easement on the Final Plat.

RESPONSE TO CITY UTILITY ENGINEER:
Sewer easements will be increased to 20 feet. A plan and profile for the Sanitary
Sewer improvements will be provided with the Final Plant and Plan.

RESPONSE TO FIRE DEPARTMENT:
A fire flow survey will be provide with the submission of the Final building plans and
Plat. The fire hydrant will be relocated as requested.

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:
1. A Traffic Impact Analysis is attached.

2. A Subsurface Soils Report and supplemental statement regarding slope stability
is attached. Copies have been transmitted to the State Geologist for their review.



page 3
3. The entrance sign will be modified as requested.

4. The subject site is almost completely surrounded by District Open Space. The
Private Open Space will be increased in size with the elimination of the parking
area adjacent to the Cul-de-Sac.

5. Maximum building elevation on the site will be limited to 32 feet.

6. It is the applicants understanding that the City's Local Street Section permits
allows for on street parking limited to one side.

7. Attached are the City's density allocations for the multi-family lots within The
Ridges, as provided to the applicant .

RESPONSE TO CITY PROPERTY AGENT:
Once the final configuration of the storm drainage pipeline is determined a metes
and bounds legal description will be provided.



April 7, 1994

Thomas A. Logue
227 S. 9th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Tom:

We have reviewed the additional information submitted for the
review of the proposed Eagle Crest development in the Ridges. This
cursory review was to determine the completeness of the reports
only. Attached are comments from Jody Kliska requesting additional
information for the traffic analysis. The revised report must be
received in our office no later than 5:00 p.m. April 13, 1994 for
this project to continue in the review process for the May Planning
Commission hearing. All other items will be addressed through the
normal review process and you will be given an opportunity to
respond to staff comments under the same schedule as all other
projects being reviewed this month.

I'd like to remind you that at this time it is still the City’s
opinion that this property has a density of 4 units per acre unless
a plan is adopted that indicates a different density. We are
working on a Ridges plan, to include density alternatives, to be
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council and hope to
get it to the May 3rd Planning Commission hearing.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Katherine M. Portner
Planning Supervisor



THOMAS A. LOGUE
- _— LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

April 12, 1994

Colorado Geological Survey
715 State Centennial Building
1313 Sherman Street
Denver, CO 80203

RE: EAGLE CREST SUBDIVISION
Staff:

The City of Grand Junction has requested your comments in reference to Eagle Crest Subdivision.
We have enclosed the following items:

Site Development Plan (2 sheets)
Site Grading and Drainage Plan
Project Narrative

Subsurface Soils Report

Slope Stability Report

Review Fee

SN h W=

Your comments should be returned to Ms. Kathy Portner, Community Development Department,
City of Grand Junction, 250 North 5th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501.

We would like to thank you in advance for your prompt response to our request.
Resp "tﬁllly,

S F TR
Thomas A. Lo ;

xc: Kathy Portner
Sid Gottlieb

227 SOUTH 8TH STREET - GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501
(303} 245-40389
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COLORADO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Division of Minerals and Geology

o -

Department of Natural Resources
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715
Denver, Colorado 80203

Phone (303) 866-2611

FAX (303) 866-2461

A A\ DEPARTMENT OF
% NATURAL

O\ RESOURCES
- Roy Romer

Governor

James S. Lochhead
Executive Director

Michael B. Long
Division Director

May 11, 1994 MA-94-0043 Vicki Cowart

State Geologist
and Director

Ms. Kathy Portner

City of Grand Junction

Community Development Department
250 North Sth Street

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501

Re: Proposed Eagle Crest Subdivision -- The Ridges Area,
City of Grand Junction

Dear Ms. Portner:

At the request of Mr. Thomas A. Logue [Land Development Consultants], Grand Junction,
who was apparently directed to do so by your office, we have reviewed the materials
submitted for and made a field inspection of the site of the proposed multi-family residential
subdivision referenced above. The following comments summarize our findings.

(1) The general geology of this site consists of gravels of the ancestral Colorado River which
are of variable thickness. These gravels overlie Dakota Formation bedrock which consists
predominantly of sandstones and shales.

(2) The foundation-design recommendations made in the submitted Lincoln DeVore report
thoroughly discuss the options available considering the different building types possible. In
the long term it probably will be less problematical for reliable foundation performance to
build structures without basements. Eventually a perched water table will form at the
contact between the gravels and the Dakota Formation and rise in the gravels. The gravels
are capable of supporting a shallow foundation system, but are not thick enough in most
places on the site that basement walls could be founded on them. If basements are used, a
drilled-pier and grade-beam foundation system probably would be the best alternative, but
this would necessitate installation of foundation drains. Although restrictions on irrigation
might lessen the amount of water-table rise, reliable enforcement of such restrictions is



Ms. Kathy Portner
May 11, 1994
Page 2

usually difficult to achieve. In any event and especially if the contact between the gravels
and the Dakota is above the level of the basement floor, water seepage into basements will
be likely (eventually).

(3) The flatter and nearly level parts of this site should present few construction problems.
However, placement of fills in the steeper areas should be done with extreme care as
specified by the soils and foundation engineer. Depending on specific site building plans, it
may be desirable to overexcavate the gravels, place structural fill, and then replace the
gravels (as fill) on top of the newly placed materials. Some of the fill placements for other
(newer) houses in the vicinity appear to have been placed in an uncontrolled fashion.

(4) Care should be taken to ensure that runoff and ground-water seepage from this parcel
is not directed toward the rear yards of the existing houses along Pleasant Hollow (Filing
6, Block 29 of The Ridges). This may necessitate installing an interceptor drain between the
north and northwest sides of this parcel and these built-out lots. Surface drainage from
parking areas, roofs, and proposed Eagle Crest Court should be controlled and not allowed
to run down hill into the open spaces or adjacent property.

In summary we believe that this proposal is entirely feasible (conceptually, because we have
not seen the actual construction plans) from a geologic standpoint. This assumes that the
proponent will follow advice and build according to designs made by qualified soils and
foundation and drainage engineers. Following the recommendations made above and those
in the submitted geotechnical report should be made conditions of this approval.

Sincerely,

Ei,lgineering Geologist
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THOMAS A.LOGUE
—-—— LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

June 30, 1994

Community Development Dept.
City of Grand Junction

250 North 5th. Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: EAGLE CREST

Dear Staff:

Accompanying is a revised Site Development Plan for Eagle Crest Subdivision located in The
Ridges.

We have not included the following items with the submittal since they are in your existing file:
1. Legal Description
2. Proof of Ownership Document
3. Legal Description
4. List of Surrounding Property Owners
If you require the above items, contact our office and we will see that you receive them promptly.

Respectfully,

%m{@;ﬂf
Thomas A. 1

227 SOUTH S8TH STREET - GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501
(303) 245-4099



PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN ’ /93
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EAGLE CREST AT THE RIDGES 42°
Grand Junction, Colorado
June, 1994

Prepared For:
Sidney Gottlieb, Eagle Crest, LLC.
477 Elkwood Terrace, Englewcod, NJ 07631
201-569-0916
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A LANDesign Partner
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PROJECT NARRATIVE
PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR:
EAGLE CREST AT THE RIDGES

INTRODUCTION - Acccmpanying is a mcdified Development Plan which will
superseces a develpment progosal wiich was reviewed in March of this year. But,
was with Zrawn prior to any Public Hearings.

LOCATION - Eagle Crest contains aroroximately 3 acres. Eagle Crest is located
in the Citv of Grand Juncticn on the Reclancds. The crogerty is iocated in nart of the

N

SE 1/4 o7 Section 17, Township One Scuth, Range Tns West, of the Ute Meridian.

The site 's also known as Lot 17, Th« =Ricges, Filing Six.

EXISTING LAND USE - The site is vacant of struciures and is in a failow state.

:

Agricuitural production has never cccurrec on the preperty. The site is not affected
By any netural drainage flows since it is iccated on the {cp of a nill. Tepegraphy of
the property is flat on the hill top. However, slopes cf the hiil side within the site
approach 40 percent at the steepest areas. The hiil top within Zagle Crest siopes

s 'l

towards ("¢ east at an averzge rate of 1.2 cercent. The subject property is zoned

i i i P

PR (Plarn ed Unit Development) by the City of Grand Junciic

(!)

URRCUNEING LAND USE -The surrcuncing land use in the vicinity cf the subject
cropertyy ‘s considered to be of mederate {0 high intensity. Predeminais uses
include single family dwellings on subdivided tracts intermixed with multi-family
condominium units. Agricultural preducticn is nonexistent in the vicinity of the
subject site. The only non-residential uses are fcund along Ridges Blvd. and

consist ¢f [ight office uses. Public Open Speces almest surround the preperty. At-

-
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42
tached is an "Assessor's Map" which depicts the configuration of various properties

in the area surrounding Eagle Crest.

PROPOSED LAND USE - The proposal calls for 12 single family building sites on
the 3 acres, resulting in a density 4.0 dwelling units per acre. The accompanying
Preliminary Site Development Plan depicts the relationship of each lot to the
property boundary, designated building envelopes, roadway access, and other
features of the proposed development. Lot size ranges between 7400 and 9500

square feet.

An eight foot wide concrete pathway is proposed to.be constructed between the
proposed new street in Eagle Crest to an existing pathway system adjacent to
Ridges Blvd. in Public Open Space. All open areas in and around the proposec

residential units will be totally landscaped utilizing low water requirement plantings.

Solid waste collection areas and postal pick up points will be provided, as directed

by the City of Grand Juncticn.

Besides the individual lot development standards presented herein, strict
architectural controls will be instigated to protect the development from undesirable
influences. To achieve this, a set of covenants, conditions and restrictions (C.C.&
R's) will be adopted to insure ongoing protection to the future residents of Eagle
Crest and surrounding property owners. The accompanying Site Development Plan
suggests the minimum building setback requirements that will be incorporated in the

fot building envelopes.

W

Id

CD
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LAND USE SUMMARY ’
USE UNITS | AREA | % OF
TOTAL
STREET 0.14 5.0
LOTS 12 2.81 956.0
| TOTAL ‘ 12 2.95 | 1C00.0

ENSITY: 4.0 DUJAC

ACCESS - Access to Zagie Crest is gained from a series of interccnnecting street
‘o Ridges Zlvd. The s*u%:jec: ~reperty has direct access to-Prospectors Point, which
s designated as local sireet bv the City of Grand Junction. Review of the ac-
sompanyirg maps reveal that access to Prespector Point is gained from Rana Road
and Ridge Drive, and Ridges Blvd. which ultimately connects with Colorade State
Highway 2<0.

-

Prcpose roadway improvements call for the construction of appreximately &30

est of new public street. The site's sireet frontage on Prospector Point is
approximately 26 feet. Due o the limited street frontage coupled with the
Pr Y

icpoegraphic constraints of the hill top a madified public street section is proposed.

—

he traveled way veries in wicih, from 20 feet to 28 feet of paving. Areas of the
street wnich are less than 28 feet in width wiil be posted for No Parking. The strest

right-of-way will also serve as & utility corridor

§]

UTILITY SERVICE
DOMESTIC WATER - All units within Eagle Crest will be served by a domestic

water distrioution system.  An existing 8 inch water main is located within



X2
Prospector Point. and will be extended within the property. All of the existing water
mains are owned and maintained by the Ute Water Conservancy District. Fire

hydrants will be placed throughout the development. Sufficient flows and pressure

exist to provide adequate water supply for fire protection.

SANITARY SEWER - A new sanitary sewage collection system will be constructed
to serve all lots within the development. Sewer service will be extended from an
existing 8 inch main stub located at the north end of the property. It is estimated
that peak sewage flows generated by the lots within the development wiH be 3,600

gallons per day.

ELECTRIC, GAS, PHONE & CATV - Electric, gas, and communication lines will be
extended to each lot within the development from existing lines located next to the
proposed development. Lines will be located in a "common trench" adjacent to the

dedicated road right-of-way.

IRRIGATION WATER - Due to the nature of the development, irrigation water will
not be utilized. Irrigation of the landscaped areas will utilize domestic water

supplies.

DRAINAGE - A Drainage Report which evaluates the impacts on existing drainage
patterns previously submittéd to the City Engineering Department. Databontained
within the original report will nct change with the new site development plan. Most
of the future drainage will be carried cn the ground surface to the proposed street
system to a point near the north property line. The proposal calls for the
construction of a piped storm sewer to the existing drainage system within The
Ridges along Ridges Bivd. detention of storm water will not be attempted. The site

is not affected by drainage from off-site sources.

o

oD



Y N
DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE - The rate at which development of Eagle Crest, will
occur is dependent upon the City's future growth and housing needs. At this point
in time it is anticipated that the site will be fully developed and ready for

construction of the new dwellings by fall of this year.



% £ Fokl AHEHST AING
o pre s

FOOYR NGNSV DN JOFOR

SRR LT e VA Qe

BNODO WV @VINDHLS

15390 Ty
=V YOO

Red o AL &

o
s

e
s ST

oS s
LRI AA

\WMM} A g ik
e

CERSE 0N NOLLLY e
B34 LB OBive $I00H

Mg e TN
B i:!w..wmw%”wuﬁi
et SULOT
: mxuuu»m\mg@m}
S /

gy S
P e

B X
o s B o NS e
FEAD ot B ]
ST AT L
.&\%&




T -
< z FRBL T LavONYE givg m /
Boa S5 S0 B SO NI AN TR R O OO e VLR  FINVELNT '
Eose. BURED S VANRET B LSS W Y

BLLYISHOD INBO UAIT aNvl - |
00T Y SYWNOHL ¥

BIOTE UL HO

15340 310V
NY'W INIWHOT13A30 3US

L ]
COMLSIET 0L Mivd

JTwT IWES
fei Wil
PN i i
ZE o SIIEIE T
iNID¥Ed S3u0% BAT
ABVRWIS 380 oy
\\v H Tl : , Y , & \ .‘ ;m;nw»y A
\x | 30VdS N3O foweio, 38
! LomLsIa )
/ S
\\ =
/ NOI935 A9N3 : E L
/o L 1 _ C
; E W e 7 B <
e : PN o “vig /
| T 39vds N30 [/ /A/ /
| / e oS /! m T N /
m.ud BTR B I } .\\ ’
/ \ N ;
: R V | / m N /\\ vzz
| 4 , / L : :
g ! s o IN3W3SYE _ ! AL
[ / - A1ALn .ot l, o
\ M \«m \.,\ 9 Y 4 I«.ﬂf\ N. : /_// «
o, (S ) ¢ Lo hhl 1
INIWISY3

ALHLA 02




- -
A THOMAS A. LOGUE
T —-— L LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

A LANDesign Partner

RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTION
PLANS v

July 20, 1994

JUL 20 1994

City of Grand Junction

Community Development Dept.

250 N. 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Attention: Ronnie Edwards

re: Eagle Crest Subdivision

Dear Ronnie:

This letter is to acknowledge that the mailing list of addresses previously submitted with the
Preliminary Plan Application of the above-referenced project are still valid for use with the Final
Submittal.

If there are any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact my office.

Sincerely,

#

. / / '{w ?? Ry 2 (j:&
iemas TN 7

Thomas A. Logué¢ '~

o

TAL/wle

200 NORTH BTH STREET - GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501
(B03) 245-4089



REVIEW COMMENTS

Page 1 of 2

FILE #20-94-2 TITLE HEADING: Preliminary Plan
Eagle Crest Subdivision

LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, The Ridges Filing #6

PETITIONER: Sidney Gottlieb

PETITIONER’S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 477 Elkwood Terrace
Englewood, NJ 07631
201-569-0916

PETITIONER’S REPRESENTATIVE: Tom Logue

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Kathy Portner

NOTE: WRITTEN RESPONSE BY THE PETITIONER TO THE REVIEW COMMENTS IS
REQUIRED ON OR BEFORE 5:00 P.M., July 25, 1994,

PUBLIC SERVICE 7107194
Dale Clawson 244-2695

Electric and Gas: The 14’ utility easements at the westerly edges of Lots 1 & 12 need to
extend across the Pedestrian Right-of-Way and the District Open Spaces.

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 7/07/94
Hank Masterson 244-1400

The hydrant locations shown are fine. A fire flow survey needs to be done to ensure
adequate flows. City engineering road standards must be complied with to ensure Fire
Department access for apparatus at intersection of Eagle Crest Point and Prospector Point.

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 7/06/94

Bill Cheney 244-1590

Water: The water system is part of the Ridges Metropolitan District and is maintained
by the City.

Sewer: No comment at this time.

CITY PARKS AND RECREATION DEPT. 7/07/94

Don Hobbs 244-1542

Open space fees based upon 12 units X $225 = $2,700 due for these fees.

Concrete alignment shall be approved by this department and shall meet all City specifications
for trail construction. Path is to be a public facility.



FILE #20-94-2 /| REVIEW COMMENTS / PAGE 2 OF 2

U.S. WEST 7/11/94
Leon Peach 244-4964

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

CITY POLICE DEPT. 7/15/94
Dave Stassen 244-3587

The only concerns | can see are the width of both the sidewalks and the street at the
entrance.

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 7/18/94
Jody Kliska 244-1591

City standards require 44’ ROW and 28’ pavement width. The entrance does not meet this.
A minimum 20’ radius is required at the intersection. What will the 12" CMP on Ridges Blvd.
be replaced with? How will the City access manholes on the slope? A drainage easement
across the open space will be required. What happens to the pedestrian path? Does it end
abruptly as shown on the plans?

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 7/19/94
Kathy Portner 244-1446

See attached comments.



STAFF REVIEW

oo omsomossmossmvmsosFmssFmsomss s omsomssmmssomnny
FILE: #20-94(2)

DATE: July 19, 1994

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest
LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb

e s SR BB RIS o0 e R O 05 o > SRS,
e

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped
PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential

SURROUNDING LAND USE:
NORTH: =~ Open Space and Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Residential
EAST: Open Space and Residential
WEST: Open Space and Residential

EXISTING ZONING: PR-4
PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4
EAST: PR-4
WEST: PR-4

Y

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of
units per acre is variable. No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.

STAFF ANALYSIS:



The proposal is for the replatting and developing of a 2.95 acre multi-family lot in the Ridges,
Filing #6. Twelve single family lots are proposed for an overall density of 4.1 units per acre.

The following issues must be addressed:

1. Because of the inadequacy of the existing road system that this development would be
accessing, the preliminary plan cannot be adequately reviewed by staff without a complete
Traffic Impact Analysis of existing conditions and this development’s impacts on Prospector
Point, Rana Road and Ridge Circle Drive to its intersection with Ridges Blvd.

2. For this proposed density the street section must include sidewalk, where ever there is
sufficient width, with connections into the open space pathway system. The proposed path
adjacent to lot 1 is too steep. It appears the slope adjacent to lot 5 is less steep and would
provide the opportunity for the path to switch-back down the slope.

3. The proposed drainage pipe through the open space will require obtaining an easement from
the City.

4. Lot ten’s building envelope must maintain the 20’ setback around the cul-de-sac.
5. Lot 8 must maintain the 20’ setback from the bluff line.

6. The building envelopes for lots 5 and 7 appear to be unbuildable. Show the building design
for those lots.

7. Although staff appreciates the reduction in the number of units shown on this plan, we still
have a great concern that the configuration, location and topography of this site cannot support
this number of units. Given all the constraints of the lot, staff would support a proposal for
up to 4 single family lots on the site accessed by a common private drive. This would
decrease the infrastructure costs of the development and provide large view lots much more
conducive to the site.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:



RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS

July 25, 1994

Title: EAGLE CREST SUBDIVISION, Preliminary Plan
File No: 20-94-2

Location: Lot 17, Block 9, The Ridges Filing 6

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC SERVICE CO:
The requested 14 ft. utility easements will be included on the Final Plat.

RESPONSE TO FIRE DEPARTMENT:
Comments do not require response.

RESPONSE TO CITY UTILITY ENGINEER:
Comments do not require response.

RESPONSE TO CITY PARKS:
$2700.00 will be paid to the City Parks and Recreation Department prior o the
Recording of the Final Plat.

Detailed construction plans for the proposed trail will be provided to the department
with the Final Plat and Plan.

RESPONSE 7O U.S. WEST:
Comments do not require response.

RESPONSE TO POLICE DEPARTMENT:
Due to the existing width of the properties frontage on Prospector Point no
other aiternative is feasible.

RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER:
Due to the existing width of the properties frontage on Prospector Point it is
impossible to obtain the City's standard street and right-of-way width.

The existing 12" CMP on Ridges Blvd. is proposed to be replace with a 18"
RCP.



A drainage easement will be provided across the Open Space will be
provided with the Final Plat Submittal. This will be coordinated with the
City's Property Manager. Routing of the storm sewer and easement will be
designed in @ manner which will maintain access to the Manholes at a rate
not exceeding 12% slope.

The pedestrian plat will connect to an existing pathway south of the property
within the Open Space.

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:
1. A Traffic Study and Report was transmitted to the department in March
of 1884. This study was completed for another development proposal. Data
contained within the report is considered tc be valid for the current
development proposal.

2. Based on testimony given during a public hearing for development
standards for The Ridges, it was the applicants understanding that sidewaiks
would not be required. However, the Preliminary Plan proposes adequate
right-of-way width to accommodate sidewalks. The proposed off-site walk
will be relocated to Lot 5 on the Finai Plat and Plan.

3. Adrainage easement will be provided across the Open Space and will be
provided with the Final Plat Submittal. This will be coordinated with the
City's Property Manager

4. The northerly building envelope line will be increased to a minimum of 20
feet from the cul de sac right-of-way line on the Final Plat and Plan.

5. The actual biuff line will be established on the site with the assistance of
a qualified soils engineer. The staff will be invited to view the bluff line
location prior to defining the field location on the Final Plat and Plan.

6. A specific building design will be provided for Lots 6 and 7 with the Final
Plat and Plan submittal. These lots will require the construction of a two
story dwelling.

7. As stated within the staff's report, "The Ridges Development Plan
identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific density assigned.”

In November of 1993 the applicant received a copy of a letter from the City
which indicated that the total number of units available to be in the range of
36 dwelling units. Based on the November letter the applicant purchased
the property and submitted a preliminary plan to the City for review. The
Preliminary Plan submitted in February included a mix of 20 condominium
units and 15 cluster single family lots. After an initial review of the
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application by the staff and several meetings between the staff and
applicant, it was determined that a total of 12 units may be more suitable for
the site. Therefore, the applicant withdrew the application and resubmitted
the current development proposal. The applicant would like to proceed to
the Planning Commission with the current application, as submitted.



STAFF REVIEW

S
FILE: #20-94(2)

DATE: July 27, 1994

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest
LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped

o

PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential

SURROUNDING LAND USE:
NORTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential
EAST: Open Space and Single Family Residential
WEST: Open Space and Single Family and Multi-family Residential

EXISTING ZONING: PR-4
PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4
SURROUNDING ZONING:

NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4

EAST: PR-4
WEST: PR-4
s s sV vsosismpnmmnnnonion D oiimmnssasmsmsessmrmemmmnsvrorws

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of
units per acre is variable". No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.

The overall density for the Ridges is 4 units per acre. The City is working on an amended
plan for the Ridges that will specifically identify the maximum densities for the multi-family



lots. Whatever maximum density is assigned will be limited by the individual site constraints,
such as infrastructure and topography.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The proposal is for the replatting and development of a 2.95 acre multi-family lot in the
Ridges, Filing #6. Twelve single family lots are proposed for an overall density of 4.1 units
per acre. The buildable area of the site is limited by the relatively steep slopes to the east and
south. The development potential of the site is further limited by the narrow access of 26’ to
Prospector Point Drive. The traffic capacity of Prospector Point Drive is greatly limited by its
narrow width and awkward geometry.

The developer had originally proposed 20 condominium units and 15 single family lots for the
site. Staff comments on that proposal were that the existing constraints of the site would not
allow that kind of density and that a lower density should be considered. The developer
withdrew that proposed plan and resubmitted the plan for 12 single family lots, which equates
to approximately 4 units per acre, which is the overall assigned density for the Ridges. Staff
had indicated to the developer that the reduction in units would certainly be more appropriate
for the site, but that the proposal would have to be reviewed in the context of the site
constraints. Although the reduction in the number of units shown on this plan is better than
the original proposal, staff still has a great concern that the configuration, location and
topography of this site cannot support this number of units. The major concern with approving
this number of lots is the inadequate roadway width at the intersection of the proposed Eagle
Crest Court with Prospector Point Drive. The turning radii is not adequate and is especially
of concern for Fire vehicle access.

Given all the constraints of the lot, staff would support a proposal for up to 4 single family lots
on the site accessed by a common private drive. This would decrease the infrastructure costs
of the development and provide large view lots much more conducive to the site. The design
standards of the private drive would be decided on prior to submittal of a final plat.

How drainage from the site will be handled is another concern. The proposal is to pipe the
drainage down the steep slope to the east into existing drainage facilities. An easement through
the open space would have to be obtained from the City. Burying a pipe down the slope will
require blasting through rock ledges, leaving scars on the hillside that will be almost impossible
to restore. If the pipe is to be above ground it will be very visible along the entrance to the
Ridges. How the energy of the steep fall will be dissipated is also a concern.

If Eagle Crest Court is to be a public road it must meet City standards, including curb, gutter
and sidewalk. Connections to the existing pathway system below the development should also
be provided with a trail section through the proposed lot 5 down the slope at an acceptable
grade, connecting to the trail system at the bottom. Trail section must be approved by the City
Parks Department.

The building envelopes for lots 5 and 7 do not appear to have adequate depth for construction.



The developer has indicated that specific house plans for those lots will be provided with the
final plan/plat.

For staff to support the proposed plan the following requirements must be met:

1. Additional ROW must be obtained for the proposed Eagle Crest Court at its intersection

with Prospector Point Drive to meet minimum design standards, including curb, gutter
and sidewalk.

2. Specific building envelopes for lots 5 and 7 must be submitted with the final plan.
3. All building envelopes must maintain a 20’ setback from the bluff line and the ROW.
4. Utility easements must be provided to Prospector Point Drive in an alignment

acceptable to all utility providers.

5. A pathway must be constructed through lot 5 connecting to the existing trail system at
the bottom of the slope.

6. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage must be proposed and considered
rather than a drainage pipe through the open space.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the request for 12 lots as proposed. If Planning Commission
chooses to approve the request, staff recommends the 6 conditions listed above be included.

Staff recommends approval of allowing up to 4 single family lots accessing a private drive with
the following conditions:

1. The standards for the private drive will be determined prior to the final plan/plat.
. A homeowner’s association is formed for maintenance of the private drive.
3. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage be proposed and considered rather

than a drainage pipe through the open space.

As per the Zoning and Development Code, a development containing 4 lots can be reviewed
and approved through a one-step process which does not require preliminary plan review.
Therefore, a proposal for 4 lots could be submitted directly as a final plan/plat.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Mr. Chairman, on item #20-94(2), Preliminary Plan for Eagle Crest, ] move we deny the
request as proposed, but approve allowing up to 4 single family lots accessing a private drive
with the conditions as recommended by staff.



STAFF REVIEW

B2

FILE: #20-94(2)
DATE: August 2, 1994
STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest
LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped

PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential

SURROUNDING LAND USE:
NORTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential

EAST: Open Space and Single Family Residential
WEST: Open Space and Single Family and Multi-family Residential
EXISTING ZONING: PR-4

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4
EAST: PR-4

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of
units per acre is variable". No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.

The overall density for the Ridges is 4 units per acre. The City is working on an amended
plan for the Ridges that will specifically identify the maximum densities for the multi-family -



lots. Whatever maximum density is assigned will be limited by the individual site constraints,
such as infrastructure and topography.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The proposal is for the replatting and development of a 2.95 acre multi-family lot in the
Ridges, Filing #6. Twelve single family lots are proposed for an overall density of 4.1 units
per acre. The buildable area of the site is limited by the relatively steep slopes to the east and
south. The development potential of the site is further limited by the narrow access of 26’ to
Prospector Point Drive. The traffic capacity of Prospector Point Drive is greatly limited by its
narrow width and awkward geometry.

The developer had originally proposed 20 condominium units and 15 single family lots for the
site. Staff comments on that proposal were that the existing constraints of the site would not
allow that kind of density and that a lower density should be considered. The developer
withdrew that proposed plan and resubmitted the plan for 12 single family lots, which equates
to approximately 4 units per acre, which is the overall assigned density for the Ridges. Staff
had indicated to the developer that the reduction in units would certainly be more appropriate
for the site, but that the proposal would have to be reviewed in the context of the site
constraints. Although the reduction in the number of units shown on this plan is better than
the original proposal, staff still has a great concern that the configuration, location and
topography of this site cannot support this number of units. The major concern with approving
this number of lots is the inadequate roadway width at the intersection of the proposed Eagle
Crest Court with Prospector Point Drive. The turning radii is not adequate and is especially
of concern for Fire vehicle access.

Given all the constraints of the lot, staff would support a proposal for up to 4 single family lots
on the site accessed by a common drive built to a standard in conformance with the rest of the
Ridges development. This would decrease the infrastructure costs of the development and
provide large view lots much more conducive to the site. The design standards of the drive
would be decided on prior to submittal of a final plat.

How drainage from the site will be handled is another concern. The proposal is to pipe the
drainage down the steep slope to the east into existing drainage facilities. An easement through
the open space would have to be obtained from the City. Burying a pipe down the slope will
require blasting through rock ledges, leaving scars on the hillside that will be almost impossible
to restore. If the pipe is to be above ground it will be very visible along the entrance to the
Ridges. How the energy of the steep fall will be dissipated is also a concern.

If Eagle Crest Court is to be a public road accessing 12 lots as proposed it must meet City
standards, including curb, gutter and sidewalk. In those sections where the City standard
cannot be met because of ROW width constraints, an alternative design would have to address
pedestrian access, adequate pavement width and turning radius for safe access at the
intersection and drainage. Connections to the existing pathway system below the development
should also be provided with a trail section through the proposed lot 5 down the slope at an



acceptable grade, connecting to the trail system at the bottom. Trail section must be approved
by the City Parks Department. Combining a trail system with the proposed drainage pipe
through the open space should be considered to minimize the disturbance to the open space.

The developer has proposed that Eagle Crest Court be allowed as a private drive. After further
review staff is recommending against Eagle Crest Court being a private drive no matter how
many units are accessed off of it. The City’s experience has been that homeowners are not
willing to keep up with the maintenance of private drives and eventually look to the City to
take them over. There is also the issue of refuse collection on private drives. There is not
room for trash receptacles at the entrance of the proposed drive and it is a liability for trash
collection vehicles to drive on private roads.

The building envelopes for lots 5 and 7 do not appear to have adequate depth for construction.
The developer has indicated that specific house plans for those lots will be provided with the
final plan/plat.

For staff to support the proposed plan the following requirements must be met:

1. Additional ROW must be obtained for the proposed Eagle Crest Court at its intersection
with Prospector Point Drive to meet minimum design standards, including curb, gutter
and sidewalk or an alternative design must be submitted accommodating adequate
roadway width and turning radii at the intersection, drainage, and pedestrian access.

2. Specific building plans for lots 5 and 7 must be submitted with the final plan.

3. All building envelopes must maintain a 20’ setback from the bluff line and the ROW.

4. Utility easements must be provided to Prospector Point Drive in an alignment
acceptable to all utility providers.

5. A pathway must be constructed through lot 5 connecting to the existing trail system at
the bottom of the slope.

6. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage must be proposed and considered
rather than a drainage pipe through the open space.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the request for 12 lots as proposed. If Planning Commission
chooses to approve the request, staff recommends the 6 conditions listed above be included.

Staff recommends approval of allowing up to 4 single family lots accessing a drive with the
following conditions:



L. The standards for the public drive will be determined prior to the final plan/plat.
2. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage be proposed and considered rather
than a drainage pipe through the open space.

As per the Zoning and Development Code, a development containing 4 lots can be reviewed
and approved through a one-step process which does not require preliminary plan review.
Therefore, a proposal for 4 lots could be submitted directly as a final plan/plat.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:
Mr. Chairman, on item #20-94(2), Preliminary Plan for Eagle Crest, ] move we deny the

request as proposed, but approve allowing up to 4 single family lots accessing a public drive
with the conditions as recommended by staff.
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FILE: #20-94(2)

DATE: August 11, 1994

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest

LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICANT:

Sidney Gottlieb

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Request for approval of a modified street section without curb,
gutter or sidewalk to access up to 8 residential lots.

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped
PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential
SURROUNDING LAND USE:

NORTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential

EAST: Open Space and Single Family Residential
WEST: Open Space and Single Family and Multi-family Residential
EXISTING ZONING: PR-4

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4
EAST: PR-4
WEST: PR-4

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of

units per acre is variable". No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.



The overall density for the Ridges is 4 units per acre. The City is working on an amended
plan for the Ridges that will specifically identify the maximum densities for the multi-family
lots. Whatever maximum density is assigned will be limited by the individual site constraints,
such as infrastructure and topography.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The proposal is for the replatting and development of a 2.95 acre multi-family lot in the
Ridges, Filing #6. Twelve single family lots are proposed for an overall density of 4.1 units
per acre. The buildable area of the site is limited by the relatively steep slopes to the east and
south. The development potential of the site is further limited by the narrow access of 26’ to
Prospector Point Drive. The traffic capacity of Prospector Point Drive is greatly limited by its
narrow width and awkward geometry.

The developer had originally proposed 20 condominium units and 15 single family lots for the
site. Staff comments on that proposal were that the existing constraints of the site would not
allow that kind of density and that a lower density should be considered. The developer
withdrew that proposed plan and resubmitted the plan for 12 single family lots, which equates
to approximately 4 units per acre, which is the overall assigned density for the Ridges. Staff
had indicated to the developer that the reduction in units would certainly be more appropriate
for the site, but that the proposal would have to be reviewed in the context of the site
constraints. Although the reduction in the number of units shown on this plan is better than
the original proposal, staff still has a great concern that the configuration, location and
topography of this site cannot support this number of units. The major concern with approving
this number of lots is the inadequate roadway width at the intersection of the proposed Eagle
Crest Court with Prospector Point Drive. The turning radii is not adequate and is especially
of concern for Fire vehicle access.

Given all the constraints of the lot, staff would support a proposal for up to 4 single family lots
on the site accessed by a common drive built to a standard in conformance with the rest of the
Ridges development. This would decrease the infrastructure costs of the development and
provide large view lots much more conducive to the site. The design standards of the drive
would be decided on prior to submittal of a final plat.

How drainage from the site will be handled is another concern. The proposal is to pipe the
drainage down the steep slope to the east into existing drainage facilities. An easement through
the open space would have to be obtained from the City. Burying a pipe down the slope will
require blasting through rock ledges, leaving scars on the hillside that will be almost impossible
to restore. If the pipe is to be above ground it will be very visible along the entrance to the
Ridges. How the energy of the steep fall will be dissipated is also a concern.

If Eagle Crest Court is to be a public road accessing 12 lots as proposed it must meet City
standards, including curb, gutter and sidewalk. In those sections where the City standard
cannot be met because of ROW width constraints, an alternative design would have to address
pedestrian access, adequate pavement width and turning radius for safe access at the



intersection and drainage. Connections to the existing pathway system below the development
should also be provided with a trail section through the proposed lot 5 down the slope at an
acceptable grade, connecting to the trail system at the bottom. Trail section must be approved
by the City Parks Department. Combining a trail system with the proposed drainage pipe
through the open space should be considered to minimize the disturbance to the open space.

The developer has proposed that Eagle Crest Court be allowed as a private drive. After further
review staff is recommending against Eagle Crest Court being a private drive no matter how
many units are accessed off of it. The City’s experience has been that homeowners are not
willing to keep up with the maintenance of private drives and eventually look to the City to
take them over. There is also the issue of refuse collection on private drives. There is not
room for trash receptacles at the entrance of the proposed drive and it is a liability for trash
collection vehicles to drive on private roads.

The building envelopes for lots 5 and 7 do not appear to have adequate depth for construction.
The developer has indicated that specific house plans for those lots will be provided with the
final plan/plat. ‘

For staff to support the proposed plan the following requirements must be met:

1. Additional ROW must be obtained for the proposed Eagle Crest Court at its intersection
with Prospector Point Drive to meet minimum design standards, including curb, gutter
and sidewalk or an alternative design must be submitted accommodating adequate
roadway width and turning radii at the intersection, drainage, and pedestrian access.

2. Specific building plans for lots 5 and 7 must be submitted with the final plan.
3. All building envelopes must maintain a 20 setback from the bluff line and the ROW.
4. Utility easements must be provided to Prospector Point Drive in an alighment

acceptable to all utility providers.

s. A pathway must be constructed through lot 5 connecting to the existing trail system at
the bottom of the slope.

6. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage must be proposed and considered
rather than a drainage pipe through the open space.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the request for 12 lots as proposed. If Planning Commission
chooses to approve the request, staff recommends the 6 conditions listed above be included.



Staff recommends approval of allowing up to 4 single family lots accessing a drive with the
following conditions:

1. The standards for the public drive will be determined prior to the final plan/plat.
2. An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage be proposed and considered rather
than a drainage pipe through the open space.

As per the Zoning and Development Code, a development containing 4 lots can be reviewed
and approved through a one-step process which does not require preliminary plan review.
Therefore, a proposal for 4 lots could be submitted directly as a final plan/plat.

PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL:

Planning Commission at their August 2, 1994 hearing approved the request for approval of the
preliminary plan for 12 lots subject to the staff conditions with the following modifications or
clarifications:

1. That adequate ROW be obtained to meet the minimum City street standard for all of Eagle
Crest Court.

2. That a pathway be constructed which meets City requirements connecting to the existing
trail system at the bottom of the slope (not specifying it be through lot 5).

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Commission went on to recommend to City Council that up to 8 lots be allowed with
a modified street standard which was compatible with the rest of the Ridges, with no curb,
gutter or sidewalks, and a pavement width as approved by the City Development Engineer.

The request before Council is to consider the Planning Commission recommendation on
a modified street standard for up to 8 lots. If Council chooses to approve the request
staff recommends the following motion:

To approve a modified street section, with no curb, gutter or sidewalk, but withv adequate
pavement width and thickness as approved by the City Development Engineer to access
up to 8 lots, with the following conditions:

1. The modified standard would use the existing ROW to accommodate the minimum
pavement width needed for safe ingress and egress from the site, with no curb,
gutter or sidewalk on any of the street section.

2. Additional improvements, which can be accommodated within the existing ROW
of Prospector Point, may be required for adequate turning radii into and out of

the site.

3. On-street parking restrictions will apply on those sections of the street that do not



meet standard width.
A separate pathway system down the slope will not be required.
All building envelopes must maintain a 20’ setback from the bluff line and ROW.

Utility easements must be provided to Prospector Point Drive in an alignment
acceptable to all utility providers.

An alternative means of dealing with storm drainage must be proposed and
considered rather than a drainage pipe through the open space.

A final plan and plat must be submitted for review and approval through the
Planning Commission incorporating all of the above conditions.



#20-97

September 20, 1996

Sidney Gottlieb City of Grand Junction, Colorado
c/o Mom:lment Rgalty 250 North Fifth Street
- 759 Horizon Drive 81501-2668
Grand Junction, CO 81506 FAX: (970)244-1599

Subject: Eagle Crest Subdivision
Dear Mr. Gottlieb:

A final inspection of the streets and drainage facilities in Eaqgle
CrestSubdivision was conducted on July 3, 1996. As a result of
this inspection, a 1list of remaining items was given to your
representative for completion. These items were reinspected and
found to be satisfactorily completed.

"As Built" record drawings and redquired test results for the
streets and drainage facilities were received on September 13,
1996. These have been reviewed and found to be acceptable.

In light of the above, the streets, sewer and drainage improvements
are eligible to be accepted for future maintenance by the City of
Grand Junction one year after the date of substantial completion.
The date of substantial completion is July 3, 1996.

Your warranty obligation for all materials and workmanship for a
period of one year beginning with the date of substantial
completion will expire upon acceptance by the City.

If you are required to replace or correct any defects . which are
apparent during the period of the warranty, a new acceptance date
and extended warranty period will be established by the City.

Thank you for your cooperation in the completion of the work on
this project. :

Sincerely, Slncerely,
/[//@&

Jddy Kliska Trenton Prall

City Development Engineer City Utility Engineer

cc: Don Newton
Doug Cline
Walt Hoyt
+Kathy Portner
Landesign
Jerry O-Brien

Q’f&) Printed on recycled paper
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STAFF REVIEW

FILE: #20-94(3)

DATE: October 17, 1994

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan--Eagle Crest

LOCATION: Lot 17, Block 9, Filing 6, The Ridges

APPLICAN Sidney Gottlieb

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Request for approval of a final plan and plat for 8 single family
lots.

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped
PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential
SURROUNDING LAND USE:

NORTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential
SOUTH: Open Space and Single Family Residential

EAST: Open Space and Single Family Residential
WEST: Open Space and Single Family and Multi-family Residential
EXISTING ZONING: PR-4

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-4

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: PR-4
SOUTH: PR-4
EAST: PR-4
WEST: PR-4

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Ridges Development Plan identifies this lot as a "Multi-family" site with no specific
density assigned. One of the notes on the plat for The Ridges Filing No. Six states "3. All
multi-family areas are to be developed through county processes and regulations, number of
units per acre is variable". No other guidance is given for the development of the multi-family
lots.



The overall density for the Ridges is 4 units per acre.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The proposal is for the replatting and development of a 2.95 acre multi-family lot in the
Ridges, Filing #6. Eight single family lots are proposed for an overall density of 2.7 units per
acre. The buildable area of the site is limited by the relatively steep slopes to the east and
south. The development potential of the site is further limited by the narrow access of 26’ to
Prospector Point Drive. The traffic capacity of Prospector Point Drive is greatly limited by its
narrow width and awkward geometry.

The developer had originally proposed 20 condominium units and 15 single family lots for the
site. Staff comments on that proposal were that the existing constraints of the site would not
allow that kind of density and that a lower density should be considered. The developer
withdrew that proposed plan and resubmitted a plan for 12 single family lots, which equates
to approximately 4 units per acre, which is the overall assigned density for the Ridges. Staff
had indicated to the developer that the reduction in units would certainly be more appropriate
for the site, but that the proposal would have to be reviewed in the context of the site
constraints. Planning Commission and City Council reviewed that plan and approved a total
of eight single family lots provided additional ROW was acquired by the developer to widen
the narrow access to 34’. The plan was also approved with sidewalk on only one side of the
ROW.

1. All building envelopes must maintain a 20’ setback from the bluff line and the ROW.
Show the building envelopes on the contour map to verify that setback.

2. Utility easements must be provided to Prospector Point Drive in an alignment
acceptable to all utility providers.

3. A pathway must be constructed along the drainage way connecting to the existing trail
along Ridges Blvd. The path must be paved and not exceed a maximum grade as
approved by the City Parks Dept. The applicant must verify with the Parks Dept. the
maximum acceptable grade and trail location.

4. An easement for the storm drainage pipe is required. A legal description must be
submitted.

5. How is the portion of the ROW without improvements to be used?



TRAFFIC STUDY AND REPORT

EAGLE CREST SUBDIVISION

March 23, 1994

PREPARED FOR:
Sid Gottlieb
477 Elkwood Terrace
Englewood, NJ 07631

HART GROUD, PC

ENGINEELS ¢ DESICNELS ¢ DLANNELRS
227 SOUTH 9TH STREET, GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501
(303) 244-9180

PARTNER IN
LAND DESIGN
A JOINT VENTURE PRRTNERSHIP



This study was prepared by me or under my direct supervision according to current

information and guidelines.




INTRODUCTION

This study and report is written to address the written comments made regarding the
traffic impact due to the development of Eagle Crest Subdivision in review comment
dated February 15, 1994. Traffic volume and parking concerns were mentioned in these
comments as possible problems which may arise due to the additional housing created

by this subdivision.

Additional ADT will be created by development which is currently under construction and
by this development. By inspecting the site, it appears that more developments may
occur in the area as shown by the presence of numerous real estate signs offering
vacant land available for development. The problems which are mentioned in the
comments are already being created by the current development and building
construction taking place. There are a few changes which could be made to the current

streets which could alleviate some of the congestion.

This report will attempt to provide inexpensive changes and alterations to traffic control
to alleviate problems created by current and future development.

CURRENT STREET INFORMATION

Street Widths
Proposed Eagle Crest Court 28 foot pavement
Prospectors Point 24 foot pavement
Rana Road 35 foot pavement

Ridge Circle Drive 38 foot pavement



Signage - -

Currently, no traffic control signs are present on Prospectors Point and a stop sign is
located on Prospectors Point at the intersection with Rana Road. A stop sign is also

located on Rana Road at the intersection with Ridge Circle Drive.
Parking

Parking is currently allowed on both sides of all streets as no "NO PARKING" signs are
evident on the site. Parking use on Ridge Circle Drive is infrequent due to the frontage
of homes in the section from Rana Road down to Ridges Boulevard is on the side streets
except for 3 or 4 homes.

Parking on Rana Road is slight to moderate. Currently parking for home construction
personnel and trades makes it difficult to determine how much parking usage is by the
residents and how much is construction related.

Prospectors Point is used for parking of the residents. However, construction parking
makes this street difficult to evaluate as well. The narrow template of this street seems

to be the main cause of congestion in the area.
Curb and Gutter/Ditch Section

Currently all roads in the area are designed as suburban ditch section "country template"

streets. Ditches are either non existent or of minimum depth.
Paving

Paving in the area of study is in good to excellent condition. Only a few areas of
damage are evident at the edges of the paving.



TRAFFIC VOLUME b -

It has been estimated by the City of Grand Junction that the ADT of the area at Rana
Road and Prospectors Point due to the three developments at build-out will be 933 ADT
according to the following:

Proposed Eagle Crest Court 260

Columbine Village 253
Prospectors Point 420
Recommended volume by street design is as follows:
Eagle Crest Court 0 to 1000 ADT
Prospectors Point < 500 ADT (no on street parking)
Rana Road 2001 to 8000 ADT (no on street parking)

Note: these ratings were developed from similar sections from the Mesa County
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. See Appendix A and B.

CONCLUSIONS

Street Widths

Street widths on the streets are adequate if parking is limited ( see conclusions - parking)
Prospectors Point seems to be the one street which will be close or over capacity due
to it's width (24'). It's capacity is less than 500 ADT and at buildout of Prospectors Point
and Eagle Crest the ADT will be 680. This shortfall could be made up by limiting the
parking on Prospectors Point to one side of the street, or by designating parking limits
to marked locations.

Additionally, a solution to the width\parking would be to make Prospectors Point a ONE
WAY loop starting at the intersection of the loop. This would allow parking on both sides
of the street and provide adequate width for one lane of traffic. It would be a minor
inconvenience due to the short length of the loop area.



Signage

Additional signage could be used to slow traffic and allow access from streets with stop
signs to thru streets, however, it may not be a means to alleviate congestion in the area.
Some signage is needed at the loop of Prospectors Point whether it is made "one way"
or not as traffic entering the loop intersection is not told who has right of way and both
directions are not told to yield or stop. In observing the intersection for a few minutes,
it was obvious that some signage is needed to alleviate confusion.

Parking

Parking should be limited on Prospectors Point if the "one way" option is not used.
Parking on Rana Road should be limited between Ridge Circle Drive and Prospectors
Point, which is the section that will carry the full 933 ADT.

In addition, parking should be eliminated within 100 feet of the intersections at;
Prospectors Point/Eagle Crest Court, Prospectors Point/Prospectors Point loop
intersection, Prospectors Point/Rana Road and Rana Road/Ridge Circle Drive.

Curb and Gutter/Ditch Section

While curb and gutter would be desirable on the existing streets, it would not be cost
effective to construct them in this area.

Paving

Paving on the existing streets is currently in good conditions.



RECOMMENDATIONS -

1. Eliminate parking within 100 feet of the intersections mentioned above.

2. Eliminate parking on Rana Road between Ridge Circle Drive and Prospectors Point
3. Make Prospectors Point a "ONE WAY" counterclockwise loop.

These modifications would be inexpensive and would alleviate some of the congestion
and sight distance problems which are anticipated at build-out.
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