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PRE-APPLICATION CONFERE cE 

Conference 

~oposru:~~~--~~~~=----------------------------------------------------­
Location:~~~~~~~--~~~----------------------------------------------------

Review Fee: ------------------------------(Fee is due at the time of submittal. Make check payable to the City of Grand Junction.) 

Additional ROW required?------~=;-------------------------­
A~oc~tro~impro~m~~requ~~-7~---------------------~------------------~ 
Area identified as a need in the Master Plan of PJrks and Recreation? _._/lU'~..::;_-------------------
Parks and Open Space fees required'! M., Estimated Amount: 
Recording fees required? (/0 -fk/Kfi..-.lld-tl/J/l Estimated Amount: 
Half street improvement f~ require!? _.:7..__ __________ Estimated Amount: -------------

Revocable Permitr~ui~?~~~----~~----------------------------------~ 
State Highway Access Permit required? d!:/--;-
Applkab~~ans,Polic~s~dG~delines~~~·~·~~~~S~----------------------------~ 
Locatedinillentifiedflo~¢~n? ARMpanci#_~ _____________________________________ _ 

Located in other geohazard area? ? --------------------------------------------------
Located in established Airport Zone? Clear Zone. Critical Zone. Area of Influence·? .... /111:...· .___ __________ _ 

Avigation Easementr~uired? _____________________________________________ ~ 

While all factors in a development proposal require careful thought, preparation and design, the following "checked" 
items are brought to the petitioner's attention us needing special attention or consideration. Other items of special 
concern may be identified during the review process. 

0 Access/Parking 
• Drainage 
0 Floodplain/Wetlands Mitigation 

0 Screening;B uffering 
0 Landscaping 
0 A vailabiiity of Utilities 

8 Land Use Compatibility 
0 Traffic Generation 
• Geologic Hazards/Soils 

oom~ __ _...._.... _________________ _.... __________ ----------------------------------
Related Files:-------.....-----------------------------------

It is recommended that the applicant inform the neighboring property owners and tenants of the proposal prior to 
the public hearing and preferably prior to submittal to the City. 

PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE 

WE RECOGNIZE that we, ourselves, or our representative(s) must be present at all hearings relative to this proposal 
and it is our responsibility to know when and where those hearings are. 

In the event that the petitioner is not represented, the proposed item will be dropped from the agenda, and an 
additional fee shall be charged to cover rescheduling expenses. Such fee mustbe p~d before the proposed item can 
ag~n be placed on the agenda. Any changes to the approved. plan will require a re-review ~d approval by the 
Community Deve]Dpment Deparunent prior to those changes being accepted. 

WE UNDERSTAND that incomplete submittals will not be accepted and submittals with insufficient information, 
identified in the review process, which has not been addressed by the applicant, may be withdrawn from the agenda. 

WE FURTHER UNDERSTAND that f~lure to meet any deadlines as identified by the Community Development 
Department for the review process may result in the project not being scheduled for hearing or being pulled from 
the agenda. 

{signature(s) of Petitioner(s) ~ignature(s) of Representative(s) 

-·"-·....-...· 
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There was discussion from Staff and the Commission relative 
to the earlier.item, C9-81, and the motion for approval of the rezone 
was amended to reflect the need for the Outline Development Plan 
submittal. 

Cl3-81 LA ROCHE SUBDIVISION - REPLAT OF LOT 1, BLOCK 6, 
RIDGES FILING #2 - FINAL PLAN AND PLAT 

Petitioner: 
Location: 

Lee Courtney. 
East of Ridges Boulevard, approximately 576 feet 
North of North Dale Court. 

Contains 4.5 acres· designed for 42 units in a planned 
residential zone. 

a. Consideration of final plan. 
b. Consideration of final plat. 

LLOYD SOMMERVILLE read the request and opened the public 
hearing. 

KENT HARBERT, of Western Engineering, appeared for the 
Petitioner and outlined the proposed.La Roche Subdivision, Replat of 
Lot 1, Block 6, Ridges Fili~g #2, Final Plan and Plat. 

JEFF OLLINGER outlined the Review Sheet Comments and. gave 
the Staff Recommendations. 

I 

STEVE .SEBEFF appeared as a Member of the Architectural 
Review Committee for the Ridges, stating they had worked closely. with 
the developer on the prdject and they feel it will be a good 
development. 

LLOYD SOMMERVILLE: Did you see any proble~ with the 
compatibility wit? the single family units? 

STEVE SEBEFF: No. That was of a main concern to us, and 
we kept that in mind thro~gh the full process. 

LEE COURTNEY appeared as the petitioner and developer and 
described the step type buildings that would be built on the lots. 

LLOYD SOMMERVILLE closed the public hearing. 

TALBOTT/BEVAN PASSED 4-0 A MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO 
THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF Cl3-81 LA ROCHE SUBDIVISION, REPLAT OF 
LOT 1, BLOCK 6, RIDGES FILING #2, FINAL PLAN & PLAT; THAT PETITIONER 
WORK WITH THE STAFF ON THE PROBLEM OF PEDESTRIANS HAVING TO WALK BEHIND 
PARKED CARS TO GET TO THEIR UNITS. 



Uncoln DeVore 
1000 West Fillmore St. 
Colorado Springs. Colorado 80907 
(303} 632·3593 
Home Office 

La Roche Enterprises 
2412~ Hidden Valley Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Attn: Lee courtney 
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RE: SUBSURFACE SOILS INVESTIGATION 

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

LOT 1, BLK b, F I L 2 

THE RIDGES 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

Gentlemen: 

#9 7 9 4 

Transmitted herein are the results of a Subsurface Soils 
Investigation and Foundation Recommendations for the proposed 
multi-family residential development in The Ridges Subdivision, 
Grand Junction, Colorado. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LINCOLN-DeVORE TESTING LABORATORY, INC. 

By: 

Reviewed 

GMK/jb 

LDTL Job No. 39963J 

602 East 8th Street 
Pueblo. Colo 81001 
(303) 546-1150 

P.O. Box 1427 
· Glenwood Springs, Colo 81601 

(303) 945-6020 

86 Rosemont Plaza 
Montrose, Colo 81401 
(303) 249· 7638 

/ 
P.O. Box 1882 
Grand Junction. Colo 81501 
(303) 242·8008 

P.O. Box t 643 
Rock Springs. Wyo 82901 
(307) :W2·2649 



ABSTRAcr: 

The contents of this report are a 

Subsurface Soils Investigation and Foundation Recommendations 

for the proposed multi-family residential development in 

The Ridges, Grand Junction, COlorado. 

Topographically, the site is a 

complex of moderate to steep hillsides and less steep lower 

levels, partially excavated to accommodate the buildings. 

Surface drainage is generally good,but subsurface drainage in the 

bedrock material is poor. 

The foundation soils encountered 

during drilling were noted to consist of sandstone and clay­

stone of the Dakota and Burro Canyon Formation, interspersed 

with areas of residually weathered silty clay and of man-made 

fills. A shallow foundation system would be most appropriate 

for use on this site. Shallow foundations designed on the 

basis of a maximum bearing capacity of 5000 psf would be 

appropriate. In some areas where the formational material 

is potentially expansive~ a minimum pressure (of footings in 

contact with bearing material) of 1500 psf will be required. 

All foundations must be well 

balanced and heavily reinforced to minimize differential 

movement. 
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surface and subsurface drainage 

must be carefully designed and controlled. A perimeter drain 

would be recommended around the building exterior. 

A Type II Cement would be recom-

mended in all concrete in contact with the soil on this site. 

More detailed recommendations can 

be found within the body of this report. All recommendations 

will be subject to the limitations set forth herein. 

This laboratory has been informed 

that the soils information developed in this report is to be 

used for design and construction of'foundations for several 

multiple family residential structures. The information may, 

or may not be valid for other purposes. If the proposed use 

is changed or types of construction proposed other than noted 

herein, the laboratory must be contacted to determine if the 

information in this report can be used for the new construction 
.. , 

without further investigation being required. 
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GENERAL: 

The purpose of this investigation 

was to determine the general suitability of the site for con-

struction of multi-family residential structures at Lot 1, 

Block 6, Filing 2 of The Ridges Subdivision, Grand Junction, 

colorado. Characteristics of the individual soils found 

within the test borings were examined for use in designing 

foundations on this site. 

We understand the proposed struc-

tures will consist of multiple (usually four) story, wood-

framed buildings. No basement construction is planned. Floor 

slabs will be built over crawl spaces. For such structures, 

typical wall loads are on the order of 1~ to 3~ kips per 

linear foot. Some isolated pads may be required where con-

centrated (column-type) loads could range from 5 to 25 kips. 

The topography of the site is that 

of a complex of hillside around a ravine or gully. Building 
\ 

locations are generally level~d by cutting into the surrounding 

hillsides. Backfill retention will generally not exceed 

5 feet,although some isolated cuts, permanently open and 

unretained, could be as much as 10 feet high. Surface runoff 

will be controlled by final construction grades and will 

eventually channel runoff to the drainage course along 
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Ridges Boulevard, located at the edge of the site. Eventually, 

such runoff will enter the Colorado River, located 1 to 1~ miles 

to the north. 

Small isolated areas of residually 

weathered soils also occur on this site. These native 

deposits can claim both the Dakota and Burro Canyon formational 

bedrocks as source mater~al in various areas, and their 

expansive characteristics,in particular, must be carefully 

•·· 
examined on a site-by-site basis where they occur. 

The formational bedrock at the 

site included both the Dakota and Burro canyon Formation. 

Some isolated quantities of lignite were associated· with the 

middle and upper levels of the Dakota Formation in the site 

~rea. At the site, however, lignite appears to have been 

removed by recent excavation activity to sufficient extent 

so as to present no serious problem. Amounts of this lignite 

are present within sand (Dakota sandstone) fills in formerly 

low areas. The claystone of the Burro canyon Formation 

generally is intact, free of lignite and moderately expansive. 

Both the Dakota (sandstone) and Burro Canyon {claystone and 

shale) Formations are sedimentary rocks of the Cretaceous Age. 
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BORINGS, LABORATORY TESTS AND RESULTS: 

Twenty-five test borings were 

drilled across the eleven building locations and are located 

approximately as shown on the attached Test Boring Location 

Diagram. The test borings were placed in such a manner as 

to obtain a reasonably good profile of the subsurface soils. 

All test borings were drilled with_a power-driven, continuous 

a~ger drill. Samples were taken with a standard split-spoon 

sampler and by bulk methods. 

The precise gradational and plasti-

city characteristics associated with the soils encountered 

during drilling can be found on the attached summary sheets. 

The representative number for each soil group is indicated in 

a small circle immediately below the sampling point on the 

Drilling Logs. The following discussion of the soil groups 

will be general in nature. 

The soil profile varies considerably 

but consists basically of man-made fill, residually weathered 

silts and sands (both at isolated locations) aver bedrock 

of the two formations previously mentioned. Geologically, 

the Dakota sandstones overlie the finer grained bedrock of the 

Burro Canyon Formation. 

Soil Type No. 1 classified as 

silty sand (SM) and represents the Dakota Formation sandstone. 
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This fine to medium grain size material is nonplastic and of 

very high density. Generally, such granular materials are 

not subject to expansion or long-term consolidation. As 

f9rmational, rock, short-term settlements would be of very 

small magnitudes for the relatively lightweight structures 

anticipated. A maximum bearing pressure of 5000 psf is 

recommended at shallow ~oundation depths across the site. 

Soil Type No. 2 classified as 

·silty clay (CL}, and is typical of the formational claystones 

and shales of the Burro Canyon Formation. This soil type is 

of moderate plasticity and very high density. The claystones 

and shales are moderately expansive, with a typical· swell 

pressure of 1345 psf. Due to their high density, these 

formational bedrocks have no tendency to either short or long-

term consolidation of any significant magnitude. At shallow 

foundation depths, maximum and minimum allowable pressures 

for design purposes are 5000 and 1500 psf, respectively. 

-
No free water was encountered 

during drilling on this site. True free water should be 

fairly deep in this area, and hence, should nat affect 

construction assuming that surface drainage is properly 

controlled. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Since the exact magnitude 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, if necessary. However, 

based upon our analysis· of the soil conditions and project 

characteristics previously outlined, the following recommendations 

are made. 

In general, the soils found across 

the development area will form a reasonably good base for the 

proposed residential structures. Sandstones of the Dakota 

Formation were encountered at or near the present ground 

surface in the region of the majority of the test borings 

drilled.. For these non-expansive {or low expansive) areas, 

~pread footings of various widths, in conjunction with a 

reinforced concrete grade beam stern wall, will probably be 

the most suitable foundation type. 

For those areas of the subdivision 

where the claystone and shale are encountered, foundations 

must be designed with the expansive potential of the fine-

grained formational bedrock in mind. The foundation con-

figuration which can be used on the expansive bedrock will 
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depend upon the magnitude of foundation loads exerted by the 

residential units as well as the exact degree of expansion 

anticipated from the bedrock. Several foundation types 

are acceptable for use on this bedrock. These foundation 

configurations would include, but are not limited to: 

1) The first option would consist of the engineered 
no footing design, with the stem wall resting 
directly on the·ground surface. The judicious 
use of voids would be employed to balance the 
structure and to increase the contact stresses 
beneath any very light walls. For most moderately 
loaded foundation systems, this voided stern wall 
design would probably prove satisfactory considering 
the magnitude of expansion pressures encountered 
across the subdivision, and the anticipated foun­
dation loads for these single family dwelling 
units. We would anticipate that the major~ty 
of the foundation systems used on the clays 
across the subdivision will fall into this 
category. 

2) A balanced pad and grade beam type of foundation 
system would form the second general foundation 
option. This alternative would involve the use 
of small bearing pads beneath a reinforced concrete 
grade beam. The grade beam would be continually 
voided between pads with the foundation loads 
being transferred by the pads only, and not the 
grade beam between pads. This foundation alternative 
will probably be suitable for very light structural 
loads on claystones and shales of high expansion 
potential. This configuration generally allows 
the designer to maintain a fairly high minimum 
dead load pressure. 

In addition, at some locations; 

portions of buildings may have to be located on new fill or 

on residually weathered soils of lower density than the undis-

-8-



turbed bedrock. At such areas, the condition and character­

istics of such lower density material should be examined 

to verify uniformity and suitability of the material in-

·place. 

In order to minimize the possible 

differential effects due to bearing structural components 

on both bedrock and lower density fill, we would recommend 

the use of a lower bearing pressure than that previo'usly 

provided for the bedrock. The exact magnitude of such a 

reduced maximum pressure would depend on site specific examination. 

Usually, such examination could consist of an open excavation 

observation and some bulk sampling for any tests that may 

be appropriate. We believe that maximum allowable pressures 

of 2500 to 3500 psf will prove appropriate in such cases. 

New fill placed to support foun­

dations should be engineered granular fill. Borrow material 

could be pitrun sand and gravel or excavated material generally 

similar to Soil Type No. 1. Since excavated sandstone 

gradations will vary considerably, including varying pieces 

of sandstone and ground-up sandstone components (silt and 

fine to medium sand), an acceptable fill from this source 

would include at least 30 percent by weight of finer sized 

(ground-up sandstone) and maximum size pieces not over 2 
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inches in diameter. All such fill should be placed in 6 

inch (compacted) thickness layers under appropriate moisture 

control. Fill under footings should not be less than one 

foot in depth and should extend laterally beyond the edges 

of footings a distance equal to the fill depth below them, 

unless a rigid bank is encountered within that distance. All 

such fill should be compacted to at least 97% of the maximum 

Proctor dry density, (ASTM D-698). 

Regardless of the foundation type 

~sed, it is recommended t~at the foundation components be 

balanced to lower the possibility of differential move­

ment. This balancing will help the buildings move more or 

less as single units, rather than in a differential manner. 

The foundation system should be proportioned such that the 

pressure on the soil is approximately the same throughout 

the building. The judicious use'of voids beneath very 

light walls will help balance the structure, as well as 

to develop the minimum design pressures dictated by the 

expansive claystones. Using the criterion of dead load plus 

approximately one-half the live load, the contact pressures 

should be balanced to within +3_50 ps f beneath all 1oad 

bearing walls throughout the residential units. For the 

sandier fills and residually weathered·soils, isolated 
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interior column pads should be designed for pressures of 

slightly less than the average selected for the bearing 

walls. On the more claylike residual soils, isolated pads 

should be designed for pressures of slightly more than the 

exterior wall average. Using whichever criterion is 

applicable, we would recommend balancing these internal pads 

on pressures of approximately 150 psf more or less than the 

average of the exterior walls. 

To help ensure that the structure 

moves more or less as a single unit rather than in a differ-

ential manner, we would recommend that all stem walls be 

supported by a grade beam capable of spanning at least 

15 feet. This •rade beam would apply to both interior and 

exterior load bearing walls. Such a grade beam should be 

horizontally reinforced continuously around the structure 

with no gaps or breaks in reinforcing steel unless they 

are specially designed. Beams should be reinforced at both 

the top and the bottom with the major reinforcement being 

at the bottom if on sandier soils, the top on expansive 

soils and bedrocks. This reinforci~g may be equally dis-
.... 

tr~buted (top and bottom) in grade beams on sandstones. 

All interior bearing walls should rest on a grade beam and 

foundation system of their own and should not be allowed to 

rest on a thickened slab section or "shovel" footing. 

-11-



Where the stem walls are relatively 

shallow, vertical reinforcing will probably not be necessary. 

However, where the walls retain soil in excess of about 

5 feet in height, vertical reinforcing may be necessary to 

resist the active pressur.e of the soils along the wall 

exterior. To aid in designing such vertical reinforcing, 

the following equivalent fluid pressures can be utilized: 

50 pcf for well-drained backfill of pitrun 
sand and gravel or soil of Type No. 1 

It should be noted that the above 

values should be modified to take into account any surcharge 

loads applied at the top of the walls as a result ot stored 

goods. live loads on the floor, machinery, or any other 

externally applied forces. The above equivalent fluid 

pressures should also be modified for the effects of any 

free water table. 

The bottom of all foundation com-~ 

ponents should rest a minimum of 2 feet below finished grade 

or as required by the local building codes. Foundation com-

ponents must not be placed on frozen soils. 

Where floor slabs are used, they 

may be placed directly on grade or over a compacted gravel 

Qlanket of 4 to 6 inches in thickness. Under no circumstances 

should this gravel pad be allowed to act as a water trap 

beneath the floor slab. A vapor barrier is recommended 
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beneath any and all floor slabs on grade which will lie below 

the finished exterior ground surface. All fill placed beneath 

the interior floor slabs must be compacted to at least 90% 

of its maximum Proctor dry density, ASTM D-698. 

Any interior, non-load bearing 

partition which will be constructed to rest on slabs built 

on grades consisting of expansive soils should be constructed 

with a minimum space of 1~ inches at either the top or the 

bottom of the wall. The bottom of the wall would be the 

preferred location for this space. This space will allow 

for any future potential expansion of the subgrade soils and 

will prevent damage to the wall and/or roof section above 

which could be caused by this mcwement. 

"' 

Adequate drainage must be provided 

""' 
ir. the foundation area both during and after construction to 

prevent the pending of water. The ground surface around the 

building should be graded so that surface water will be 

carried quickly away from the structure. The minimum 

gradient within 10 feet of the building will depend upon 

surface landscaping. Bare or paved areas should maintain 

a minimum gradient of 2%, while landscaped areas should 

maintain a minimum gradient of 5%. Roof drains must be 

carried across all backfilled areas and discharged well 

away from the structure. 
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If adequate surface drainage cannot 

be maintained or if any subsurface seepage is encountered 

during excavation for foundation construction, then a 

perimeter drain must be recommended for these buildings. This 

drain would consist of a perforated drain pipe, gravel collector 

and sand filter (or acceptable filter fabric layer). If 

sufficient topographic fall does not exist on the site to allow 

daylighting of the drain pipe, then a sealed sump and· pump 

arra~gement would be required to remove the collected 

moisture. Dry wells should not be used on this site. 

Where foundations are excavated 

into formational soils, a possibility exists for the· for­

mation of a closed _depressi.on.. When foundations are "socketed" 

into these high density formational materials, they have a 

tendency to form a water trap since no free drainage outlet 

is available. If this situation .arises during construction, 

then a subsurface peripheral drain is recommended around 

the exterior of the structure where it is located within 

bedrock. Such a drain is also recommended wherever foun­

dations are extended into expansive soils. This drain will 

prevent the buildup of water around the buildings as a 

result of normal surface rainfall or moisture as a result 

of lawn and garden irrigation. This subsurface peri~heral 

-14-
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drain is also recommended around the exterior of the structure 

when the expansive clays are encountered during foundation 

construction. 

To give the building extra lateral 

stability and to aid in the rapidity of runoff, all backfill 

around the building and in utility trenches in the vicinity 

of the structure should.be compacted to at least 90% of its 

maximum Proctor dry density, ASTM D-698. The native materials 

encountered on this site may be used for backfilling purposes, 

if so desired. All backfill must be compacted to the required 

:··density by mechanical means. No water flooding techniques 

of any type should be used in the placement of fill on this 

site. 

The act of notching structures into 

hillsides in some of these areas will create free standing cuts 

varying from 2 to 10 feet high, .althou~h generally not over 

6 feet high. The for.mational sandstones and claystones appear 

to be generally stable in cuts of these magnitudes, based on 

cuts in the general area that were open to similar heights for 

several years. 

Generally, for.mational bedrock on 

the site appear to be "rippable" for excavation .although some 

locations would present difficulty in ripping operations due 

-15-



to the very high density of claystone and shales. Due to 

the proximity of occupied residences to-the site, blasting 

operations should be prohibited. 

The soils on this site were found 

to contain sulfates in detrimental quantities. Therefore, a 

~ype II Cement would be recommended in· all concrete in 

contact with the soil. ,Under no circumstances should calcium 

chloride ever be added. to a Type II Cement. In the ·event 

that Type II Cement is difficult to obtain, a Type I cement 

may be used, but only if it is protected from the soils by 

an impermeable membrane. 

Th.e open foundation excavation 

must be inspected prior to the placing of forms and pouring 

of concrete to establish that adequate design bearing materials 

have been reached and that no debris, soft spots or areas 

of unusually low density are located within the foundation 

region. All fill placed below the foundations must be fully 

controlled and tested to ensure that adequate densification 
~ .. ,.. 

has occurred. 

It is extremely important due to 

the nature of data obtained by the random sampling of such a 

heterogeneous material as soil that we be informed of any 

changes in the subsurface conditions observed during .con-

-16-



struction from those outlined in the body of this report. 

Construction personnel should be made familiar with the con-

tents of this report and instructed to relate any differences 
( 

inunediately if encountered. 

It is believed that all pertinent 

points concerning the subsurface soils on this site have been 

covered in this report., If questi9ns arise or further.infor-

mation is required, please feel free to contact Lincoln-DeVore 

at any time. 

-17-
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SUMMARY SHEET 
. 

Soil Sample S.M Test No. :39~b3 J 

Location L~ .;a~ .:::t.n~ • .& - ~a.Sttb.tU- ~ . ..zEz; co Date 7-/0-~/ 

Boring No . Depth · 
Sample No. I Test by sv-tS 

Natura I Water Content (w) % 
Specific Gravity (Gs) In Place Density {To) · pcf 

SIEVE ANALYSIS: 

Sieve No. o/o Passing Plastic Limit P. L % 

1 1/211 
Liquid Limit L. L. % 

I Plasticity Index P.l. /f¢P % 
]II Shrinkage Limit· % 
3/411 Flow Index 

. J/211 /PC'.O Shrinkage RaHo % 
4 f$.'7 Volumetric Change % 
10 ss-.7 Lineal Shrinkage % 
20 z?.s 
40 ,~.Q 

100 &t:.Z 
200 /5.8 MOISTURf DENSiTY: ASTM METHOD 

Optimum fv'c~s~ur-.: (onten., '·0 "% 
f.itaximum Dr> O.~nsity -Td ,_pcf 
Cali Forni a Bearing Ratio {av) Ok 
Swell· Days % 

HYDROMETER ANALYSIS: 
Swell against __ psf Wo gain· Ofo 

' 

Grain size (mm) % BEARING~ 

<2·".2 /3.e> 
Housel Penetrometer (av) psf 

&J.oc:>S /0.~ Unconfined Compression {qu) psf 
Plate Bearing: psf 
Inches Settlement 
Consolidation % under psf 

PERMEABILITY: 

K (at 200C) 
Void Ratio 

Sulfates ppm. 
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SUMMARY SHEET 

Soil Sample ____ .....;C.;....c;;?:;..... ______ _ Test No. 299~.!3 J 

LocationLer I, 44.c- ~· fY..,2, liareo&lfS- w.J~.co 
Boring No • Depth ' -

Date ___ 7_-_/...;;.te:J_-.=;e;...;/;....._ _____ _ 

Sample No • _ __,::;;2.=------------
Natural Water Content (w) ___ 0k 
Specific Gravity (Gs), ______ _ 

SIEVE ANALYSIS: 

Sieve No. % Passing 

1 1/2
11

------------------~· 1·-·---------------------------3/4_ .. _. ______________________ _ 
. 1/211 • /Od# • 0 
~ '------------------~~~-.. &18.7 
10. ____________________ ~9~~~-~z~-
2o, ____________________ ~8~A~-a~-
4Q, _____________________ z~$~.~~-
100 ____________________ ~~~~~·~3~ 
20Q, ___________________ ~~~s.~.3~ 

HYDROMETER ANALYSIS: 

Grain size (mm) % 

o.o:;z. 
o.ooS J4. I 

SOIL ANALYSIS 

Test by ____ ~~~~~~~----------------

In Place Density (ro} ____ -lpcf 

PI as tic Lim it P • L ____ :l...;.._.3_. _1 __ % 
Liquid Limit L. L. s~·.o % 
Plasticity Index P. I. 12. q % 
Shrinkage limit 1 P· ~> % 
Flow Index _________ _ 

Shrinkage Ratio % 
Volumetric Change ok 
Lineal Shrinkage % 

MOISTURE DENSITY: ASTM METf:fOD 

Optimum Nbisture Conten~ ·· v.'o % 
fv4.aximum 0rJ' Density -Td pcf 
California Bearing Ratio (av} 0k 
Swell· Days % 
Swell against /..f-Kpsf Wo gain ,.,D.~% 

BEARING: 

Housel Penetrometer (av,_) ---~--1psf 
Unconfined Compression (qu) psf 
Plate Bearing: psf 
Inches Settlement ________ _ 
Consolidation o/o under psf 

PERMEABILITY: 

K (at200C)---------
Void Ratio __________ _ 

Sui fates ppm. 
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
222 S. 6TH ST., RM 232, GRAND JUNCTION CO 81501 Tel. 248-7164 

GAMMA RADIATION SURVEY - REPqRT FROM RECORDS 

' .. 

DATE: 04/06/9~ CITY COUNTY STATE N/R 
0433 077 05 N k· 

LOCATION NO.: 48396 
GAMMA TAILINGS GAMMA 

ADDRESS: 00406 RIDGES BLVD · CLASS SCREEN USE MAP 

OWNER: LAROCHE ENTERPRISE G G ~ G 
OCCUPANT: BLDG SITE 

COMMENT: BPR 3 DUPLEXES, BLDGS E,F+G TAX SCHEDULE: 

SURVEY REQUESTED BY: COURTNEY LEE CODE '(Circle One): 

DATE: 04/06/94 3 10 

PERMIT TYPE: DUPLEXES 

.f 

No field survey required based on record review of the vicinity 
of the building site. No tailings deposits were identified from 
available records that would affect the construction site. 

#9 7 Original ~ 
9 ·4 Do NOT Re~ 

From Office 

Prepared by: 

D Office Correction: 

D Address Correction per: 

11 



.. 

THOMPSON-L .. t\NGFORD CCORPORATION 
Engineering & Land Surveying 

529 25 1/2 Road, Suite B 210 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81505 

Phone: 303-243-6067 

May 24, 1994 

Ms. Linda Afman 

C>rFain~ 1 

Do NOTRe...,. 
From OHictJ,~ 

Bray & Company Realtors 
1015 N. 7th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

197 9 4 

Dear Linda: 

I walked the site of the LaRoche Condominiums this morning 
to get a feel for the significance of the drainage problems 
associated with completing the project. As you are aware, 
there are only three remaining sites within the project on 
which condominiums are to be constructed. Of the remaining 
three, the one presently under construction is probably the 
most at risk from area drainage. 

The project has been constructed in a bowl surrounded· by 
rather steep hillsides with moderate to high runoff 
potential. Single family homes with mature landscaping 
occupy the tops of the surrounding ridges. The area between 
these private homes and Mr. Cortney•s condominiums has been 
platted as common open space and should remain forever as it 
presently exists. 

Though the two drainages coming into the property from the 
east look significant, they end at the other side of the 
common open area at the backs of developed homesites. The 
drainage near the northeast corner or the site flows to the 
circle drive, is kept on the outside of the circle drive by 
pavement that pitches out and does not threaten the 
condominiums in the center of the project. Runoff from this 
drainage follows the pavement edge and exits the project at 
Ridges Boulevard. 

Runoff from the drainage near the southeast corner of the 
property, even though relatively small, does threaten the 
building presently under construction. Grading needs to be 
planned around the structure to ensure that runoff from the 
hillside to the east is routed north around the building, 
and runoff accumulating in the drainage entering from the 
southeast is routed west and north around the structure 
until it can be released to the existing drainage course 
along the outside edge of the pavement. 



Runoff from the open space areas and the condominium sites 
drains directly to the outside edge of the pavement on the 
circle loop serving the development. All the runoff comes 
together near the entrance to the project on the north side 
of the entry roadway. From this point to Ridges Boulevard 
there is evidence of a cobble rock swale lining placed to 
protect the roadside swale from erosion. Given the moderate 
amount of erosion which can be seen here, I would suggest 
that some regrading of the ditch and additional cobble rock 
would be warranted. 

In general, the site is presently working and appears to \ 
have worked reasonably well from a drainage point since it . 
was first paved. On-site detention of site runoff is not . 
presently being done, nor is there evidence of this practice 
on any sites nearby. Since the existing stormwater routing 
within the streets seems to be working, I would not 
recommend any changes other than those mentioned above. To 
restate them, it would be my recommendation that the entry 
roadside swale be regraded and lined with cobble rock, and 
that a Landscape Architect or Civil Engineer prepare a site 
grading plan for the area around the building which is 
presently under construction and for the area around the two 
remaining building sites. Drainage calculations at this 
late date would be little more than a mathematical exercise 
and in my opinion would be of little value since all street 
and utility improvements are already in place. 

I will be out of the office on Wednesday, but in Thursday 
and Friday. If you would like to arrange a conference call 
either of those days with the City's representative, I would 
be available. 

Sincerely, 

JEL/iml 



STAFF REVIEW 

DATE: June 17, 1994 

REQUEST: Site Plan Review 

LOCATION: Ridges Subdivision, Filing #2 

APPLICANT: Lee Courtney, DBA: La Roche Enterprises 

multi-family or condominium residential density. Although a density allotment was granted 
for 43 units, the actual site layout and development is no longer conducive to this level of 
density. The additional units being proposed, four separate buildings with two units each, 
are essentially a full build-out of the site. A condition of approval will reflect this. 

Three of the structures are proposed to be located on the southeast portion of the site and 
the fourth would be situated on the northwest corner of the improved portion. There is 
adequate site area to place the three structures on the southeast corner. In fact, the frames 
for the foundations are already in place for one of these. However, there does not appear to 
be sufficient space on the property for the fourth structure. The reason for this is that 
previous location of buildings may not been located where they were originally approved. 
As subsequent development has occurred, it is uncertain that available space to fit in this 
fourth unit has been fully considered. The only way to ascertain the location of the fourth 
unit would be to have the site surveyed for as-built location of structures. This will be 
required for future development of building #1 as part of a separate Site Plan Review. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval of three proposed two-unit residential structures, 
all of which are to be located on the southeast portion of the site, subject to the following 
conditions: 

1) Prior to gaining planning clearance for proposed building # 1, a separate site plan review 
is required. A site survey shall be submitted with that review so City agencies can evaluate 
the built portion of the site. This survey shall indicate the exact location of all site 
improvements, including the exact location of proposed building # 1 and its distance from 
existing building #2. 

2) The maximum density of this site becomes 33 units with this approval. All previous 
approved densities, including the 43 units approved by Mesa County, are no longer valid 
and effective. 
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