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200 NORTH 6TH STREET, SUITE 102, GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 - . :_ ·:6 . , 
· (303) 244-9180 • FAX (303) 245-3076 r>'~ ~- · -· 

September 30, 1994 

Ms. Jody Kliska, PE 
Engineering Division 
Department of Public Works 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 

Re: Country Club Townhomes 

Dear Ms. Kliska, 

}t ~' 
.~<: ,,t:; ., 

~'· 

In the process of evaluating the drainage ditch and conduit at the entrance to the above 
mentioned project it came to our attention that the calculated 1 00 year flow in the ditch 
and conduit (78cfs) could be handled by 3- 2411 diameter reinforced concrete pipes with 
headwall instead of the originally designed 2' x 5' shallow box culvert. In evaluation of 
the construction we found that the 24" RCP would be more cost effective as the 2' x 5' 
box culvert would be a non standard specially constructed unit costing 4 to 5 times what 
standard 2411 RCP would. 

We would request that this design change be approved by your office. If you have any 
questions please contact me. 

~~ ~/_; ~ ~Jj . ¥-+---
' - Philip ~ H~rt, E 

President · 

encl 



230 . CONCRETE PIPE DESIGN MANUAL 

FIGURE 33 

HEADWATER DEPTH FOR CIRCULAR CONCRETE 
PIPE CULVERTS WITH INLET CONTROL 
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Circular Channel Analysis & Design 
Solved with Manning's Equation 

Open Channel - Uniform flow 

Worksheet Name: CHANNEL X-ING 

Comment: CHANNEL CROSSING AT SOUTH CLUB COURT 

Solve For Full Flow Capacity 

Given Input Data: 
- Diameter ......... . 
Slope ............ . 
Manning's n ...... . 
Discharge ........ . 

Computed Results: 
Full Flow Capacity .... . 
Full Flow Depth ....... . 

Velocity ......... . 
Flow Area ........ . 
Critical Depth ... . 
Critical Slope ... . 
Percent Full ..... . 
Full Capacity .... . 
QMAX ®.94D ....... . 
Froude Number .... . 

l{ 

2.00 ft- 24 
0 • 0164 ft/ft - \ I lo'5 ro VV"\l~ 
0.015 

25.11 cfs 

25.11 cfs 
2.00 ft 
7.99 fps 
3.14 sf 
1.76 ft 
0.0147 ft/ft 

100.00 % 
25.11 cfs 
27.01 cfs 

FULL 
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Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.16 (c) 1990 
Haestad Methods, Inc. * 37 Brookside Rd * Waterbury, Ct 06708 



October 3, 1994 

Grand Junction Planning Commission 
250 North 5th. Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

LANDesign Partnership 
200 North 6th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501 

(303) 245-4099 

RE: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOI\1ES, FlliAL PLAT & PLAN 

Dear Members: 

Attached is the Final Plat and Plan application for Country Club Townhomes consisting of 
24 dwelling units on five acres located southeast of 12th. Street and G Road. 

It should be pointed out that the accompanying final plat includes a single lot with road and 
easement dedications. Once the foundations for each building( s) are constructed, a final re
plat, or plats, will be submitted for an administrative review by the City's staff 

This submittal addresses the conditions of approval during the Preliminary Plan review 
process. 

Changes made to the Preliminary Plan which are incorporated in the Final Plat and Plan 
include: 

1. All units have a minimum of two off-street parking spaces in addition to two 
spaces in the garage. 

2. Overflow parking areas are not included within this application. 

3. A continuous shrub screen has been provided along a portion of the south property 
line. 

4. A sidewalk connection is provided between North Club Court and 12th. Street. 

In order to maintain the efficiency of the site development plans the access has not been relocated 
north of its location on the Preliminary Plan. However, the length of the south cul-de-sac has been 
reduced approximately 75 feet. Further, it is the applicants desire to maintain the access location to 
12th. Street as submitted due to the following: 



·. 
page2 

a. It is generally preferred by transportation engineers that a maximum distance b\~ \ .... 
maintained between a local street intersection and nearby major street intersections. 

b. The street configuration in itself serves as a buffer area between the unknown 
nature of the non-residential area to the south of Country Club Townhomes. Thus, 
providing a higher level of privacy for the future residences. 

All other elements of the initial Preliminary Plan Application consistent with the above 
modifications remain unchanged. 

The applicant and myself will be present at the scheduled Public Hearing to discuss the 
application and answer any questions which may arise. 

Respectfully, 

.-~~A .1 " !U ;c?:;rltfJtf~c!C 
'Thomas A. Lo~/ (/ 

xc: Sidney Gottlieb 
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October 3, 1994 

Community Development Department 
250 North 5th. Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

LANDes;n Partn!!;~ip 
9 

It G~ 
200 North 6th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501 

(303) 245-4099 

RE: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, FINAL PLAT & PLAN 

Dear Members: 

Accompanying is a Final Plat and Plan application for the Country Club Townhomes, 
consisting of24 dwelling units on five acres located southeast of 12th. Street and G Road. 

The following submittal documents which remain unchanged can be found in your existing 
files and are not included with this submittal package: 

11. Evidence of Title 

../ 2. Names and addresses of surrounding property owenrs. 

v3. Legal Description 

/4. Tax Certificates 

5. Geotechnical Report 

/6. Full sized Assessor's Map 

/7. Drainage Report (an addendum is inlcuded ). 

If any of the above items are not in your files or you require additional copies do not hesitate 
to contact our office and we will provide them to you. 

Respectfully, 

;~aJ.-~c/Z 
Thomas A. Lo~;>jU 

xc: Sidney Gottlieb 



REVIEW COMMENTS 

Page 1 of 3 

FILE # 121-94(2) TITLE HEADING: Preliminary Plan - Country Club 
Town homes 

LOCATION: SE corner of G Road and 12th St. 

PETITIONER: Sidney Gottlieb 

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 

PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Tom Dixon 

4 77 Elkwood Terrace 
Englewood, NJ 07631 
201-569-0916 

Thomas Logue/Landesign Ltd. 

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOUR (4) COPIES OF WRITTEN 
RESPONSE AND REVISED DRAWINGS ADDRESSING ALL REVIEW COMMENTS ON OR 
BEFORE 5:00P.M., OCTOBER 24, 1994. 

MESA COUNTY PLANNING 
Verna Cox 

No comments 

U.S. WEST 
Leon Peach 

No comments at this time. 

CITY PARKS AND RECREATION DEPT. 
Don Hobbs 

10/14/94 
244-1637 

10/07/94 
244-4964 

10/05/94 
244-1542 

Open space fees based upon 24 units at $225 = $5,400.00 due in fees. 

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Hank Masterson 

10/05/94 
244-1414 

The access road beginning at the east end of South Club Court now exceeds the Fire 
Department maximum dead end length of 150' and is also less than the minimum of 20' wide. 
For other than single and two family dwellings, the minimum dead end fire line size is 10". 
Minimum fire flows still need to be determined. Submit building plans to the Fire Department 
so that we may complete the required fire flow survey. The fire hydrants located as shown are 
acceptable. 
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CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 
Bill Cheney 

See attached comments. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 
Dale Clawson 

10106194 
244-1590 

10117194 
244-2695 

Electric and Gas: Require the open space be dedicated as utility easement so that service can 
be run to each unit. 

GRAND VALLEY WATER USERS 
Richard Proctor 

10110194 
242-5065 

Grand Valley Water Users Association has no other comments than those previously 
submitted on February 15, 1994 and July 18, 1994. Thank you for the opportunity to comment 
on this proposal. 

UTE WATER 
Gary Mathews 

10114194 
242-7491 

The Developer needs to run a 8" main line for this project. Installed 2-3 foot in oil on the North 
and East side of the street. Ute water will maintain water mains which are installed in the 
Road right of way only and not on the property. Developer needs contact with Ute Water to 
discuss water main design and water metering options. All meters and water service lines to 
the main line must be out of the drive way area. Water meters are installed at the property 
line. The 8" main proposed for the East end of South Club Ct. needs a back flow prevention 
devise installed. Domestic water could not come off of this line if the devise is installed. 
A separated line is needed for domestic supply and the meter or meters will be installed at 
the property line near South Club Ct. Contact with Ute Water is needed to discuss changes 
in design and metering cost. .. 

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

TCICABLE 
Glen Vancil 

See attached letter. 

SCHOOL DISTRICT #51 
Lou Grasso 

See attached comments. 

10107194 
245-8777 

10112194 
242-8500 
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CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 
Jody Kliska 

See attached comments and bluelines. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Tom Dixon 

See attached comments. 

10117194 
244-1591 

10117194 
244-1447 



~ 

FILE #121-94(2) I REVIEW COMMENTS I PAGE 3 

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 
Jody Kliska 

See attached comments and bluelines. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Tom Dixon 

See attached comments. 

LATE COMMENTS 

WALKER FIELD AIRPORT AUTHORITY 
Mike Sutherland 

10/17/94 
244-1591 

10/17/94 
244-1447 

10/20/94 
244-9100 

Information included with this filing failed to describe what phase or purpose this review 
serves. There was no cover page/application included. The Avigation Easement attached is 
incomplete to the extent that no legal description was included and no signatures. 

This development lies within the Airport Area of Influence, as well as underlying common 
aircraft traffic patterns, so may be affected by overflight of aircraft. An Avigation Easement is 
required to be recorded at or before filing of the subdivision plat. Please send a copy of the 
recorded document to the Walker Field Airport Authority following its recording. 

It is our recommendation that, due to this residential development's proximity to aircraft flight 
paths and the airport proper, that additional soundproofing insulation - as well as planned 
landscape features - be designed into each residence and site to help mitigate potential 
sound-level perceptions. 



STAFF REVIEW (Preliminary comments) 

DATE: October 17, 1994 

STAFF: Tom Dixon 

REQUEST: Preliminary Plan (revised) - Country Club Townhomes 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 24 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

No plan exists for this area of the City. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

This proposal is for a third preliminary plan review for Country Club Townhomes, 
originally reviewed as Country Club Estates. The first proposal, reviewed as file # 145-93, 
was for 21 single-family lots. The second proposal, reviewed as file #121-94, granted 
preliminary approval for 24 attached residential units in six separate buildings, each 
building containing four units in various floor plan configurations. 



The present proposal is similar to the second review in that 24 residential units are being 
proposed. However, this proposal involves one-, two-, and three-unit structures. More 
importantly, 11 of the proposed units are oriented around an auto court which begins at the 
northeast terminus of South Club Court and extends for nearly 300 feet to the garage of the 
most distant unit. This is considered a significant departure from the approved preliminary 
plan, as determined by the City Attorney and therefore this revised plan must be reviewed 
as another preliminary plan. 

Several staff representatives, particularly Engineering and Fire, have expressed concerns 
over the number of units accessed from the auto court, the width and length of the auto 
court, and the feasibility of getting emergency vehicles in and out of the auto court. These 
concerns must be addressed by the petitioner in order for the Planning staff to support this 
auto court concept. Generally, staff supports limited use of auto courts (four to six 
residential units). However, the proposed eleven units exceeds this limit. It is acknowledged 
that the previous approval allowed up to eight units to utilize an auto court. However, the 
issue is being evaluated due to increasing desire to utilize such a concept and the lack of 
any clear standards. However, eight is assumed to be too intense a use for one auto court 
based on issues such as safety, vehicular manuvering, parking, and similar issues. 

As with the previous proposal, the revised Country Club Townhomes will again create 
individual residential lots defined by the footprints of the buildings. The remaining property 
will be held in common ownership by the homeowners association which will be 
responsible for the common open space and associated auto courts, driveways and parking 
areas. The proposed access to the site, North Club and South Club Courts, will be dedicated 
as public rights-of-way. No height limit is indicated for the structures; therefore a limit will 
be recommended by staff, probably 25 to 30 feet. 

An adjoining property owner has inquired about the need for half-street improvements 
along W estcliff Drive. Although this issue was looked at during the original Country Club 
Estates review (#145-93), it is likely to be brought up again. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that approval of this preliminary plan be contingent on making several 
site modifications, as outlined below: 

1) The use of individual auto courts be limited to six units and a maximum length of 150 
feet. 

2) A modified site plan shall be submitted for final plan review which reflects these 
limitations. 

3) All conditions (1 through 4) from file #121-94 be reflected on the final plan. 

4) A $442.95 per lot sewer payback for the Horizon Park sewer line constructed from 12th 
street east to the east property line of this site is due at the time the Plant Investment Fee is 



paid for the sewer clearance. 



RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS ,-·· 
October 24, 1994 1 

\ 
I 

Dl~P A BTMEllT 

Title: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, Preliminary Plan 

File No: 121-94(2) L- ..... ~-~-~- --·--·-----· 

Location: SE Corner 12th. Street and G Road 

The following agency comments were informational in nature, or do not require a 
response: 

MESA COUNTY PLANNING 
U.S. WEST 
CITY PARKS & RECREATION DEPT. 
GRAND VALLEY WATER USERS ASSOC. 
TCICABLE 
SCHOOL DIST. 51 

RESPONSE TO FIRE DEPARTMENT: 
The applicant was not aware of the department's requirement that the maximum dead end 
length of a private drive is 150 feet. A new site development plan will be submitted with 
the final plat and plan application. The utility plans will be revised to include an minimum 
10 inch dead end lines. 

RESPONSE TO CITY UTILITY ENGINEER: 
The following changes and modifications will be made on the final plat and plan submittal: 

1. The existing easement along the east side of the property. 
2. Service lines will be changed as not to connect directly into manholes. 
3. Profile grades will be shown to Manholes A-5-A and A-5-B. 
4. Each unit will have its own separate sewer service. 

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC SERVICE CO: 
All private open spaces will be dedicated as utility easements on the Final Plat. 

RESPONSE TO UTE WATER: 
The water plan will be modified to include an back flow prevention devise at the main at 
the east end of South Club Court. A separate domestic supply line will be installed for 
water delivery to the units on South Club Ct. 



RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER: 
The following will be incorporated within the final plat and plan submittal: 

PLAT 
The private open spaces will be indicated on future final plats once the exact building 
location are made as discussed within the Project Narrative. 

Dedications will be made for a pedestrian easement. Dedication of landscape easement 
will be added to the initial final plat. 

STREET PLANS 
Approval signature blocks will be added to all construction drawing sheets. 

Flowline profiles, street light locations, and street signs will be added. 

Comments made for drainage at the intersection of So. Club Ct. and 12th. Street will be 
incorporated on the street plan sheets. 

The private driveway at the east end of So. Club Ct. will be modified to be at least 20 feet 
wide and no longer than 150 feet from the curb line to any garage. A maximum of six units 
will access any private drive. 

The latest City Standard Details will be incorporated within the revised street plans. 

GRADING PLAN 
Additional detail will be provide for the drainage discharge at So. Club Ct. and 12th. Street. 
Including a profile for the proposed culverts and the vertical location of the proposed 10 
inch water main under So. Club Ct. 

Pond lining details and a profile for the pond outlet will be added to the grading plan. 

Grading Plans will be revised to clearly depict the rear yard swale along the south property 
line. 

The detail for the COOT standard will be revised. The outlet paving is outside of the 
existing right-of-way for 12th. Street. However, the outlet paving is located within the limits 
of an existing platted 20 foot Utility and Irrigation Drainage Easement shown on the Final 
Plat for Horizon Park Plaza Subdivision. 
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The following Land Use Summary is provided in order to calculate the Drainage Impact 
Fee: 

LAND USE SUMMARY 

USE AREA IN SF AREAINAC. 

DEDICATED R.O.W 36,358 0.84 

PRIVATE DRiVES 24,576 0.56 

BUILDINGS 60,428 1.39 

OPEN SPACE 96,293 2.21 

TOTAL 217,655 5.00 

SEWER PLANS 
Sewer and Water Construction Notes will be added to the construction plans including the 
latest City Standard Detail Drawing for Manholes. 

IMPROVEMENTS AGREEMENT 
Drainage improvements under So. Club Ct. and the sidewalk connection to 12th. Street 
will be included within a revised Improvements Agreement 

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 
A modified site plan wilt be submitted for final plat and plan review which will include 
changing the private driveway at the east end of So. Club Ct. to be at least 20 feet wide 
and no longer than 150 feet from the curb line to any garage. A maximum of six units will 
access the private drive. 

RESPONSE TO WALKER FIELD: 
A revised Avigation Easement will be resubmitted with the final plat and plan. 



October 26, 1994 

Tom Logue 
LANDesign, Ltd. 
200 North 6th Street 
Suite 102 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Dear Tom, 

Grand Junction Community Development Department 
Planning • Zoning • Code Enforcement 
250 North Fifth Street· 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668 
(303) 244-1430 FAX (303) 244-1599 

The current submittal for Country Club Townhomes, file #121-94(2), 
has been reviewed. Concerns have been expressed by City Engineering 
and Fire staff regarding changes that occurred between the 
Preliminary approval and the present submittal. 

In discussing the issues involving the length, width, and number of 
units coming off the "auto courts", we agreed that a new submittal 
would be necessary. In order to properly evaluate a revised plan, 
we would need to see what you propose prior to taking the item to 
Planning Commission for consideration. 

As discussed with you this morning, we are pulling the item in 
order for you and your client to decide upon the proposal you wish 
to go with. 
You also will need to set up a pre-application conference in order 
to discuss these changes if the latest design is the preferred 
project layout. Please contact me at 244-1447 to arrange a 
conference and to discuss a new submittal. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Dixon, AICP, Senior Planner 

. 
cc: Sidney Gottlieb 

File #121-94(2) 



November 30, 1994 

Grand Junction Planning Commission 
250 North 5th. Street 
Grand Junction, CO 8150 I 

LANDesign Limited 
200 North 6th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501 

(303) 245-4099 

RE: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, FINAL PLAT & PLAN 

Dear Members: 

On October 3, 1994 a Final Plat and Plan was submitted for review of Country Club 
Townhomes. On October 24, 1994 the Community Development Department staff 
detennined that a new submittal would be necessary since the Final Plan was not substantially 
in compliance with the approved Preliminary Plan. 

Attached is a second Final Plat and Plan application consisting of 23 dwelling units on five 
acres located southeast of 12th. Street and G Road. 

It should be pointed out that the accompanying fmal plat includes a single lot with road and 
easement dedications. Once the foundations for each building( s) are constructed, a final re
plat, or plats, will be submitted for an administrative review by the City's staff 

This submittal addresses the conditions of approval during the Preliminary Plan review 
process and an initial review of the first Final Plan application. 

Changes which· are incorporated in the Final Plat and Plan include: 

I. All units have a minimum of two off-street parking spaces in addition to two 
spaces in the garage. 

2. Overflow parking areas are not included within this application. 

3. A continuous shrub screen has been provided along a portion of the south property 
line. 

4. A sidewalk connection is provided between North Club Court, 12th. Street and G 
Road. 
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5. The entrance road has been moved to the north in accordance with staff 
recommendation within the Preliminary Plan review. 

~ ~·' 6. The maximum length of any auto court has been maintained at 150 feet0~,~~C~ ~\,Ge 
\)0 0 
~~Q~' 7. The maximum of 6 units will be served by an auto court. 

'2..'\ 
All other elements of the initial Preliminary Plan Application consistent with the above\. 
modifications remain unchanged. 

The applicant and myself will be present at the scheduled Public Hearing to discuss the 
application and answer any questions which may arise. 

Respectfully, 

4}/;_,~/1,;/~. ·' -· 
( ~~!_//?v. < " • c./c 
· Thomas A.~u 

xc: Sidney Gottlieb 





PETITION 

~ Subdivision 
Plat/Plan 

[ ] Rezone 

b4 Planned 
Development 

DEVELOPMa.· APPLICATION 
Community Development Department 
250 North 5th Street Grand Junction, CO 81501 
{303) 244-1430 

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

PHASE 

[ 1 Minor 
~Major 
[ ] Resub 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: L ·;· = ·=· =·= ·=. = ·=· =. =. =. =. = -;-; ·: ·=i 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

I [ 1 ODP 
[] Prelim 
.M Final 

SIZE I 

5.0 (JC,. 

I 

,, 

LOCATION \ ZONE 

/Zt/J s+. 
! 

sc- i 
Roocl 

i P/2 -~ , ~ 
~ 

From: To: 

/f ,, 

[]Conditional Use mmmmmmmmm~mru I 

[]Vacation 

Receipt 
Date 
Rec'd By 

File No. 4f::tp,f:- ?r{ij 

I LAND USE 

I Re' o!:i tJTI't'-I 

I 
I 
:~:~:~:~:}f~{:~:~:tf~}:~:;:~:~:~:~ 
!·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:· 

[ ] Right-of-'.Nay 
[] Easement 

~ PROPERTY OWNER [ ] DEVELOPER bd REPRESENTATIVE 

Name Name :-.lame 

2 ~o t1. t, 7--/, 5/ree -f 
Address Address Address 

City/State/Zip " City/State/Zip CityjS tejZip 

4()~ z4s-- 4tJ rtt 
Business Phone No. Business Phone No. Business Phone No. 

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on dat~ of submittal. 

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of ~'"lis submittal, that ~":e 
foregoing information is true and complete to the best of our knowledge. and tnat we assume the responsibility to monitor the s:atus of t.'1e application 
and the review comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at all hearings. In the event !."':a: :.'7e petitioner is net 
represented, the item will be dropped from the agenda, and an additional fee charged to cover rescheduling expenses betore !t can again be plaC=e(J 
on the agenda. 

Signature of Property Owner(s) - Attach Additional Sheets if Necessary 



U.S. Bank of Grand Junction 
P.O. Box 908 
Grand Junction, CO 81502 

Shirley Gardner 
2700 G Road #9C 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Rod Geddes 
2700 G Road #11-B 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Clifford Allison 
2711 G Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

William Bray 
1015 North 7th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Roger Scholbe 
2700 G Road #8B 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Amora Bl ey 
2700 G Road #10-B 
Grand Junction, CO 

Carlon Chambers 
2700 G Road #12-C 
Grand Junction, CO 

Gertrude Dalby 
555 Pinyon Avenue 

81506 

81506 

Grand Junction, CO 81501. 

Tilman Bishop 
2697 G Road 
Srand Junction. CO 81506 

Allan Ledebur 
2700 G Road #BD 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Jeanne Motz 
2700 G Road #9D 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Florence Berg 
2715 G Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

John Moss 
715 Horizon Drive, Suite 380 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Donald Edward Tyre 
694 Westcliff Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Robert Orr 
2700 G Road #6D 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Ruth Hockensmith 
2700 G Road #10-C 
Grand Junction, CO 

Bruce Jones 
2700 G Road #12-D 
Grand Junction, CO 

Alvin Schiesswohl 
123 South 6th Street 

81506 

81506 

Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Deanna Musgrave 
2700 G Road #11-C 
Grand Junction_ r.n Rll.)fHi 

Florence Wilcox 
2700 G Road #8C 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Shirley Woodard 
P.O. Box 2087 
Grand Junction, CO 81502 

Ladee Jensen 
2713 G Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Reta Maxfield 
2700 G Road #11-A 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

G Road Investments 
2328 I-70 Frontage 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 

Mable Patsantaras 
2700 G Road #A-10 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Everhart Family Revocable 
Living Trust , 
2700 G Road #10-D 
Grand Junction, CO 

Mildred Gobbo 
2700 G Road #8-A 
Grand Junction, .CO 

Frederick Jones 
3831 N 12th Street 

81506 

81506 

Grand Junction, CO 81506 

·Wa 1 ter Ho 1 mes 
2700 G Road #11-D 
r,Y'~nri .lltnr+inn rn Ql ~n~ 

~ 



Mary Luthe. 
2700 G Road #A-6 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

City of Grand ·Junction 
Community Development Dept. 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Sidney Gottlieb 
477 Elkwood Terrace 
Englewood, NJ 07631 

Ella Hurtt 
2700 G Road #6-B 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Jeff Williams 
715 Horizon Drive, Suite 200 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

Mariam Bennett 
2700 G Road #6~c 
Grand Junction, CO 81506 

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



MAJOR-·· 

MAJOR SUBDIVISION: FINAL 
Project Name: ~ t-rv~ C/?r-6 ·~ 

ITEMS 

DESCRIPTION 

u.J 
0 z 
u.J 
a: 
u.J u.. 
u.J 
a: 
a 
U5 
en 

• Acolication Fee Vll-1 1 

94 

• Submittal Checklist• Vll-3 1 ·· 
~.~R~e~v~ie~w~A~~a~te~n~cv~C~o~v-er-S~h~e-e-t~*-----+~,~/l~l-~3--~1+1-r1-r1~1~1+-1+-r1-r1~1~1~1~1+-1+1-r1~1~1~1~1+-1+1~1~14-1~1~1~+-~~+----1; 

• Acolication Form• Vll-1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
• 11"x17"ReductionofAssessor'sMac Vll-1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
• Evidence of Title Vll-2 1 1 1 I 
• Appraisal of Raw Land Vll-1 1 I 1 1 
• Names and Addresses Vll-3 
• Leaal Oescriotion Vll-2 1 1 
0 Deeds Vll-1 1 1 
0 Easements Vll-2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
0 Aviqation Easement Vll-1 1 1 
0 ROW Vll-3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
• Covenants Conditions & Restrictions Vll-1 1 1 
0 Common Soace Aoreements Vll-1 1 1 
• County Treasurer's Tax Cart. Vll-1 
• lmorovements Aareement/Guarantee· Vll-2 1 1 1 
0 COOT Access Permit Vll-3 1 1 I I I ! I ! I I 
0 404 Permit Vll-3 1 1 I I I I I I I I i i I I I I 

0 Floodclain Permit* Vll-4 1 1 j l I I I I I I I I i 
• General Proiect Reoort X-7 1111111811111111 1 1 1 2 1 1 111 1 1 J I I 
• Comoosite Plan IX-10 1 2 1 1 I I I I I I I I l I I 
• 11''x17" Reduction Comoosite Plan IX-10 1 11181111 1111111111 11 
e Final Plat IX-15 1 2 1 1 
• 11''x17" Reduction of Final Plat IX-15 8 1 1 1 111111111 I 
• Cover Sheet IX-11 1 2 
• Gradina & Stormwater Mamt Plan IX-17 1 2 1 1 1 
0 Storm Drainaae Plan and Profile IX-30 1 2 1 1 1 1 J 
• Water and Sewer Plan and Profile IX-34 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
• Roadwav Plan and Profile IX-28 1 2 1 
0 Road Cross-sections IX-27 1 2 
0 Detail Sheet IX-12 1 2 
0 Landscaoe Plan IX-20 2 1 1 
• Geotechnical Reoort X-8 1 1 
0 Phase I & II Environmental Recort X-1 0 11 1 1 
• Final Drainaae Reoort X-56 1 2 
0 Stormwater Manaaement Plan X-14 1 2 1 1 
0 Sewer Svstem Desian Reoort X-13 1 2 1 
0 Water Svstem Oesian Reoort X-16 1 2 1 
0 Traffic lmoact Study X-15 1 2 

NOTES: 1) 
2) 

An asterisk in the item description column indicates that a form is supplied by the City. 
Required submittal items and distribution are indicated by filled in circles, some of which may be filled in during the 
pre-application conference. Additional items or copies may be subsequently requested in the review process. 
Each submitted item must be labeled, named, or otherwise identified as described above in the description column. 3) 
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RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS 

December 27, 1994 

Title: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, Final Plat and Plan 

File No: 121-94(2) 

Location: SE Corner 12th. Street and G Road 

The following agency comments were informational in nature, or do not require a 
response: 

CITY PARKS AND RECREATION 
GRAND VALLEY WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 51 

RESPONSE TO FIRE DEPARTMENT: 
A revised Utility Plan will be prepared indicating the installation of an additional fire 
hydrant at the intersection of Club Court and North Club Court. 

RESPONSE TO CITY UTILITY ENGINEER: 
Water: The Water Plan will be modified to show bends and thrust restraint in the cui-de-
sac streets. 

Sewer: A water stop detail will be added to the construction plans for the existing manhole 
connection. 

RESPONSE TO WALKER FIELD AIRPORT 
A signed Avigation Easement, complete with the legal description will be transmitted to the 
Community Development Department prior to the recording of the final plat. 

RESPONSE TO UTE WATER: 
The water plans will be changed to reflect the installation of a master meter for the six units 
at the end of Club Court. Also see response to City Utility Engineer. 

RESPONSE TO MESA COUNTY: 
The Site Development Plans have been changed to increase the distance between North 
Club Court and 12th. Street. Funds in lieu of construction will be provided for 12th. Street 
and G Road. The location of neighborhood mail boxes will be added to the Street Plan. 



RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER: 
Plat: A drainage easement dedication will be added to the final plat. 

Plans: Approval blocks will be added to the street and utility plans. 

landscape Plan: 

Street Plan: North Club Court has been moved an additional35 feet to the east from its 
separation from N. 12th. Street. Storm seYJer inlets, and details will be added to the street 
plan. A detail for the 8' -0" sidewalk will also be added to the plans. Street light and mail 
box locations will be shown on the Street Plans. 

Grading Plan: The size for the inlets will be detailed on the Street Plans. The slope 
between the culvert headwalls and the back of walk elevation is 25%. A detail for the 
slidegate will be added to the plans. 

Improvement Agreement: Estimated Costs for Item No. 5 will be increased to include; 
piping, erosion protection, inlets, headwalls, piping and structures. 

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 
1. The intersection of North Club and Club Court has been moved 35 feet further to the 
east. This allovvs for a 120 foot separation between the centerline of 12th Street and North 
Club Court. 

2. A sidewalk connection is sho\M'l on the street plans between North Club Court and 12th. 
Street. 

3. A Development Improvements Agreement will be provided prior to the recording of the 
final plat. 

4. Building setbacks are 15 feet from the public right-of-ways except garages which is 20 
feet. A 20 foot setback is provided from the perimeter boundary of the site. 

5. Maximum building height is 30 feet for all structures. 



STAFF REVIEW (Preliminary comments) 

DATE: December 19, 1994 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

REQUEST: Final Plan - Country Club Townhomes 

LOCATION: Southeast comer of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 23 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

No plan exists for this area of the City. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

This proposal is for final plan review for Country Club Townhomes, originally reviewed as 
Country Club Estates. Two preliminary project plans have already been considered for this 
site. The first proposal, reviewed as file #145-93, was for 21 single-family lots. The second 
proposal, reviewed as file #121-94, granted preliminary approval for 24 attached residential 
units in six separate buildings, each building containing four units in various floor plan 
configurations. 



The present proposal is similar to the second review except that 23 rather than 24 
residential units are being proposed. This project involves one-, two-, and three-unit 
structures. Proposed units are mostly oriented around auto courts which provide direct 
access to the public rights-of-way. This concept was approved at the preliminary stage. 

As with the previous proposal, the revised Country Club Townhomes will again create 
individual residential lots defined by the footprints of the buildings. The remaining property 
will be held in common ownership by the homeowners association which will be 
responsible for the common open space and associated auto courts, driveways and parking 
areas. The proposed access to the site, North Club and South Club Courts, will be dedicated 
as public rights-of-way. No setbacks or height limits are indicated for the structures; 
therefore, all buildings shall have a minimum setback of 15 feet from all public rights-of
way to the interior of the site and 20 feet from the perimeter boundary of the site. Garages 
shall in all cases have setbacks of at least 20 feet. The height limit for all structures will be 
30 feet. 

An adjoining property owner has inquired about the need for half-street improvements 
along Westcliff Drive. Although this issue was looked at during the original Country Club 
Estates review (#145-93), it is likely to be brought up again. 

As proposed, the revised Country Club Townhomes will again create individual residential 
lots defined by the footprints of the buildings. The remaining property will be held in 
common ownership by the homeowners association which will be responsible for the 
common open space and associated auto courts, driveways and parking areas. The proposed 
access to the site, North Club and South Club Courts, will be dedicated as public rights-of
way. 

The previously approved preliminary approval contained the following conditions: 

1) All units shall have two off-street parking spaces. 

3) The site shall have a continuous shrub screen and/or screened fence, at least 4 feet in 
height, extending the full length of the south property line to buffer the site from the 
commercially-zoned area to the south. 

4) A sidewalk connection from the northerly portion of North Club Court shall be made to 
the 12th Street (27 Road) right-of-way unless the site access is moved northward at least 
150 feet. 

' 
The petitioner's representatives had previously indicated that the fmal site layout could be 
slightly altered and that some of the proposed units could be re-oriented. This proposal 
reflects alterations that were previously discussed by the Planning Commission when 
Preliminary Plan/Plat approval was granted. For example, relocating South Club Court north 
from its prior location has now been proposed. A suggestion by staff that the housing units 
have parking beneath at least some of the units with housing above - the purpose of which 
would be to decrease lot coverage, improve building appearances, and increase development 



flexibility - has been considered. This proposal follows the preliminary plan in that auto 
courts are utilized although the number of residential units accessing from each type of 
drive has been reduced to six per staff direction. 

An issue has emerged in the final plan/plat proposal regarding the intersection of the two 
streets proposed with this project. North and South Club Courts intersect only 40- feet from 
the street intersection with 12th Street. This distance must be at least 100 feet as approved 
at the preliminary approval. 

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED: 

1) The intersection of North and South Club Courts shall be at least 100 feet from the 
intersection with 12th Street. 

2) A sidewalk connection from North Club Court to 12th Street shall be provided. 

3) A Development Improvements Agreement is required for necessary improvements of this 
project. 

4) All buildings shall have a minimum setback of 15 feet from all public rights-of-way to 
the interior of the site and 20 feet from the perimeter boundary of the site. Garages shall in 
all cases have setbacks of at least 20 feet. 

5) The height limit for all structures will be 30 feet. 
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STAFF REVIEW (Preliminary comments) 

DATE: January 19, 1995 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

REQUEST: Final Plan- Country Club Townhomes 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

STAFF ANALYSIS: This proposal is for final plan review for Country Club Townhomes, 
originally reviewed as Country Club Estates. Two preliminary project plans have already 
been considered for this site. The first proposal, reviewed as file #145-93, was for 21 
single-family lots. The second proposal, reviewed as file # 121-94, granted preliminary 
approval for 24 attached residential units in six separate buildings, each building containing 
four units in various floor plan configurations. 

The present proposal is similar to the second review except that 23 rather than 24 
residential units are being proposed. This project involves one-, two-, and three-unit 
structures. Proposed units are mostly oriented around auto courts which provide direct 
access to the public rights-of-way. This concept was approved at the preliminary stage. 

Setbacks have been established for this project through the preliminary approval. All 
buildings shall have a minimum setback of 15 feet from all public rights-of-way to the 
interior of the site and 20 feet from the perimeter boundary of the site. Garages shall in all 
cases have setbacks of at least 20 feet. The height limit for all structures will be 30 feet. 
Building coverage shall not exceed 35 percent of the site. 

There is a 20-foot easement around the perimeter of the site. No building structure is 
allowed in this easement including building walls. Some of the proposed court yard walls 
will need to be eliminated or modified. 

The issues that need to be responded to and resolved are as follows: 

1) Street section plans and a full landscaping plan are still missing. These deficiencies were 
noted previously and were the basis for having the application pulled at the January 
hearing. 

2) No structures, including building walls, may not be built on or over easements. 



... 
p 

3) Turning radii from the individual driveways into the auto court need to be indicated in 
feet. The City Engineer has concerns that they may be too great and will create problems 
and difficulties. A horizontal profile of how these will function may help to ameliorate 
these concerns. 

4) The final plans need to indicate the amount and percentage of site area devoted to 
building coverage, landscaping/open space, public streets, and auto courts/driveways. The 
final approval of this project should include a provision that each dwelling unit is allowed 
some future building footprints expansion (for a deck, sun room, or similar feature) without 
having to come back to the City for review and approval. 

5) The intersection issue that emerged when this proposal came in for final plan/plat 
proposal has been addressed. North and South Club Courts will intersect approximately 120 
feet from the street intersection with 12th Street. 

2 
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STAFF REVIEW (Final) 

DATE: January 26, 1995 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

REQUEST: Final Plan/Plat - Country Club Townhomes 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 23 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

No plan exists for this area of the City. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

This proposal is for final plan review for Country Club Townhomes, originally reviewed as 
Country Club Estates. Two preliminary project plans have already been considered for this 
site. The first proposal, reviewed as file #145-93, was for 21 single-family lots. The second 
proposal, reviewed as file #121-94, granted preliminary approval for 24 attached residential 
units in six separate buildings, each building containing four units in various floor plan 
configurations. 



The present proposal is similar to the second review except that 23 rather than 24 
residential units are being proposed. This project involves one-, two-, and three-unit 
structures. Proposed units are mostly oriented around auto courts which provide direct 
access to the public rights-of-way. This concept was approved at the preliminary stage. 

The revised Country Club Townhomes will again create individual residential lots defined 
by the footprints of the buildings. The remaining property will be held in common 
ownership by the homeowners association which will be responsible for the common open 
space and associated auto courts, driveways and parking areas. The proposed access to the 
site, North Club and South Club Courts, will be dedicated as public rights-of-way. 

No setbacks or height limits are indicated for the structures; therefore, all buildings shall 
have a minimum setback of 15 feet from all public rights-of-way to the interior of the site 
and 20 feet from the perimeter boundary of the site. Garage shall in all cases have setbacks 
of at least 20 feet. The height limit for all structures will be 30 feet. 

An adjoining property owner has inquired about the need for half-street improvements 
along Westcliff Drive. Although this issue was looked at during the original Country Club 
Estates review (#145-93), it may be brought up again. 

The approved preliminary plan/plat, #121-94(2), contained the following conditions: 

1) All units shall have two off-street parking spaces. 

2) The site shall have a continuous shrub screen and/or screened fence, at least 4 feet in 
height, extending the full length of the south property line to buffer the site from the 
commercially-zoned area to the south. 

3) A sidewalk connection from the northerly portion of North Club Court shall be made to 
the 12th Street (27 Road) right-of-way unless the site access is moved northward at least 
150 feet. 

These conditions have all been resolved and satisfied with the final project design. An issue 
emerged in the final plan/plat proposal regarding the intersection of the two streets 
proposed with this project. The original final submittal North and South Club Courts 
intersected only 40 feet from the street intersection with 12th Street. The petitioner's 
representative has revised the plan to provide an intersection offset between centerlines of 
approximately 120 feet. Therefore, this concern has been addressed and satisfied. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of the final plan, as proposed. The following conditions 
(excepting #2, below) need to be satisfied prior to plat submission and approval. 

1) A Development Improvements Agreement is required for necessary public right-of-way 
improvements which will substantially benefit this project. 



2) Each proposed unit in this project will be allowed a maximum 10% increase of building 
floor area without the need for administrative review. Any such additions will require a 
planning clearance. 

3) Petitioner should work with Public Service to have the necessary easements on the 
property without encumbering the entire open space area. Such a blanket easement is not a 
requirement of the City approval. 

4) Other issues identified by reviewing agencies shall be satisfied. 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

Mr. Chairman, on item #121-94(3), I move that we approve the final plan/plat for Country 
Club Townhomes Subdivision with the conditions as stated in the Staff recommendation. 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 1, 199 5 

TO: Linda Dannenberger, Mesa County Planning 

FROM: Marcia Rabideaux, Grand Junction Community Development 

SUBJECT: UCC Meeting I February 8, 1995 

NEW CITY OF GRAND /UNCTION ITEMS: 

#185-94 

#201-94 

#203-94 

#207-94 

VACATION OF EASEMENT 
PETITIONER: R. Arnold Butler 
LOCATION: S of G Road along the northern border of Ptarmigan 

Estates Subdivision 

FINAL PLAT/PLAN -CODY SUBDIVISION, FILINGS #3 & #4 
PETITIONER: John Davis 
LOCATION: S ofF Road & W of 29 3/4 Road 

. FINAL PLAT/PLAN ·SCOTT'S RUN SUBDIVISION, FUTURE FILINGS 
PETITIONER: Ray Rickard 
LOCATION: NW corner of 29 1/2 Road & F 3/4 Road 

REPLAT A PORTION OF FORESIGHT PARK SUBDIVISION 
PETITIONER: Refrigeration Industries 
LOCATION: SE corner of Foresight Circle & Blichman Avenue 

.. EIMri\J~- FINAL PLAT/PLAN -COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES 
PETITIONER: ·Sidney Gottlieb 
LOCATION: SE corner of 12th Street & G Road 

#FPP-95-19 FINAl PLAT/PLAN- COUNTRY CROSSING SUBDIVISION, FILING #2 
PETITIONER: Denny Granum 
LOCATION: SE Corner of 25 Road & G Road 

DISCUSSION ITEMS: 

1. Encroachment into easements 



STAFF REVIEW (Final) 

DATE: February 1, 1995 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

REQUEST: Final Plan/Plat -Country Club Townhomes 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 23 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 
NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

No plan exists for this area of the City. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

This proposal is for final plan review for Country Club Townhomes, originally reviewed as 
Country Club Estates. Two preliminary project plans have already been considered for this 
site. The first proposal, reviewed as file #145-93, was for 21 single-family lots. The second 
proposal, reviewed as file #121-94, granted preliminary approval for 24 attached residential 
units in six separate buildings, each building containing four units in various floor plan 
configurations. 



The present proposal is similar to the second review except that 23 rather than 24 
residential units are being proposed. This project involves one-, two-, and three-unit 
structures. Proposed units are mostly oriented around auto courts which provide direct 
access to the public rights-of-way. This concept was approved at the preliminary stage. 

This modified Country Club Townhomes proposal will again create individual residential 
lots defined by the footprints of the buildings. The remaining property will be held in 
common ownership by the homeowners association which will be responsible for the 
common open space and associated auto courts, driveways and parking areas. The proposed 
access to the site, North Club and Club Courts, will be dedicated as public rights-of-way. 

No setbacks or height limits are indicated for the structures; therefore, all buildings shall 
have a minimum setback of 15 feet from all public rights-of-way to the interior of the site 
and 20 feet from the perimeter boundary of the site. Garages shall, in all cases, have 
setbacks of at least 20 feet from a public right-of-way. The height limit for all structures 
will be 3 0 feet. 

An adjoining property owner has inquired about the need for half-street improvements 
along Westcliff Drive. Although this issue was looked at during the original Country Club 
Estates review (#145-93), it may be brought up again. 

The approved preliminary plan/plat, #121-94, contained the following conditions: 

1) All units shall have two off-street parking spaces. 

2) The site shall have a continuous shrub screen and/or screened fence, at least 4 feet in 
height, extending the full length of the south property line to buffer the site from the 
commercially-zoned area to the south. 

3) A sidewalk connection from the northerly portion of North Club Court shall be made to 
the 12th Street (27 Road) right-of-way unless the site access is moved northward at least 
150 feet. 

These conditions have all been resolved and satisfied with the final project design. An issue 
emerged in the final plan/plat proposal regarding the intersection of the two streets 
proposed with this project. In the final submittal, North Club Court and Club Court 
intersected only 40 feet from the street intersection with 12th Street. The petitioner's 
representative has revised the plan to provide an intersection offset between centerlines of 
approximately 120 feet. Therefore, this concern has been addressed and satisfied. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of the final plan, as proposed, with the following conditions: 

1) A Development Improvements Agreement is required for all public right-of-way 
improvements. 



• 

2) No structures, including building walls, may be built on or over perimeter easements. 

3) Each proposed unit in this project will be allowed a maximum 10% increase of building 
floor area without the need for administrative review. Any such additions will require a 
planning clearance. Petitioner should work with Public Service to have the necessary 
easements on the property without encumbering the entire open space area. Such a blanket 
easement is not a requirement of the City approval. 

4) There shall be a 20-foot deep parking area in front of each garage for additional off
street parking. 

5) Turning radii to and from the garage entrances shall meet the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) geometric designs, as illustrated in 
Exhibit A. 

6) Other issues identified by reviewing agencies shall be satisfied. 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

Mr. Chairman, on item #121-94(2), I move that we approve the final plan/plat for Country 
Club Townhomes Subdivision with the conditions as stated in the Staff recommendation. 
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24 AASHTO-Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

THIS TURNING TEMPLATE SHOWS. THE· TURNING PATHS OF .THE AASHTO DESIGN 
VEHICLES. THE PATHS SHOWN -ARE FOR THE LEFT FRONT OVERHANG AND THE 
OUTSIDE REAR WHEEL. THE LEFT FRONT WHEEL FOLLOWS THE CIRCULAR CURVE, 
HOWEVER, ITS PATH IS NOT SHOWN. . 
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1) All previous conditions of approval for the Country Club Townhomes final Plan/Plat shall 
apply. 

2) The petitioner shall pursue alternative arrangements for trash and garbage service, the two 
options are to get an exemption from the City Council's policy of exclusive trash and garbage 
service by City haulers or to have the City Council agree to allow City trucks to enter private 
streets in order to collect garbage. 

3) The final plat shall identify the gated entry feature and identify the streets as private tracts 
dedicated to the homeowners. 

4) Club Court and North Club Court must both be reserved and identified as full-width, multi
purpose easements on the final plat. 

5) The gate entry shall provide for at least 60 feet of stacking distance from the nearest public 
right-of-way. 

6) A sign at the entrance to the site shall identify the street as a gated, private street with 
restricted access. 

7) All public service and utility providers shall have 24-hour access through the gate as 
determined by the Public Works Director in order to attend to either routine or emergency needs. 

8) The homeowners association shall establish an annual maintenance fund for the private streets. 
The form and financial mechanisms of this fund shall be submitted by the petitioner for review 
and approval by the Public Works Department prior to the release of the Development 
Improvements Agreement. 



STAFF REVIEW (Amended Final approval) 

DATE: June 1, 1995 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

ISSUE: To evaluate whether gated entries to private streets should be allowed in 
residential developments (Part I) 

PROPOSAL: To amend the Final Plan/Plat for Country Club Townhomes to allow 
private streets and a gated entry to the site (Part II) 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 23 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

City. 

NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

PART I GATED ENTRIES TO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS 

SUMMARY: Presently, the City has no adopted policies for allowing private streets or for 
gated entries on accessways serving more than one residential unit (a locked driveway to a 
single-family residence is assumed to be at the discretion of the property owner). 



The City needs to evaluate and determine whether gated entries to residential developments 
should be allowed. This issue has been researched in other communities with some mixed 
results as far as the interest and acceptance of these sometimes controversial development 
features. There are a broad range of issues to be considered with gated entries. Before 
deciding whether a gated entry to a specific development is appropriate, there are a number 
of general issues that needed to be looked at. The following issues and corresponding 
findings are included below: 

1) Private streets 

Findings: Streets that restrict entry to the public must be privately owned and operated, 
typically by a homeowners association. The Public Works Department recommends that 
private streets, if allowed,. be designed and constructed according to the same City standards 
for public streets. Safety for motorists and pedestrians is an issue regardless of who 
maintains the infrastructure. Proper construction methods are important in order to 
maximize the long term integrity of the facilities and minimize the expense of annual 
maintenance. 

If homeowners are responsible for the maintenance of the 'private street infrastructure, then 
a homeowners association must be required with specific language within the covenants that 
sets aside an adequate amount of funds to properly maintain the infrastructure. Improperly 
scheduled maintenance compromises safety and adds to the cost of future maintenance 
and/or replacement. Annual maintenance funds for a private street should be escrowed by 
the petitioner and the amount approved by the Public Works Department. 

Another concern with private streets has been the trend in recent years for the homeowners 
to eventually request the City to accept the maintenance responsibility of these streets. If 
the private streets are designed, constructed and maintained properly, then the future City 
acceptance of the street is less of an issue. 

2) Trash and garbage collection 

Findings: Trash and garage collection can occur in gated communities either by private 
haulers or by municipal haulers that are entitled to enter the gated area in order to deliver 
this basic urban service. Problems with garbage trucks can occur if the roads are not 
designed to withstand such vehicle loads due to substandard construction. This problem can 
normally be avoided by having the streets built to a standard capable of withstanding such 
weights. 

In instances where haulers will not or cannot enter a gated residential area, some common 
collection area would be necessary on the exterior portion of the gate. However, the 
research on this issue indicates that this is not an issue because, in the vast majority of 
instances, haulers (whether they be municipal or private contractors) are entitled to enter 
gated residential areas. 



3) Fire, police and emergency services 

Findings: A key concern with gated entries is the potential problems they pose for 
emergency, fire and police response. Comments from these service providers indicate that 
gated entries usually pose no significant delays provided they possess a simple means of 
opening the access gate. Fire trucks typically will drive through an arm gate (but not a 
heavy grate) without any or only minimal damage to the truck. If necessary, police cars and 
ambulances could do the same thing but so .could just about any kind of vehicle. However, 
the consensus of these providers is not entirely in favor of gated entries. For example, if 
these providers possess a universal key or card to unlock a gate, then that same type of 
device will generally be available to the public. 

4) Utility services 

Findings: Public services and utilities face the same issue as emergency providers except 
their needs rarely have the immediacy of fire, police or emergency response. However, 
access to a site cannot involve undue delays since failures from telephone or electric service 
need immediate response for the public good. Therefore, access by utility companies should 
have the same 24-hour access privledges (i.e., master keys or ~ards) as emergency service 
providers. 

5) Stacking and turnaround requirement 

Findings: An area in front of a gated entry should allow for vehicle turnaround. This is 
more of a design element than it is a constraint on the gates themselves. In the absence of a 
City policy on stacking distance, it seems reasonable that sufficient area be provided to 
allow three standard-length vehicles to queue in front of a closed gate. This amounts to a 
linear distance of 60 feet. The position of the gate in this proposal would have to be 
relocated to meet this distance so that vehicles would not stack into the public right-of-way 
causing traffic and safety hazards. 

6) Segregation from larger community 

Findings: Gated communities are used throughout the United States in a wide range of 
forms and manners according to information from the American Planning Association. In 
some communities they have been the subject of great debate due to the social implications 
they represent, as evidenced from the example of Santa Fe, New Mexico. After being 
allowed in three or four subdivisions in Plano, Texas, the City Council decided not to allow 
their use anymore since it created both physical and social separation within the City. The 
reasoning for not allowing gated residential development have to do with the isolating 
elements they create (loss of community), the socio-economic stratification they promote, 
(you don't find these in poor neighborhoods), and greater complexity they create for all 
types of service deliveries - emergency (police and fire); utilities (gas, electricity, sewer, 
water); communication (mail, UPS, telephone, cable); and special (appliances, repairs, 
landscaping/home repairs). 



In other American cities, they are a non-controversial feature of subdivision developments. 
However, these are almost always middle- to high-income areas. They are known to be 
especially popular in southern California, around Las Vegas, in the Dallas metroplex, and in 
south Florida. They can be found around every large metropolitan area in the United States. 
The reasons for their popularity is due to perceived reduction of crime, a sense of an 
internal neighborhood or community, a sense of exclusivity, and enhanced property values 
(real estate reports confirm that houses located within gated entries have maintained or 
increased in value at a higher rate than other houses in the same market). 

In Chicago, an experiment for restricted access to a low-income, high-density residential 
project was tested. This project utilized a single ingress/egress point in an attempt to reduce 
a serious crime problem. However, this project also used defensible space design, enhanced 
lighting, and community policing to deal with its problems. The restricted access was only 
one element of a strategy to provide a safer living environment. In this instance, limiting 
access to the site itself was considered similar to restricting entry into an apartment 
building. 

7) Other considerations 

Findings: Several other issues are of a concern with the concept of gated entries: 

a. Pedestrian/bicycle connections - Private streets and gated accessways should not be 
allowed when the effect is to make it more difficult to make basic connections for 
pedestrian and bicyclists. The City has made an effort to provide for alternative modes of 
transportation in the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan. When private streets and gated 
entries would prevent such systematic networks, they should not be allowed. 

b. Open space systems - Gated entries should not be utilized when the result would be 
restrictive access to public open spaces. Typically, this would involve access to a public 
park or a public trail. In instances where this has occurred in other jurisdictions, conflicts 
have occurred due to trespassing and to having to concentrate public access to a few public 
road access points which may have the effect of discouraging public use of a public 
resource by making access more distant and less convenient. 

c. Parcel and goods delivery - Gated entries will create added difficulties for certain 
deliveries such as for UPS, Federal Express, or for basic goods such as furniture and 
appliance deliveries, or for home repairs and similar services. Gated entries do pose some 
inconveniences for these types of deliveries. 

PART II GATED ENTRY TO COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES 

SUMMARY: This proposal is to amend the final plan/plat approval for Country Club 
Townhomes, originally reviewed as Country Club Estates. The approved proposal did not 
indicate the intention to place a gated entry into the site and to designate the two proposed 
streets, Club Court and North Club Court, as private streets. In order to review this 



amended proposal, a number of issues need to be considered with this request. It is 
probable that a decision allowing private streets with a gated entry could give significant 
policy direction on similar types of requests in the future. 

1) Private streets: Should the streets in this subdivision be allowed as private rather than 
public streets? 

Findings: The petitioner proposes to construct both Club Court and North Club Court to 
the City standard. However, these streets could not become public rights-of-way if there is 
a restricted entry such as a gate. The City Council, in a recent decision, was agreeable to 
allowing a public street more narrow than the City standard. However, this same street was 
not allowed as a private street. If a gated entry is allowed, the street will have to be private. 

As stated in Part I, the Public W arks· Department recommends that private streets be 
designed and constructed to the same City standards as public streets. Safety for users, 
whether pedestrians or motorists, is a concern. By requiring the private streets to be built to 
the City design standard (which would include curb, gutter, and sidewalks) and by requiring 
a homeowners association which will have maintenance responsibilities for the street, this 
issue can be satisfied. 

2) Trash and garbage collection: how will trash and garbage (solid waste) be removed 
from the site? 

Findings: Current City policy requires all residential developments, except for apartment 
buildings with more than seven units, to be served by the City trash haulers. Under the 
proposed circumstances, this development would have to provide a common trash collection 
area on the exterior portion of the gate. This would place it close to or next to a public 
street. Even if such an area were properly screened and enclosed, trash enclosures generally 
do not make an attractive entry feature to a residential development. In addition, the 
placement and design of trash collection will have to consider the City's future intention of 
purchasing automated garbage trucks with sidearm (as opposed to front end) loading. 

The petitioners' proposal is to handle trash and garbage collection by contracting with a 
private hauler. Such an arrangement could be contrary to the City's existing policy as noted 
above. If the petitioner desires to pursue an alternative to the City's present policy, an 
exemption from the City Council would be necessary to allow either a private trash hauler 
to collect the garbage or to allow City garbage trucks to enter a private street in order 
service individual residences. 

3) Fire, police and emergency services: is access through the gate sufficient and 
reasonable to avoid undue delays so as not to jeopardize the health and safety of residents? 

Findings: Comments received from the fire and police indicate that gated entries usually 
pose no significant delays provided a lock key or similar device is used for the gate. A 
disengaging device (master key or card) for the gate would have to be provided to all such 
service providers so that no delays occur, particularly in life-threatening circumstances. 



4) Utility services: can public services and utilities get reasonable access to the site if 
needed? 

Findings: In this proposal, having only a gated entry but no fence enclosing the remainder 
of the property reduces this access to an extent if easements are placed to allow alternative 
access for service providers. For example, the multi-purpose easement on the northeast 
portion of the site could be accessed from Westcliff Drive, a public right-of-way, rather 
than having to go through· the gated entry. 

5) Stacking and turnaround requirement: what is an adequate or minimum length of 
distance to allow vehicles to queue in front of the gate without blocking a public street and 
how do vehicles maneuver if they discover they have no right or means of going through 
the locked gate and need to reverse direction in order to leave? 

Findings: At this point, the City desires an area in front of a gate that would allow three 
standard-length vehicles to queue in front of a closed gate. This amounts to a linear 
distance of 60 feet. The position of the gate in this proposal would have to be relocated to 
meet this distance so that vehicles would not stack into the public right-of-way causing 
traffic and safety hazards. 

In this proposal, an area to turnaround vehicles is not provided. This would potentially 
create a difficult situation for someone entering the private drive but having no ability to 
pass through the gate. This is really a minor problem in this instance. However, 
consideration is necessary since this question should be addressed in some manner to 
provide policy guidance for future situations. A simple solution may be to place a sign at 
the intersection identifying the street as a private way. If someone mistakenly turns, there 
would still be time and space to allow a turn back onto the street before getting all the way 
to the gate itself. 

6) Segregation from larger community: what are the social impacts to the larger 
community by allowing restricted access to this residential area? 

Findings: The arguments go both ways in evaluating the appropriateness or political 
correctness of allowing gated entries. If favorable circumstances would permit a gated 
entry, they would be (a) when the number of residences is low to moderate, (b) when the 
street network would have no possible connection to the regional transportation system, (c) 
when the private streets are built to the full City standard as a safeguard for future 
dedication, and, (d) when the decision or choice to permit such entries can be reversed with 
little or no public cost and harm. 

Under this proposal, the approved 23 residential units is a modest-sized development. The 
street layout, as approved by the Planning Commission, is two dead-end streets that provide 
for no future connection to Westcliff Drive or any other public right-of-way. Both of these 
streets will be built to a full City width standard even though they are intended as private 
streets. If the gated entry presents difficulties of a nature that it should be reconsidered, 
particularly by the residents living with it, then there will be the future option of removing 



it at a marginal cost. Given these circumstances in this situation, it is difficult not to allow 
the petitioner to go forward with the request and allow it to be a test case for similar types 
of future proposals. 

CONCLUSION: The City's position on gated entries or gated communities needs to be 
established. This proposal to amend the final plan/plat for Country Club Townhomes must 
be reviewed on it own merits. However, the policy implications for how similar types of 
future requests will be regarded is important. 

At this time, the manner of certain service deliveries is still uncertain or unclear. This is 
particularly the case with trash and garbage collection. Under current City policy, a private 
hauler may not be allowed to collect trash and garbage from this site. Or, even if the City 
allows it the residents might still be assessed a collection fee which would amount to a 
service charge without the service being performed. 

Emergency service providers seem more comfortable with the arrangement of a gated entry 
and do not see the restrictive access as a problem should a response be necessary. Thus, the 
issue boils down to which direction the City desires to go regarding gated entries and 
communities. 

If gated entries are allowed in the City, this proposal represents a situation in which such an 
entry would be innocuous. That is because the street pattern has already been approved to 
allow both Club Court and North Club Court to be cui-de-sacs. There is no likelihood that 
these streets would ever connect to other through streets. In addition, if for some reason 
there are problems with this particular gated entry, they will be localized to a couple dozens 
residents and the problems will not be incorrigible. The simple solution, in this instance, 
will be simply to remove the offending gate and the residents will still have a fashionable 
entry feature to their townhome development. 

If this amended proposal is approved, then all previous conditions of approval for the 
Country Club Townhomes final plan/plat (file #121-94[2]) shall apply with one exception. 
The sidewalk connection from North Club Court to 12th Street, necessary for pedestrian 
circulation if public streets are built, would no longer be required. 

Gated entries should not be allowed in any and all cases. When they have the deleterious 
effect of constraining the regional transportation network, causing real or potential basic 
service delivery problems, or segregate the community in a dysfunctional manner, they 
should be prohibited. However, this means that each proposal needs to be evaluated on its 
own merits with consideration to how it will address the issues presented above as well as 
other issues that may be singular to its development. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the amended Final 
Plan/Plat for Country Club Townhomes to allow private streets and a gated entry, as 
proposed, with the following conditions: 

1) All previous conditions of approval for the Country Club Townhomes final Plan/Plat 



shall apply except that a sidewalk connection from North Club Court to 12th Street is not 
required. 

2) The final plat shall designate a common, enclosed trash collection area outside the gated 
entry in order to allow City garbage haulers to collect trash and garbage without having to 
enter private property or travel on private streets. Should the petitioner desire to pursue 
alternative arrangements for trash and garbage service, the two options are to get an 
exemption from the City Council's policy of exclusive trash and garbage service by City 
haulers or to have the City Council agree to allow City trucks to enter private streets in 
order to collect garbage. 

3) The final plat shall identify the gated entry feature and identify the streets as private 
tracts dedicated to the homeowners. 

4) Club Court and North Club Court must both be reserved and identified as full-width, 
multi-purpose easements on the final plat. 

5) The gate entry shall provide for at least 60 feet of stacking distance from the nearest 
public right-of-way. 

6) A sign at the entrance to the site shall identify the street as a gated, private street with 
restricted access. 

7) All public service and utility providers shall have 24-hour access through the gate in 
order to attend to either routine or emergency needs. 

8) The homeowners association shall establish an annual maintenance fund for the private 
streets. The form and financial mechanisms of this fund shall be submitted by the petitioner 
for review and approval by the Public Works Department prior to the release of the 
Development Improvements Agreement. 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: Mr. Chairman, on item #121-
94(2), I move that we approve the amended Final Plan/Plat for Country Club Townhomes 
to allow private streets and a gated entry subject to the Staff recommendation and 
conditions. 



STAFF REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

DATE: June 2, 1995 

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP 

ISSUE: To evaluate whether gated entries to private streets should be allowed in 
residential developments (Part I) 

PROPOSAL: To allow a variance to the street standard allow two private streets and a 
gated entry to the approved final plan/plat for 
Country Club Townhomes (Part II) 

LOCATION: Southeast corner of G Road and 12th Street (27 Road) 

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb 

PROPOSED LAND USE: Residential, 23 units 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: Residential 
SOUTH: Undeveloped 
EAST: Residential and undeveloped 
WEST: Undeveloped 

EXISTING ZONING: PR-6, Planned Residential - 6 units per acre 

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-6 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

City. 

NORTH: Planned Residential 
SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented 
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre 
WEST: R-1-B (Mesa County designation) 

PART I GATED ENTRIES TO RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS 

SUMMARY: Presently, the City has no adopted policies for allowing private streets or for 
gated entries on accessways serving more than one residential unit (a locked driveway to a 



single-family residence is assumed to be at the discretion of the property owner). 

The City needs to evaluate and determine whether gated entries to residential developments 
should be allowed. This issue has been researched in other communities with some mixed 
results as far as the interest and acceptance of these sometimes controversial development 
features. There are a broad range of issues to be considered with gated entries. Before 
deciding whether a gated entry to a specific development is appropriate, there are a number 
of general issues that needed to be looked at. The following issues and corresponding 
findings are included below: 

1) Private s.treets 

Findings: Streets that restrict entry to the public must be privately owned and operated, 
typically by a homeowners association. The Public Works Department recommends that 
private streets, if allowed, be designed and constructed according to the same City standards 
for public streets. Safety for motorists and pedestrians is an issue regardless of who 
maintains the infrastructure. Proper construction methods are important in order to 
maximize the long term integrity of the facilities and minimize the expense of annual 
maintenance. 

If homeowners are responsible for the maintenance of the private street infrastructure, then 
a homeowners association must be required with specific language within the covenants that 
sets aside an adequate amount of funds to properly maintain the infrastructure. Improperly 
scheduled maintenance compromises safety and adds to the cost of future maintenance 
and/or replacement. Annual maintenance funds for a private street should be escrowed by 
the petitioner and the amount approved by the Public Works Department. 

Another concern with private streets has been the trend in recent years for the homeowners 
to eventually request the City to accept the maintenance responsibility of these streets. If 
the private streets are designed, constructed and maintained properly, then the future City 
acceptance of the street is less of an issue. 

2) Trash and garbage collection 

Findings: Trash and garage collection can occur in gated communities either by private 
haulers or by municipal haulers that are entitled to enter the gated area in order to deliver 
this basic urban service. Problems with garbage trucks can occur if the roads are not 
designed to withstand such vehicle loads due to substandard construction. This problem can 
normally be avoided by having the streets built to a standard capable of withstanding such 
weights. 

In instances where haulers will not or cannot enter a gated residential area, some common 
collection area would be necessary on the exterior portion of the gate. However, the 
research on this issue indicates that this is not an issue because, in the vast majority of 
instances, haulers (whether they be municipal or private contractors) are entitled to enter 
gated residential areas. 



3) Fire, police and emergency services 

Findings: A key concern with gated entries is the potential problems they pose for 
emergency, fire and police response. Comments from these service providers indicate that 
gated entries usually pose no significant delays provided they possess a simple means of 
opening the access gate. Fire trucks typically will drive through an arm gate (but not a 
heavy grate) without any or only minimal damage to the truck. If necessary, police cars and 
ambulances could do the same thing but so could just about any kind of vehicle. However, 
the consensus of these providers is not entirely in favor of gated entries. For example, if 
these providers possess a universal key or card to unlock a gate, then that same type of 
device will generally be available to the public. 

4) Utility services 

Findings: Public services and utilities face the same issue as emergency providers except 
their needs rarely have the immediacy of fire, police or emergency response. However, 
access to a site cannot involve undue delays since failures from telephone or electric service 
need immediate response for the public good. Therefore, access by utility companies should 
have the same 24-hour access privledges (i.e., master keys or cards) as emergency service 
providers. 

5) Stacking and turnaround requirement 

Findings: An area in front of a gated entry should allow for vehicle turnaround. This is 
more of a design element than it is a constraint on the gates themselves. In the absence of a 
City policy on stacking distance, it seems reasonable that sufficient area be provided to 
allow three standard-length vehicles to queue in front of a closed gate. This amounts to a 
linear distance of 60 feet. The position of the gate in this proposal would have to be 
relocated to meet this distance so that vehicles would not stack into the public right-of-way 
causing traffic and safety hazards. 

6) Segregation from larger community 

Findings: Gated communities are used throughout the United States in a wide range of 
forms and manners according to information from the American Planning Association. In 
some communities they have been the subject of great debate due to the social implications 
they represent, as evidenced from the example of Santa Fe, New Mexico. After being 
allowed in three or four subdivisions in Plano, Texas, the City Council decided not to allow 
their use anymore since it created both physical and social separation within the City. The 
reasoning for not allowing gated residential development have to do with the isolating 
elements they create (loss of community), the socio-economic stratification they promote, 
(you don't find these in poor neighborhoods), and greater complexity they create for all 
types of service deliveries - emergency (police and fire); utilities (gas, electricity, sewer, 
water); communication (mail, UPS, telephone, cable); and special (appliances, repairs, 
landscaping/home repairs). 



In other American cities, they are a non-controversial feature of subdivision developments . 
. However, these are almost always middle- to high-income areas. They are known to be 
especially popular in southern California, around Las Vegas, in the Dallas metroplex, and in 
south Florida. They can be found around every large metropolitan area in the United States. 
The reasons for their popularity is due to perceived reduction of crime, a sense of an 
internal neighborhood or community, a sense of exclusivity, and enhanced property values 
(real estate reports confirm that houses located within gated entries have maintained or 
increased in value at a higher rate than other houses in the same market). 

In Chicago, an experiment for restricted access to a low-income, high-density residential 
project was tested. This project utilized a single ingress/egress point in an attempt to reduce 
a serious crime problem. However, this project also. used defensible space design, enhanced 
lighting, and community policing to deal with its problems. The restricted access was only 
one element of a strategy to provide a safer living environment. In this instance, limiting 
access to the site itself was considered similar to restricting entry into an apartment 
building. 

7) Other considerations 

Findings: Several other issues are of a concern with the concept of gated entries: 

a. Pedestrian/bicycle connections - Private streets and gated accessways should not be 
allowed when the effect is to make it more difficult to make basic connections for 
pedestrian and bicyclists. The City has made an effort to provide for alternative modes of 
transportation in the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan. When private streets and gated 
entries would prevent such systematic networks, they should not be allowed. 

b. Open space systems - Gated entries should not be utilized when the result would be 
restrictive access to public open spaces. Typically, this would involve access to a public 
park or a public trail. In instances where this has occurred in other jurisdictions, conflicts 
have occurred due to trespassing and to having to concentrate public access to a few public 
road access points which may have the effect of discouraging public use of a public 
resource by making access more distant and less convenient. 

c. Parcel and goods delivery - Gated entries will create added difficulties for certain 
deliveries such as for UPS, Federal Express, or for basic goods such as furniture and 
appliance deliveries, or for home repairs and similar services. Gated entries do pose some 
inconveniences for these types of deliveries. 

PART II GATED ENTRY TO COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES 

SUMMARY: This proposal is to amend the final plan/plat approval for Country Club 
Townhomes, originally reviewed as Country Club Estates. The approved proposal did not 
indicate the intention to place a gated entry into the site and to designate the two proposed 
streets, Club Court and North Club Court, as private streets. In order to review this 



amended proposal, a number of issues need to be considered with this request. It is 
probable that a decision allowing private streets with a gated entry could give significant 
policy direction on similar types of requests in the future. 

1) Private streets: Should the streets in this subdivision be allowed as private rather than 
public streets? 

Findings: The petitioner proposes to construct both Club Court and North Club Court to 
the City standard. However, these streets could not become public rights-of-way if there is 
a restricted entry such as a gate. The City Council, in a recent decision, was agreeable to 
allowing a public street more narrow than the City standard. However, this same street was 
not allowed as a private street. If a gated entry is allowed, the street will have to be private. 

As stated in Part I, the Public Works Department recommends that private streets be 
designed and constructed to the same City standards as public streets. Safety for users, 
whether pedestrians or motorists, is a concern. By requiring the private streets to be built to 
the City design standard (which would include curb, gutter, and sidewalks) and by requiring 
a homeowners association which will have maintenance responsibilities for the street, this 
issue can be satisfied. 

2) Trash and garbage collection: how will trash and garbage (solid waste) be removed 
from the site? 

Findings: Current City policy requires all residential developments, ·except for apartment · 
buildings with more than seven units, to be served by the City trash haulers. Under the 
proposed circumstances, this development would have to provide a common trash collection 
area on the exterior portion of the gate. This would place it close to or next to a public 
street. Even if such an area were properly screened and enclosed, trash enclosures generally 
do not make an attractive entry feature to a residential development. In addition, the 
placement and design of trash collection will have to consider the City's future intention of 
purchasing automated garbage trucks with sidearm (as opposed to front end) loading. 

The petitioners' proposal is to handle trash and garbage collection by contracting with a 
private hauler. Such an arrangement could be contrary to the City's existing policy as noted 
above. If the petitioner desires to pursue an alternative to the City's present policy, an 
exemption from the City Council would be necessary to allow either a private trash hauler 
to collect the garbage or to allow City garbage trucks to enter a· private street in order 
service individual residences. 

3) Fire, police and emergency services: is access through the gate sufficient and 
reasonable to avoid undue delays so as not to jeopardize the health and safety of residents? 

Findings: Comments received from the fire and police indicate that gated entries usually 
pose no significant delays provided a lock key or similar device is used for the gate. A 
disengaging device (master key or card) for the gate would have to ·be provided to all such 
service providers so that no delays occur, particularly in life-threatening circumstances. 



4) Utility services: can public services and utilities get reasonable access to the site if 
needed? 

Findings: In this proposal, having only a gated entry but no fence enclosing the remainder 
of the property reduces this access to an extent if easements are placed to allow alternative 
access for service providers. For example, the multi-purpose easement on the northeast 
portion of the site could be accessed from Westcliff Drive, a public right-of-way, rather 
than having to go through the gated entry. 

5) Stacking and turnaround requirement: what is an adequate or minimum length of 
distance to allow vehicles to queue in front of the gate without blocking a public street and 
how do vehicles maneuver if they discover they have no right or means of going through 
the locked gate and need to reverse direction in order to leave? 

Findings: At this point, the City desires an area in front of a gate that would allow three 
standard-length vehicles to queue in front of a closed gate. This amounts to a linear 
distance of 60 feet. The position of the gate in this proposal would have to be relocated to 
meet this distance so that vehicles would not stack into the public right-of-way causing 
traffic and safety hazards. 

In this proposal, an area to turnaround vehicles is not provided. This would potentially 
create a difficult situation for someone entering the private drive but having no ability to 
pass through the gate. This is really a minor problem in this instance. However, 
consideration is necessary since this question should be addressed in some manner to 
provide policy guidance for future situations. A simple solution may be to place a sign at 
the intersection identifying the street as a private way. If someone mistakenly turns, there 
would still be time and space to allow a turn back onto the street before getting all the way 
to the gate itself. 

6) Segregation from larger community: what are the social impacts to the larger 
community by allowing restricted access to this residential area? 

Findings: The arguments go both ways in evaluating the appropriateness or political 
correctness of allowing gated entries. If favorable circumstances would permit a gated 
entry, they would be (a) when the number of residences is low to moderate, (b) when the 
street network would have no possible connection to the regional transportation system, (c) 
when the private streets are built to the full City standard as a safeguard for future 
dedication, and, (d) when the decision or choice to permit such entries can be reversed with 
little or no public cost and harm. 

Under this proposal, the approved 23 residential units is a modest-sized development. The 
street layout, as approved by the Planning Commission, is two dead-end streets that provide 
for no future connection to Westcliff Drive or any other public right-of-way. Both of these 
streets will be built to a full City width standard even though they are intended as private 
streets. If the gated entry presents difficulties of a nature that it should be reconsidered, 
particularly by the residents living with it, then there will be the future option of removing 



it at a marginal cost. Given these circumstances in this situation, it is difficult not to allow 
the petitioner to go forward with the request and allow it to be a test case for similar types 
of future proposals. 

CONCLUSION: The City's position on gated entries or gated communities needs to be 
established. This proposal to amend the final plan/plat for Country Club Townhomes must 
be reviewed on it own merits. However, the policy implications for how similar types of 
future requests will be regarded is important. 

At this time, the manner of certain service deliveries is still uncertain or unclear. This is 
particularly the case with trash and garbage collection. Under current City policy, a private 
hauler may not be allowed to collect trash and garbage from this site. Or, even if the City 
allows it the residents might still be assessed a collection fee which would amount to a 
service charge without the service being performed. 

Emergency service providers seem more comfortable with the arrangement of a gated entry 
and do not see the restrictive access as a problem should a response be necessary. Thus, the 
issue boils down to which direction the City desires to go regarding gated entries and 
communities. 

If gated entries are allowed in the City, this proposal represents a situation in which such an 
entry would be innocuous. That is because the street pattern has already been approved to 
allow both Club Court and North Club Court to be cui-de-sacs. There is no likelihood that 
these streets would ever connect to other through streets. In addition, if for some reason 
there are problems with this particular gated entry, they will be localized to a couple dozens 
residents and the problems will not be incorrigible. The simple solution, in this instance, 
will be simply to remove the offending gate and the residents will still have a fashionable 
entry feature to their townhome development. 

If this amended proposal is approved, then all previous conditions of approval for the 
Country Club Townhomes final plan/plat (file #121-94[2]) shall apply with one exception. 
The sidewalk connection from North Club Court to 12th Street, necessary for pedestrian 
circulation if public streets are built, would no longer be required. 

Gated entries should not be allowed in any and all cases. When they have the deleterious 
effect of constraining the regional transportation network, causing real or potential basic 
service delivery problems, or segregate the community in a dysfunctional manner, they 
should be prohibited. However, this means that each proposal needs to be evaluated on its 
own merits with consideration to how it will address the issues presented above as well as 
other issues that may be singular to its development. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the amended Final 
Plan/Plat for Country Club Townhomes to allow private streets and a gated entry, as 
proposed, with the following conditions: 



" 

1) All previous conditions of approval for the Country Club Townhomes final Plan/Plat 
shall apply except that a sidewalk connection from North Club Court to 12th Street is not 
required. 

2) The final plat shall designate a common, enclosed trash collection area outside the gated 
entry in order to allow City garbage haulers to collect trash and garbage without having to 
enter private property or travel on private streets. Should the petitioner desire to pursue 
alternative arrangements for trash and garbage service, the two options are to get an 
exemption from the City Council's policy of exclusive trash and garbage service by City 
haulers or to have the City Council agree to allow City trucks to enter private streets in 
order to collect garbage. 

3) The final plat shall identify the gated entry feature and identify the streets as private 
tracts dedicated to the homeowners. 

4) Club Court and North Club Court must both be reserved and identified as full-width, 
multi-purpose easements on the final plat. 

5) The gate entry shall provide for at least 60 feet of stacking distance from the nearest 
public right-of-way. 

6) A sign at the entrance to the site shall identify the street as a gated, private street with 
restricted access. 

7) All public service and utility providers shall have 24-hour access through the gate in 
order to attend to either routine or emergency needs. 

8) The homeowners association shall establish an annual maintenance fund for the private 
streets. The form and financial mechanisms of this fund shall be submitted by the petitioner 
for review and approval by the Public Works Department prior to the release of the 
Development Improvements Agreement. 



{Form for approval of filing & recording of SUBDIVISION PLATS) 

SB-142-95 

MESA COUNTY SURVEYOR 
544 ROOD AVE. 

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81502 
(303) 244-1821 

This is to certify that the SUBDIVISION PLAT described below 

COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES 

has been reviewed under my direction and to the best of my 
knowledge it conforms with the neccessary requirements pursuant 
to the Colorado Revised Statute 1994, 38-51-106 for the recording 
of Land Survey Plats in the records of the County Clerk's Office. 
This approval does not certify as to the possibility of omissions 
of easements and other Rights-of-Way or Legal Ownerships. 

Dated this 20th day of JuLY, 1995. 

Signed: JfJej( {Jj.('/~C:OW!u.~ ,Qlt,¥/V~ 

Recording of this plat is 
subject to all approved 
signatures & dates. 

RECORDED IN MESA COUNTY RECORDS 

DATE: ----------------------
BOOK: 

DRAWER: 

IV PAGE: 3??-$7%--3/?7 

13!3 Y8 --------------------

1727057 1132An OB/21/95 
MoNIKA Tooo CLK&REc MESA CouNTY Co 



July 24, 1995 

Thomas Logue 
LANDesign 
200 N. 6th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Grand Junction Community Development Department 
Planning • Zoning • Code Enforcement 
250 North Fifth Street 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668 
(970) 244-1430 FAX (970) 244-1599 

RE: Country Club Estates (Our File #121-94(2)) 

Dear Tom, 

We have reviewed your recent submittals (final plans, final plat, development improvements 
agreement, and disbursement agreement) and have identified the following items which must be 

. addressed. I have divided the comments by review agency. 

Development Engineer 

. V The placement of the gate does not meet the 60 feet from right~of-way criteria as approved 
by Planning Commission and City Council. 

It appears a tailing will be needed~ on one or both sides of the sidewalk above the ends of the 
culvert. There is a five (5) foot dropoff from the sidewalk to the drainage. 

The drainage fee, as calculated based on the land use summary provided on the plans, is 
$12,340.68. 

The curb, gutter and sidewalk must extend to the 12th Street right-of-way and not end short 
of it as shown on the plans. 

The project approval included the requirement to place a sign at the entrance of the 
development identifying it as a gated private street. This must be shown on the plans. 

The plans call for retaining walls at the perimeter of the project with a "design by others." 
Please provide the retaining wall design. 

The tum-around provided on the plans may cause some problems for traffic entering while 
a vehicle is using the tum-around. The tum-around design must be modified to eliminate 
the turn-out and provide a break in the island in front of the gate to accommodate turn
around vehicles. 

.oL:1... fl.....l-•-...-1 ~·~ ---·-1-...1 -----



,.;,. ·.•· 

· · Thomas'Logue; Re: Country Club Towflho.~es 
July 24,1995 

· ·. P~e Department · .. . . · . · 
V \ Safe.concem as #7 in.Developmel1t Enginee~'s comments.>· 

/ 
City Property Agent 

· C{>mme11:ts ·on final· plat:.· 

1; The leg~nd does not showJ()unirhirtge nailJot' W 1116 comer. · · 
' ' • , ~ I ~ ' , ' ' ' ' ~ 

2 

2; The found hinge nail'for.tli~ W l/16 corner should be.referenced in the basis of bearings 
statement · . . . .. . · . . . · · . · · · · · 

<. ,; ;·' 

3. ·Is the 450 sq~efeet ofRO~at·th~comerof12th.Streeta.nd'GRoad to be dedicated to the 
City? 

4. Where is the openspace referen~ed in the.dedicationlanguage~r 

5. Where ~are thejrrigation easements ~ferenced in the· dedication language?. 

Fire Department 

~· The Am.eriCllll Access 11-00 I ~ountili!!; pedestal may not be high enough·for the responding 
engme to access:· Most of our engines would require a height of 5'-0" for ready access by the 
driver .. Withoutfhis.h~ight,the creWilU~mber.~ould have to get out of the engine, .obtain. the 
keyfrom·the engineer, openjhe gate and then·getback.in th~ engine. This could pose a 
potential for time_ delays inthe eventofan emergency response, Other response equipment 
such as ambulances and re~cue trucks ; iilso would utilize the 5'~0" access pedestaL 

.Co/unity Development . . · . · . · . 

. · V · • Gate details· ( typ~, model, etc.)~ identified in brochure must be included in plans. 

~''Site Plan" drnwing ident(fyin!(llp~oyedbuilding io~tioilS and setbacks must be provided 
and will be recorded withthe;plat,,Please provide print for review. 

·, '' • ' ·' : . ~I ' • • ~ 

· Issues related to the plans 111ust be resolY~d ppbrto-approval ofthe plans for construction. Issues .. 
related to the plat and development agn~ement ll1ilst·be·resolvedpripr toplat tecording. The cc&Rs 
·are presently being reviewed by the. City Attorney's office and coriun:ents will be forwarded to you 
under 'separate cover. . , . · . · . · 



' : ~ \ 

·Thonias.Logu~;~Re:~··co~try Clup ToWllh6mes _ 3 
·July 24,J9?5 , - · · 
- ·' 

Please do not heSitate to con~act me if you have any questions.· I suggest you contact lhe review 
agencies directly ~fyotihave specific questions .related to the :above items. 

cc: · Dem1y·Gral1.t4n!!Monun1el).tijom~s · · 
Dave Stassen, Pp~ice' Dt!partment 
Jody Kliska,· pevelopment Engineer 
Steve Pace, -cicy J>.roperty .. Agent's Office· 
Duncan Brown, ·Fire'· Department • 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION FILE #121-94(2) FINAL PLAT/PLAN FOR 
COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES LOCATED AT THE SE CORNER OF 
12TH STREET & G ROAD IN THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION HAS 
BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE UTILITY COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE. 

?{~1~ f'S 
DATE r CHAIRMAN 



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dan Wilson 

FROM: Mark Relph ~ 

liECE!VE!) G 
PL~NNING ~ JUNC'l'ION 

EP.AR'I'JiEN7' 

RE: Street Maintenance Costs for 
.AUG 15 ~f\'n 

Club Tow~:Mes 

DATE: August 10, 1995 

At your request, I am providing you the costs to maintain the 
residential streets within the proposed Country Club Townhome 
project. The costs are divided into two categories; minimum 
maintenance services and optional services. 

The length of the streets within the subdivision have been 
measured at approximately. 550 linear feet, or 0. 2 lane miles, 
including two 48 foot cul-de-sacs. The City's cost for services are 
typically measured per lane mile of street, unless otherwise noted. 

[1] Minimum Maintenance Services: 

[A] Crack fill~ng 0.20 
[B] Seal Coating = 0.20 
[C] Asphalt overlay 0.20 
[D] Patching 0.20 

Single-lane mile 
Single-lane mile 
Single-lane mile 
Single-lane mile 

lane mi. 
cost 

$ 235 
$ 664 
$2,710 
$1,807 

Subtotal 

annual 
cost 

$ 47 
$ 133 
$ 542 
$ 361 
-------

$1,083 

These annual costs assume that crack filling and seal coating 
are performed once every 10 years. Asphalt overlays are assumed to 
be 3 inches in thickness and performed once every 15 years. The 
annual cost for providing these services has been estimated by 
taking the total cost of completing the service, divided by the 
frequency of service (i.e. years). 



[2] Optional Services: 

Additional services that could be provide with their related 
annual costs are: 

(1] Street Sweeping = 0.20 Curb-lane mile 
[2] Fall Leaf pick up and Spring Trash 

Removal programs = $6.08 per residential 
household * 24 units 

Unit 
cost 

$1,312 

$ 6 

Subtotal 

annual 
cost 

$ 262 

$ 144 

$ 406 

The total of the minimum maintenance services and the optional 
services is $1,489 per year. 

c: J. Kliska 
M. Drollinger 
T. Volkmann 
file:crtyclb 

2 



LANDesign, Ltd. 
200 North 6th Street • Suite1 02 • Grand Junction • Colorado 81501 • 303-245-4099 

DATE: t9 -:Z /-'Jr 

TO: "'t- c'J.ae. J IJ~oll/4,fc9Y 
c,4 of CirArn.d Tuaclttl~ 

LANDesign Limited Agrees to provide an electronic disk for the referenced project subject to the following 
conditions. 

· Therefore, the recipient agrees as follow: 

1. Due to the potential that the information set forth on the electronic media (hereafter referred to as "Disk") 
can be modified unintentionally or othernrise: LA.i'IDesign Limited shall reserve the right to remm·e all 
indices of its O"\\nership. professional partnership name, and /or involvement form each electronic 
mediwn (and its contents) not in its possession. 

2. The recipient recognizes that use of such Disk will be at their sole risk and without any liability risk or 
legal exposure to LANDesign Limited Furthermore, recipient shalL to the fullest extent permitted by, 
law, defend, indemnify and hold harmless LANDesign Limited from all claims, damages, losses, and 
expenses including attorney fees ari5ing out of or resulting from the sue of such Disk or data contained on 
such Disk. 

3. The use of this Disk is restricted to the original site and project for which it was prepared. Disk or 
material prepared from said disk shall not be used for other projects. or be transferred to any other party 
for use on other projects. Reuse for reproduction of the dis~ data or documents prepared from, by, or 
·with this Disk (in whole or in part) for any other purpose for which the material was not strictly intended, 
is prohibited. Possession of this Disk , or documents is prima facie e\idence of the acceptance of these 
restrictions. 

4. Recipient recognized that information stored on electronic media including, but not limited to, computer 
disk prepared by LANDesign Limited may not be 100% compatible with their mvn computer system due 
to differences in computer hardware and software. Therefore, recipient agrees that LMTiesign Limited 
shall not be held liable for the completeness or accuracy of any materials or documents prepared from 
such Disk or data contained on such Disk. 

5. Recipient recognizes that designs, plans, and data stored on electronic media, including, but not limited to 
computer disk may be subject to undetectable alteration and /or uncontrollable deterioration. Recipient 
therefore agrees that LANDesign Limited shall not be held liable for the completeness, accuracy, 
deviations of actual construction or any drawing errors contained on electroni · 
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(Form for approval of filing & recording of SUBDIVISION PLATS) 

SB-135-95 

MESA COUNTY SURVEYOR 
544 ROOD AVE. 

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81502 
(970) 244-1821 

This is to certify that the SUBDIVISION PLAT described below 

THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB 
FILING NO. ONE 

has been reviewed under my direction and to the best of my 
knowledge it conforms with the neccessary requirements pursuant 
to the Colorado Revised Statute, 38-51-106 and the Mesa County 
Land Development Code for the recording of subdivision plats in 
the office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder.This approval 
does not certify as to the possibility of omissions of easements 
and other rights-of-way or legal ownerships. 

Dated this 8th day of March, 1996. 

trDELL So. 

Recording of this plat is 
subject to all approved 
signatures & dates. 

RECORDED IN MESA COUNTY RECORDS 

DATE: ______________________ __ 

BOOK: __ ~\~~~---PAGE: 

DRAWER: :b~ \ \ i 
&~0~ 

1750959 0419PM 03/25/96 
MoNIKA Tooo CLK&REc MEsA CouNTY Co 



.. Jan--16-97 03:b3P 

EXHBIT 118"- PHASE II A THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN. 14, 199l 
ROADWAY & DRAINAGE IMPROVMENTS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE 

-·-----·· •·· ·-- ·-·· ·-------- ·------------·--

1 Excavation CY 0 $1.25 

2 Sub-Grade Preparation SY 1333 $1.95 

3 Class 6 ABC CY 148 $19.00 

4 Grading C HBP TON 262 $26.00 

5 Ditch Crossing LS 1 $1,000.00 

6 6' -6" C urbwalk LF 257 $16 00 

7 4' -0" Sidewalk LF 0 $20.00 

8 2'-0" Curb & Gutter LF 155 $12.00 

9 Fillets & Cross Pans SF 370 $3.55 

10 Street Light EA 1 $1,200.00 

11 Traffic Control Signs EA 3 $125.00 

12 Adjust MH's & Valves EA 3 $135.00 

TOTAL ROADS 

SANITARY SEWER 

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE 

TOTAL 
- ------··~ 

$0.00 

$2,599.35 

$2,812.00 

$6,812 00 

$1,000.00 

$4,112.00 

$0.00 

$1,860.00 

$1,313 50 

$1,200.00 

$375.00 

$405.00 

$22,488.85 

TOTAL 

- ----·----~·---------~ ~-·-- ·-·--- . ··~- .. ~. 

1 8'' Sanitary Sewer Main LF 245 $14.00 $3,430.00 

2 4" Sanitary Sewer Main LF 645 $8.25 $5,321.25 

3 Standard Manhole EA 2 $1,250.00 $2,500.00 

4 Trench Compaction LF 350 $3.50 $1,225.00 

5 Pipe Bedding CY 54 $8.00 $432.00 

6 Service Connections EA 7 $38.00 $266.00 

7 Join Existing EA 0 $500 00 $0.00 

TOTAL SANITARY SEWER $13,17425 

P.02 



Jan--16-97 03:53P 

EXHBIT "8"- PHASE II- THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN 14. 1997 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

1 8" PVC Water Main 

2 8" Gate Valve w/Box 

3 Join Existing Water Main 

4 Service Connection 

5 Trench Compaction 

6 Fire Hydrant Assembly 

7 Asphalt Replacement 

TOTAL DOMESTIC WATER 

ELLANEOUS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

. - ···-··-- ----
1 Design/Engineering 

2 Construction Surveying Only 

3 Developer's Inspection Cost 

4 Quality Control Testing 

5 City Inspection Fees 

6 General Const. Supervison 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 

GRAND TOTAL 

.... ---------

UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

- -------~-- . . --~.-----· -·--.~"· --- --. . 

LF 270 $14.50 $3,915.00 

EA 0 $0.00 

EA 0 $0.00 

EA 7 $335.00 $2,345.00 

LF 480 $2.00 $960.00 

EA 1 $1,500.00 $1.500.00 

LF 0 $25.00 $0.00 

$8,720 00 

UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

EA 

$2,500 00 

$3.000 00 

$1.000.00 

$2,500.00 

$1,000.00 

$5,200.00 

$15,200.00 

$59,58310 

J.>. 03 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Februcuy 3, ·19f17 

Michael uromng~r 
Gtty of Gr~t'lrl Junction 

John Molr 
RtJp. for country Cfub Estate!\ 

NumDel' Of pag~~ inc.luding c:uver sheet: (3) 

.1\le-ssa\)tt! 

;J!-9'1(/) 
.. .,., 

TfMF: 

(~/0) 244-1599 

FAX: (970) 874-7605 

Mic.hael~ enclos~u are the cost estimates forth~ r~n1cuning c.ul·de-sa._: to b~ built at the 
Vilht~/ ;~~~per Phil Hall at Land Design. rvc nbc> ta.lkect to Uav(': ZoUner at Mc:sa National 
Bank tJnd hr. h<ts ag1·eed to siw1 onto an Disbursement Agreement to.r the constnu:tivu of 
these improvement'\ J will gel du: n~<.tuired signatures on both the TJi~hunu•:ment 
Agreement nnd the ., )ev«"'lopnlent (.:ns.n uv~rnents Agreement and bring them into th~ c,lfy to 
M~t this all flnalizcd. I wnul<f like son1e 1ee-.lbac.:k. in t~rms ofthe .. effective date?' and th~ 
"cot.u•ut:ncement and completion p~rlods~~. 

Thctuks for your assistance with th1os J.l1atter. 

P.01 
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E.>.<HUn "fT'- PHAS~ H .. THE VILLAS AT CUUN I HY CLUB JA.N. 14, 199i 
ROADWAY & DRAfNAGE tMPA.OVMENT5 

ITEM OESCRIP'tiON UNIT QUANITY UNIT PR.ICE 

,, ---~-- ... #~----··--.-. ...... -
1 Excnvotlon CY 0 $1 25 

2 ~3t1b-Gre1rJe Pr eparotion BY 1333 $1 95 

3 Cl~~~ 6 ABC CY 1 1l8 $19 00 

4 Grnding L t IBP ION 262 $20.00 

f) Ditch Cross•ng LS 1 $1,000 00 

e 6'-6'' Curt>watk Lf: 257 $1fi ()() 

7 4 '~{ r· Sidewalk I I 0 $20.00 

B 2 1-0" Curb & Gutter LF 155 $12.00 

0 FiiJ~ts ,~ Cross Pans SF ~i/0 $3.55 

10 Sh"Q€1t Light EA 1 $1.200.00 

11 Traffic Controt ~;•0"'~ EA 3 $, ;)~; 00 

1.2 AdJUSt M~ I'~ & Valves EA 3 $135 00 

TOTAL ROADS 

SANITARY SL.WER 

ITEM OESCRiftTION UNIT QUANITY UNtT PRICE 

TOTAL 
..... ,-,, .. # __ ... 

$000 

$.2.599.35 

$2.812 00 

$6,812 00 

$·t .000.00 

$4,112.00 

$000 

$1.860 00 

$1.313 50 

$1.200 00 

$:)7~ 00 

$405 00 

$22.488 8~ 

TOTAL 

--~- -~--·- ... --.... ~-. ·-----
1 s·· flonttnry Sewel Mair I I f 245 $14.00 $3.430 {}{) 
<, , .4" Sar•Hetry s~wor Main LF 645 $0.2!> $5,321 25 

3 Standard Manhole EA 2 $1.250.00 $2,50000 

4 l rAnch COfHJ)Cit:tfOrl LF 350 $:i.50 $1,225.00 

5 Pip~ B~Udtng CY 54 $6.00 $432.00 

6 Scrvlc4l C nnnec. tions I_ A 7 $38 on $2GG.OO 

7 Jotn Lxisting EA 0 $500 ()0 $0 00 

TOTAL SANITARY RrWER $13.17425 

p. ft;? .. 

P.O<! 
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EXH8t T ''U'' ·PHASE; II- IHE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN. 14, 1997 

ITEM oescn.tPTION 

1 A" PVC Water Me1n 

2 8" Gote varve w/Box 

3 .. loin Existin~ Water Moin 

4 Sarvica Connection 

5 Tronch CompactiQn 

h r-ire Hydrar •t Assernbfy 

7 Asphalt Rept;t.-::eme-nl 

TOTAL DOMESTIC WATER 

UNIT QUANtTY UNfT PRICE 

·------·--~ 

LF 2/U $1450 

tA 0 

EA 0 

EA I $335.00 

I I 480 S2 00 

EA 1 $1,500.00 

Lt 0 $25.00 

TOTAL 

$3.915.00 

$0 ()() 

$000 

$2.345.00 

$900.00 

$1.~00.00 

$0.00 

$6,720 00 

t:LLANEOUS 

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRfCE TOTAL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

l >esign/Et 1~ir t\:iaring 

C o• u;,tf uction S urvP.yrng Only 

Oovolopar·~ Inspection Cost 

<.Juafity Conlrul Testing 

City Inspection F~es. 

General Const. Supwt vison 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 

ORAND TOTAL 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

EA 

$2,500 00 

$3.000 00 

$1.000.00 

$2.500.00 

$1.000.ll0 

$!i,200.00 

$15,200.00 

S5H.5fJ:i 10 

P.e3 

P.U...j 
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29. Condit~ons of AcceptancG. 

a, 

n. 

'I'~e City ~h.s.ll ha.Vtl r..o 3."'8.$~¢.:1:"~9ibility o::t- lj_~.bil.:i;_·;.-· ~--:.th rc::>=:<f-.>0.~'-1. Ln -.~!/1}' 
::J~. t:·e~t, o.:t·· othel:" ifl"lprov-em~nt:. (s), nor.:.,.ritl;~tancling t.he \..l~O <:>£ ·"thi:O! same b:..--· 
the public, tu'l.le.s:s the st:t"(H:tt or other j_mp~·ovem;.:'c-d:s ~_:;ball h~v~ l.n:~~n 
anccpt.a(.{ by tl,1t) Cit.y. li.Acc!(:_~_::ot,:H1.C!C b:r· th~ City" rr.e;a:n~ .-:;~. s-&par&c~ ~,>,r:t•:iting 
'"he~e:>~:t~ the- c;1ty sp~t~cif'i~s '·:hich imJ?rOVe.n·,ent.s have b(•cr.l acGr~pt~d ;:-nd t:.he 
cl~t~ f:1.:oro wh1an w:o~:t·r.:ant.y(ie8) e>b.all run 

Pt'io:~:: t:.o requt?.st.i_n 3 !_ U1dl accE:ptanc-~"- of ;?;tr-~.y &:t:..reet:, ~t.orm d:t·ain~~~e 
facil:l.ty. or other .tequi.:t·ea irc.pxovemen.t (s). t.he r::~vc.toper.· s!1a:I.l: <:li 
f\.il:'n.i.sh to the city Engin~er .'}.s-buJ.l t dn'\wing~ ~.n re:p:t:c-d\lcl.ble fo:tm. 
bluel ina stamped a..nd .sea.led by a profess ion.a.J.. eng-::1 u.<:e:t~ .an.d ir·l c::c::-,mpuL(."!~: 
d:i.sk form and c<..>_pi(•S of :::·~sult:.e of all cc.nstn.•c:t.i<--x) ccnt:.rol t~!3t . .s 
r~c .. ruil::-ed by CiT;y epe~if:i.Cd.ti<>11S; (ii) pl:.-ovid~ wr;\.!_.ten (~vJ.d+..::rH_:e to UH-: 
CJ.ty .E:1-·r;::linE:tt:~<:.· undei.· :;;lguo:&lu.~:l::\ o.t a q1.1~li£.ied e.:;oq.-.'8-rt t:h.~t th~ c,:~u:·th. 
::~oil8, lands a.nd SU:t".f"ace.s upc-rl, j_n and ·under whi.ch 1.~.8 ~mp~;·ove.tn.;_~nt~; hs.v8 

been conscructed, o~ which ~re ~eceesary for the i~provements, a~o fre~ 
from toxi..c. h.azaxdous o~ other .t'egu1at.ed al)b::3tancC!!.; cd.- mat.er:i .. :d.IS; l:d.J..) 
provide. "'-'"ritten, evid·:J~nce to t.he cit;{ Engine.0r tJ~a_•.:: _ t-~•'3 t!t.l~_ t::o __ la~~~-~ 
undcr.ly~ng th~. 1mprove-men.ts axe me~ehantablt=:. and t.r.l·:_~-· ~n:i ,_1 f:":,.:z~ t"t•.Jm ·':f.•. ·

liens: ano enctimbranoe s. ~.>~cept tho:::e l ien.s: 8.l"ad encu~-:<b:t-;:;,nce:.$ w}u .. ch T'" ;:J.y be: 
approved in writing ty the City Engineer. 

!.0. Phao~~d nevolo_proent.:. :tf the Cit:.>-' 8.1~0~"-'8 .::!. .Bt-:l:C~t. t.o .be: c~nlr_;t LU.ctc~1 j_,._ r;t.3.~=l·?.c' 
the Developer of the first one-halt street opened for ttaff~c shall constr~c~ 
~~e edjaccnt curb, gutter and aid•walk in the standard ]Qc~tinr and GD~l~ 
cc:.-.nat.JCuct. the :r.·~.quil.-ed 'rti.d.th c.f pavernent f:t.·cn.·l the edH8 e;.f g .. d:t.el:- on his si<1E: 
ot: t:.hl:' 8t:t.·tzel::: to 12n~.ble an .ir ... i.t:.ia.l tv:o-way t::r;;~.:ffic -:::-pc:t-~t.icn w1t.ho;J.t. 
an-2tr~ec park~ng. ~hat DQVelope~ is also r~sponsi~le for e~d-transition~. 
int_e:r.&et..:l_ . .i.t.lj' pdVJ.U"::_I. d:t:-.:\in&sc fac;d.1it.ics, ond ad·j•p.c:LnH-.rl' .. !_; L::_j ~:,:,_._~et.)_n,:_: 
utilit:.l.es necess.oti.~y t:o Of".en. th~ streec to tl:.'.:.1.ff:i.e. 

'··'tV vf G.t -~ r.d . .Tur.t_:t:: ic.r._ 
2 () NC>l:·rh :Oth St.:::r.;eet 
~_;.:r .~n•.l , Tu r- t • .1 0r1. CC• ~ l. 5o l_ 

t7 /1 

v.L-R. 
_::";~~.:;. ;:: i c ;;.~/;!. 
:rf CorpGr~t~~n. L~ be 

t:.l'".+.El c..::~rpt)r.':2te. ..::;e.:>.J..!".) 

. ___ h '1£__ ,;;.. / .)(;) '! ] 
---·---~· --~~-afl~---' 

51Q~ed by P~e~ident ~nd a~teated 

5 

~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·-
--------------------------------------------------

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~· - - - - -
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Page 3 of 4 

p. (1 

6. 1Mr~r1Ur;~rTY: Nothjng contained in ft-tiS f> .. greeme:nt constitutt.s a votaiver o~ th~ Ci~{::; :::>O'-''=''reiun in-ltl"tunity Lmdcr •1Polit.:8hl,;i fitate Ia···-' 

Rr _ 
Tl!k 

_ (1~1 ct _ ---------·--~- __ , HH~~ 

-·-~--------- -·-·---~----..-- ... 

--·----·---------- ·-- -·----~---

(Cd:·:'.tEL UF-'9"', 
F 

(n 

"{;-
,.-

-·--·~-·---~- ______ _.,..._ 

J- 66> ~~.:= __ R_J ~ 
c:! r£fssJ~ fec.r ~ 

l '?_3, _______ _ 

N "S. a:>toto 

~ tn.;~ t.:;r.,;cJ•}:no Disbursern•.:,nt 1-·.gre:etne.lt (lmrro·h ·~ra~.t--:;.8, t: .• ar;.j r·-e:. ··"'<::r .. 
-------~------ Dt¥~1opGr. . _______ _ ___ . _ ___ _ as b-"~"''··, 

r,t_ .-1
1

, th~ fo 1 lo·uin~) ata the l!idVidU;:;~I!'j S!.Jthotiz:ed t.u ~lgf.i •'/rt:'icr: r•.:•:f•.wst'", ~ . t the F,.- · ., 
f 1J J 

-.! 

(SI(lnatur. ') 

(signature) 

3 







,. . 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Here you go. 

Mike Best 
Rick Dorris 
5116/03 8:41AM 
Fwd: Sharon Tyrie I problems with road 

Thanks for looking at this. Good Luck 

Mike Best 

>>> Trenton Prall 05/15/03 05:43PM >>> 
Mike, I did not get a hold of this lady today and was hoping you might be able to give her a call and figure 
out where she is and what she is interested in us fixing ........ this may be a Doug Cline I Street Dept issue, 
but if you could call her at 243-4863 it would be appreciated. 

FYI, she has called with a drainage problem with road and GJDD told her to call me. 

Thanks and have a good weekend. TCP 



-

~ .. _ 
() 
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Section l, 715. 1?1W 

_ ----- _ _ _ ___________,!-~~ --<$~ Fo.;nd i-linge Nair 
As accep(ed by 1988 
BL M Survey. 

UM 
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Ga!ERAI. NOTES; 
1 . FOR SIZE ANC LOO\TION Of CULVERTS SEE PLANS. 
2. All CONCRETE SHALL 8E: CLASS A OR 8. 
3. fOOTINGS IN ROCK St1ALL BE: POURED OUT TO ROCK 

AND NOT FORMED. 
4. EXPOSED CONCRETE CORNERS SHALL BE CHAMFERED ~pt. 

HEADWALL DIMENSIONS FOR CIRCULAR PIPE 
0 - PIPE DIAMETER 
w • 30+18" 
T = 33• 
B .• .. 1.50 (30" MINIMVM) 
NOTE: VOLUI.4E OCCUPIED BY PIPE HA.S BEEN DEDUCTED 

B ~ 

8 ~============~~====:}========:;r-~~---------r~~g ~ 2.00~ MIN 1- 33 

------~--~~~-~·--+---- 3 
:5 (.) 
N 
~ 

0 

36" 

HEADWALL 

PIPE 

16 REBAR 010'' O.C. 
EACH WAY R~INF. 

12" 

HEADWALL 

~ 
0 z 

Rcwk Prowtiu 
Rock used for ri~-rop or wi_re enclosed rip-rop should be hard. 
durable. angular 1n shope, ond free from crac:kt, overburcte", shole, 
and organic matter. Neith•r bniodth nor thkk'"'"' or 0 sin9le stone 
sho_ukl be less tnan 1/.3 it'S )enq.th onct roundtd sto.,._ should be 
a-.o1ded.The rock should su!!llOII'I ~ lcH ·of not mor• thon -4() percent 
after 500 re,."Olutions In o obroslon test (I.Qs._ Mqeles m(lohine -ASn.4 
C-535-6-'a) and aho\.ild sustcain o l~a of not more trion 10 percent 
attar 12 eyelet of freezing ond tt'IO'Win9 (MSHTO test 103 for tedoe 
rock procedure A). Rock havi,c;t a rnil'limum t'*'iflr: grovity of 2:M is 
preferred; ho•ever, in r\0 cu. shoH rock 1\ovs o s~ific 9rovity of 
len than 2.510. 

P!Qcotnmt 
Contractor to 0'4r-excovot4 tubgrode under rip-rop o depth of 6 
inches. Piece MIRAf"l ~0)( Ceot.dlle fobric ~V\'r O)(CQvated subgrode. 
PIQce 6 inches of topsoil material over fobric and rip-rap over 
topsoiL 

Grodjgtioo ot Rfo-Rqp 
P~rcenl Sm(llller Than lnt•rmediote Rock 
Gjyon Size by· Welaht Dirntn&IOn (Inches) 

70-100 21 
~0-70 18 
JS-50 12 
02-10 4 

dSO "" MEA~ PARTlCAL S!ZE 

""""W SIDO (M".) 

I~ 

.. o 
OnchfiS) 

12 

" 
d 

.,. 

d 

~ 

~ 

., ...... 
T 

SECTION B-8 INLET /PIPE DETAIL 
' ! NO SCALE 

PVa. - etN Of" 

cudm INLfi-OUILET PBOTECDQ~Ntz~t:--ri-t-
. I (lYPICAL BOTH ENDS} 

~ 
t:g 

• 
..=::: 

.. ,.'.~ ,19::-r=r 
~~ .. WM=·ar 

INLET LOOATION DPAIL 
l;l;,.o v rf x 2' I<ENlWALL (SEE DITCH 

PIPING DETAIL - BElOW) S~CTION C-C 
NTS AnO SCREENWALL 

r- tl' HIGH STUCCO IF1NJSH VA.Rl£$ Vl'llH LOCATION 
SCREENING Ft:UC£: /< PAO 

1-

I--
fl'-. 

PA\10 ElEVATJO 

10' UTILITY EASE:h\lltNT 

2' MIN . ...,!P~tG 1---.""""'"'" FOUNDATlG 

4' J' J' 
sa 'Wr""'"" WALL .IlL ---BOTTOM OF FENCE I ~~_!?~~)-

-~---- -~-----

J:t 3,:\ r l 
SE;CDQN P-D 

NT$ 

VARIES WITH 2' MIN. VARIES WITH LOCATION 
_oc.-.TION 

BUILOlNC 
__j.,~OUNOAT\0 

1' MIN. ~rt·.\ 

RETAINING 
WALL 

ttE RrTAINING 
frAil. D£T~l 

N 

~· ' 

' ' ' . 

/ 

( . 
' ' 

',J) . 
" 
2(_; 

I 

) 

.\' .., 

' I 

\ 
-~ 

SCALE: 1" =20' 

' - __., 

PAC 

\ 

FINAl FOR 
CONSTRUCTION 

PA0•>8!J.O. / CITY OF GRANO JUNCTION 

( 12~ RISER PIPE 

CONCRETE INLET BOX 
(SEE DT4) 

12" PIP£ IN 

. .J 
-----------------7~--

4" PERFORATED PIPE 
W 3/4" WASHED ROCK 
Cl2'x 2' CROSS SECTION 

TYPICAL WALL 
NTS 

KEYSTONE RETAINING 
WALL SYSTEMS 

mit; 
NUMBER OF STEPS DETERt.IINED BY HEIGHT 
Of' WALL. 

, • .J:jQli; 
1111 ALL BACKFILL Sf<OULD BE OF A GRANULAR 

NATURE AND COMPACTED TO 90:<: OF STANDARD 
PROCTOR DENSITY. 

DETAIL 

-,·· ' '' " '-' 

•• 

DITCH PIPING DETAIL 
N'[S 

SECTIQN E-E 
NTS 

,._·, 
""'-.-

.tPf'RO'm) FOI't COHSTRUCTIOH FOR ONE YEAR F'RtlN THIS DATE. 

,.rr,5n~5' 
REV. JULY. 19Q5 

DATE: REV. JNII., 1 H~ BY: 
REV. DECEMBER, 1 W4 

GRADING &: DRAINAGE PLAN 

COUNTRY CLUB 

... , 

'-: 

:~ 

- ,< 

',, ,, 
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