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o . ~HADTeROUD, PC. ¥

ENGINEEDS o DESIENERS ¢ DLANNERS .

: ' ALHNDemgn PARTNER - - = . .. . Sp O
200 NORTH 6TH STREET, SUITE 102, GRAND JUNCTION, CQLORADO stso1 -y
- (303) 2449180 @ FAX (803) 2453076 T o\\} RO o
. : " : RN
September 30, 1994 : ' ' o S . q&
Ms. Jody Kliska, PE . ot &°
Engineering Division : ' Lo WE
Department of Public Works ' {}*‘%&Q ad
250 North 5th Street o 0° @ o
Grand Junction, CO . ' - <«

Re: Country Club Townhomes
Dear Ms. Kliska,

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 100 year flow in the ditch
and conduit (78cfs) could be handled by 3 - 24" 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 &’
box culvert would be a non standard specially constructed unlt costing 4 to 5 times what
standard 24" RCP would.

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

Smcerely,

/

thp Hart
Presndent

encl
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Worksheet

-

-

Circular Channel Analysis & Design
Solved with Manning's Equation

Open Channel - Uniform flow

Name: CHANNEL X-ING

Comment: CHANNEL CROSSING AT SOUTH CLUB COURT

Solve For Full Flow Capacity

Given Inp

Computed
Full
Full

ut Data:

Diameter.......
Slope.....c.co...
Manning's n....
Discharge......

Results:

Flow Capacity..
Flow Depth.....
Velocity.......
Flow Area......
Critical Depth....
Critical Slope.
Percent Full...
Full Capacity..
QOMAX @.94D.....
Froude Number..

USE =>-

X
2.00 ft — :ZA¥

LY

c.n 0.015
“e 25.11 cfs

5.11 cfs
“en 2.00 ft
... 7.99 fps
3.14 st
1.76 ft
e 0.0147 ft/ft
. 100.00 %
.e. 25.11 cfs
.o 27.01 cfs
.. FULL

o o

24" RCPa

C> 2w 25 .\ cFS 2 753D = @loomex

o

Open Channel Flow Module, Version 3.16 (c) 1990

Hzestad

Methods, Inc.

* 37 Brookside R4 * Waterbury,

Ct 06708

0.0164 ft/ft — 1. 052 v
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LANDesign Partnership

200 North 6th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501
(303) 245-4099

October 3, 1994

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

RE: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, FINAL 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:



- page 2 9 I
a. It is generally preferred by transportation engineers that a maximum distance be\'l‘\
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,

(”/”5/_!/'72‘

Thomas A. Log

xc: Sidney Gottlieb



DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIQN Receipt
Commuynity Developms— Ospartment Date /2,
250 North Sth Street (ageiic Juncton, CO 81601 . ' o L'y Hac'd By

(302) 244-1400 C ,,
| \Q} g Fie No. &ﬁ’[@

We, Ine undersig 1ed, deing the cwaers of 31004ty Hthuama in Mesa Caunty,
Stata ¢! Cilerado, 33 dasenbed harain ca Nerady £ etiton Waig:

PETITION PHASE |_SRE | LOCATION _ZONE

Subdivislon [ ] Minor ﬁ cApdt f
Haite  |Mm | Sonrly gandd Kl

[] Rezcns * From: To:

[ ] Flannsd
Deveiopment

{ | Conditionas Usa

( ] Zone of Annex

[} fexx Amendment I

[} Spacial Use

nt-of-Way
ssemeant

{] Yecatlon

-
-
-
—
-3

aan s

H
I

{T RERRESENTATIVE

{] PRC=ER™ / JWNER

_ZMM__ THosss £ Loavk

Niime
277 Eeewoon JeRAACE 727 So. ?/" Hyee?
Address Alarass AQQIess
Edﬁégyjaogl & ‘4 703/ — MMALLL——
CityyStatZp ¢ %/ 8uerZ0 Ciy/Simer Lo
A=Y EN-1 7% Bl 44 _ L85 - 2099
Business PRane No. B.sineda Fhone Ne. Susinesa Frane NG,

NOTE. Lagal proparty ewndr (3 ¢whisr at recoed ar catm of aulimifial.

Wae herety acknowidd@e that we Nave fam:iiarized Curseivas with the rules anc mwuiatans with (sacec: 0 the praoaraton ¢! M8 sudMmmal, that ¥
forsge:ag mtarmatien 8 ke and ccmpters ta he BILL 6! Cur knawledge. and Tat we aSSUMe N6 rASAnsicillly 10 moniter g s13wa ¢! e acglican
and ‘ne revigw commante. Wa /ecOQRize that we or our renresanmives) Must e prasent at al Reanngs, N e avert iat e p-m:cmr 30
apieseniod, tho item will De drapped ‘TOM A6 4Gt A91, And 2N 20AINNNA ‘40 CRAMGES T GOver reecneduling axsenies Te/0/¢ it can agmn 59 5110

&//2E

Caie

Sigraiure of Property Qumner(s; - Atach Accitenal Shasts f Necessary



LANDesign Partnership

200 North 6th. Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501
(303) 245-4099

October 3, 1994

Community Development Department

250 North 5th. Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, FINAL PLAT & PLAN

Dear Members:

Accompanying is a Final Plat and Plan application for the Country Club Townhomes,
consisting of 24 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:

/1. Evidence of Title
v/ 2. Names and addresses of surrounding property owenrs.
v3. Legal Description
/4. Tax Certificates
5. Geotechnical Report
v/ 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,

4 Y /

‘Thomas A. Logye”

xc: Sidney Gottlieb

9 &



REVIEW COMMENTS ol
Page 1 of 3 /W
FILE # 121-94(2) TITLE HEADING: Preliminary Plan - Country Club
Townhomes
LOCATION: SE corner of G Road and 12th St.
PETITIONER: Sidney Gottlieb

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

PETITIONER’S REPRESENTATIVE: Thomas Logue/Landesign Ltd.

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Tom Dixon

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

MESA COUNTY PLANNING 10/14/94
Verna Cox 244-1637
No caommenis

U.S. WEST 10/07/94
Leon Peach 244-4964

No comments at this time.

CITY PARKS AND RECREATION DEPT. 10/05/94
Don Hobbs 244-1542

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

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 10/05/94
Hank Masterson 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.



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

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 10/06/94
Bill Cheney 244-1590

See attached comments.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 10/17/94
Dale Clawson 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 10/10/94
Richard Proctor 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 10/14/94
Gary Mathews 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.....

TCI CABLE 10/07/94
Glen Vancil 245-8777

See attached letter.

SCHOOL DISTRICT #51 10/12/94
Lou Grasso 242-8500

See attached comments.



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

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 10/17/94
Jody Kliska 244-1591
See attached comments and bluelines.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 10/17/94
Tom Dixon 244-1447

See attached comments.



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

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 10/17/94
Jody Kliska 244-1591

See attached comments and bluelines.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 10/17/94
Tom Dixon 244-1447

See attached comments.

LATE COMMENTS

WALKER FIELD AIRPORT AUTHORITY 10/20/94
Mike Sutherland 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

Y

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 fect 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 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.

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 -
GRAND JUNCTION

DEPARTMENT

October 24, 1994 i

Title: COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES, Preliminary Plan l
i

File No: 121-94(2) I

Location: SE Corner 12th. Street and G Road

The following agency ccmments 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.
TCI CABLE

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 cf 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 focation 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 CDOT 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 AREAIN AC.
DEDICATED RO.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 will 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.



Grand Junction Community Development Department
Planning « Zoning * Code Enforcement

250 North Fifth Street-

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668

(303)244«1430 EAX(303)244~1599
October 26, 1994

Tom Logue

LANDesign, Ltd.

200 North 6th Street
Suite 102

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Tom,

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 revisgsed 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 i1s the preferred
project layout. Please contact me at 244-1447 to arrange a
conference and to discuss a new submittal.

Sincerely,

Jm Dixom

Tom Dixon, AICP, Senior Planner

cc: Sidney Gottlieb
File #121-94(2)



LANDesign Limited

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

(303) 245-4099
November 30, 1994 Q‘e«f
\O« g
. . g S
Grand Junction Planning Commission QO & i
250 North 5th. Street «° o¥®
Grand Junction, CO 81501 N ’
\‘

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
determined 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 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 and an initial review of the first Final Plan application.

Changes 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 prowded along a portion of the south property
line.

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



e
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5. The entrance road has been moved to the north in accordance with staff

recommendation within the Preliminary Plan review. «f&
IR
6. The maximum length of any auto court has been maintained at 150 feeto{\‘q}‘?‘\ﬁo\ - c® ,
O o w
7. The maximum of 6 units will be served by an auto court. @9‘“ 2 K
.& -

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,

%fw‘%a{
" Thomas A.Logu

xc: Sidney Gottlieb
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DEVELOPMEwge” APPLICATION - Receipt
Community Development Department Date
250 North 5th Street Grand Junction, CO 81501 Rec'd By

(303) 244-1430 L —
File No. &L‘(ZZ(" 22&)

We, the undersigned, being the cwners of property situated in Mesa County,
State of Colorado, as described herein co herepy petition this:

PETITION PHASE SIZE LOCATION i__ZONE LAND USE
M Subdivision [ ] Minor s& 1zth st | ,
Plat/Plan M Major 50ac. | 4 & Rocd b pe -6 EEsI10E6 MR

[ ] Resub :
[ 1 Rezone * From: To:
M Planned [10DP : : .
[ ] Prelim " /" : ’ ’”

Development

[ ] Conditional Use

[ ] Zone of Annex

{ ] Text Amendment

{ ] Special Use

[ ] Rignt-of-Way
[ ] Ezsement

[ ] Vacation

M PROPERTY OWN:ER [] EiEVELOPER M REPRESENTATIVE
SIDNEY GoTLiEB Lpnoesign é/rm/eo/, /o7 joguz
Name . Name Name “

477 ELkwood TERRACE 200 Al &TH Shyeet

Address Address ‘ Acddress

ENeLEWOOD, N.J. 0703/ Lovand Jet-., co. giso/
City/State/Zip ° City/State/Zip City/State/Zp

20(~ 54,9 -09/(6 Jo3 245-4099

Business Phone No. Business Phone No. Eusiness Fhone No.

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittai.

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal, that the
faregeing information is true and complete to the best of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the siztus of the acplicaticn
and the review comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at all hearings. In the event tha: :ne peuticner is nct
represented, the item will be dropped from the agenda, and an additional fee charged to cover rescheduling expenses before it can again te piacen

e -t (2);3 o

Signature’of Pegson Co pfication , I Dat
b

X 0, /;?,;’::T/w

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

77
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U.S. Bank of Grand dJunction

P.0. 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 Bley
2700 G Road #10-B

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Carlon Chambers
2700 G Road #12-C

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Gertrude Dalby
555 Pinyon Avenue

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Tilman Bishop
2697 G Road

arand Junction, CO 81506

Allan Ledebur
2700 G Road #8D
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 81506

Bruce Jones
2700 G Road #12-D

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Alvin Schiesswohl
123 South 6th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Deanna Musgrave
2700 G Road #11-C
Grand Junction. C0 R180A

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

Shirley Woodard
P.0. Bex 2087
Grand Junction, CO 81502

Ladee Jensen
2713 G Road

Grand Jdunction, 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 81506

Mildred Gobbo
2700 G Road #8-A

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Frederick Jones
3831 N 12th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Walter Holmes

2700 G Road #11-D

arand Junctian N QTENA



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

E1la Hurtt
2700 G Road #6-B
Grand Junction, CO

Jeff Williams
715 Horizon Drive, Suite 200
81506

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
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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 cul-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 additional 35 feet to the east from its
seperation from N. 12th. Street. Storm sewer 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 allows for a 120 foot separation between the centerline of 12th Street and North
Club Court.

2. A sidewalk connection is shown 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.



DATE: Decem“ber 19, 1994

STAFF: Tom Dixon, AICP
REQUEST: Final Plan - Country Club Townhomes

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

APPLICANT: Sidney Gottlieb

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped
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

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 final 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.



STAFF REVIEW (Preli

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.



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.



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

P

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.

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.



DATE:
TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

& g\o%‘“ ol

MEMORANDUM

February 1, 1995
Linda Dannenberger, Mesa County Planning
Marcia Rabideaux, Grand Junction Community Development

UCC Meeting / February 8, 1995

NEW CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION ITEMS:

#185-94

#201-94

#203-94

#207-94

#FPP-95-19

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 of FRoad & 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
¥ FINAL PLAT/PLAN - COUNTRY CLUB TOWNHOMES

PETITIONER: Sidney Gottlieb

LOCATION: SE corner of 12th Street & G Road

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

P

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.
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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 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, 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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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.



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
EXISTING LAND USE: Undevelope

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.

PARTI  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 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 11 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
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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.

S) 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 cul-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:

NORTH: Planned Residential

- SOUTH: HO, Highway Oriented
EAST: RSF-5, Single-Family Residential - 5 units per acre

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: No plan exists for this area of the
City.

PART 1 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 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 11 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 cul-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: _Mdell O Willtams by foo Siisiiesy,

UDELL S. WILLIAMS

RECORDED IN MESA COUNTY RECORDS

DATE
nook: /¥ pace: 379378277
DRAWER: ,ég[g 9/55

Recording of this plat is

subject to all approved 1727057 113240 08/21/9%
signatures & dates. fomiea Tobp CurdRec Hese Coumty Co
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: ‘ ’ Grand Junction Community Development Department
July 24, 1995 ' Planning « aning « Code Enforcement
4 ‘ 250 North Fifth Street
Thomas Logue Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668
. LANDesign (970) 244-14301 FAX (970) 244-1599
200 N. 6th Street o
- Grand Junction, CO 81501
'RE:  Country Club Estates (Our File #121-94(2))
’ Déar Tom,

We have reviewed your recent submittals (final plans final plat, development improvements -
agreement, and disbursement agreement) and have identified the followmg items which must be -
~addressed. I have d1v1ded the comments by review agency.

Development Engmeer

L

C M\& € <

The placement of the gate does not meet the 60 feet from nght—of way criteria as approved |

by Planning Commission and City Council.

It appears a railing 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 nght—of—way and not end short
of it as shown on the plans.

The project approval in(;luded the r‘equirement‘ 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 périmeter of the project with a "design by others."
Please provide the retaining wall design.

The turn-around provided on the plans may cause some problems for traffic entering while
a vehicle is using the turn-around. The turn-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.
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,’Thomas Logue Re Country Club Townhomes o : ;;“ o 4 B 2

July 24, 1995

' Poli eDepartment e e
Sarﬁe concern as #7 in Development Engmeer S comments

I

Clty Property Agent

- .‘Comments on ﬁnal plat ) SR o

E L. \The legend does not show found hlnge nall for W 1/ 16 comer

2. ‘.The found hlnge nall for the W 1/ 16 comer should be referenced in the bams of bearmgs ‘

. statement

3. o Is the 450 square feet of ROW at the corner of 12th Street and G Road to be dedlcated to the

, ,Clty?
4. | Where is the open space referenced 1n the dedlcatlon language‘?
5. Where are theflrrigation easements referenced 1nthe dedication,language?i
Flre Department » | : H |

The Amencan Access 11 001 mountmg pedestal may not be hlgh enough for the respondmg
engine to access. Most of our engmes would require a helght of 5'-0" for ready access by the - .
driver. Without ﬂns helght, the crewmember would have to get out of the engine, obtain the
key from the engineer, open the gate and then get back in the engine. This could posea
‘ potentlal for time delays i in the event of an emergency response: Other response equlpment .
such as ambulances and rescue trucks also would utilize the 5' 0" access pedestal

(;7numty Development
o " Gate details’(tylpe rmodel 7etc-)lfés‘ identiﬁed in broChure rnust be included in plans.

“Site Plan" drawmg 1dent1fymg approved bulldlng locatrons and setbacks must be prov1ded !
and will be recorded w1th the plat( Please prov1de prmt for revrew ' '

- Issues related to the plans must be resolved pnor to approval of the plans for constructlon Issues 2
related to the plat and development agreement must be resolved prior to plat recording. The CC&Rs '7
are presently bemg rev1ewed by the Clty Attorney s ofﬁce and comments will be forwarded to- you. ‘

under separate cover.



Ca ThomasLogue Re CountryClubTownhomeS o L S o SRR

July 24,1995

4 W-Please do not hesﬂate to contact me 1f you have any questlons 1 suggest you contact the rev1ew
f agen01es dlrectly of you have spe01ﬁc questlons related to the above items.

= SeniofvPlanner L

cc: »Denny Granum, Monument Homes
 Dave Stassen, Police Department . -
' «Jody Khska, Development Engmeer
* Steve Pace, Clty Rroperty Agent's Ofﬁce ‘
Duncan Brown Flre 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.

ALY Lo st -7 95

CHAIRMAN DATE




INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Dan Wilson

FROM: Mark Relph MS”

RE: Street Maintenance Costs for Country Club Tow

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 subd1v181on 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:

' lane mi. annual
cost cost

0.20 Single-lane mile $ 235 =

0.20 Single-lane mile $ 664 =

0.20 Single-lane mile $2,710 = $ 542

0.20 Single-lane mile $1,807 =

[A] Crack filling
[B] Seal Coating
[C] Asphalt overlay
[D] Patching

nowonon

Subtotal = $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]
[2]

The
services

Unit annual
cost '~ cost
Street Sweeping = 0.20 Curb-lane mile $1,312 = $ 262
Fall Leaf pick up and Spring Trash
Removal programs = $6.08 per residential
household * 24 units S 6 = $ 144
Subtotal = $ 406

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

c: J. Kliska
M. Drollinger
T. Volkmann
file:crtyclb
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LANDesign, Ltd.

200 North 6th Street - Suite102 - Grand Junction - Colorado 81501 - 303-245-4099

DATE: & 27-75

TO: A C.léde./ ,9/'0///'4}»37
513%/ of 6’/‘442(,/7}‘,104”;,

RE: Cbmyi‘/y Clud Town Homes

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 cn the electronic media (hereafter referred to as "Disk")
can be modified unintentionally or otherwise: LANDesign Limited shall reserve the right to remove ail
indices of its ownership, professional partnership name, and /or invi olwement form each electronic
medium (and its contents) not in its possession.

2. The recipient recognizes that use of such Disk will be at their scle 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 arising 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 disk, 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 evidence of the acceptance of these
restrictions.

1. 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 own computer system due
to differences in computer hardware and software. Therefore. recipient agrees that LANDesign Limited
shall not be held liable for the completeness or accuracy of anv 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.

Signed://ﬂé// S M//(///ﬂ/ﬂ—( ‘é/ /g‘z (g\/;xx’/l«mf/ml/;y

UDBELL &. WILLIAMS ¥

RECORDED IN MESA COUNTY RECORDS

DATE:
BOOK: |5 pace: Sl +S
DRAWER : 10 L%

Recording of this plat is '3 ?J! QJ?

subject to all approved ao /

signatures & dates.

1750959 U4 19PN 03/25/96
Howtra Tooo CLebdRec Hesa County Co



Jan-16-97 03 :bHb3P

EXHBIT "B" - PHASE It - THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN. 14, 1997

ROADWAY & DRAINAGE IMPROVMENTS

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE
"1 Excavation S CY d - $1.25
2 Sub-Grade Preparation SY 1333 $1.95
3  Class 6 ABC CYy 148 $19.00
4 Grading C HBP TON 262 $26.00
5  Ditch Crossing LS 1 $1,000.00
6 66" Curbwalk LF 257 $16 00
7 4'-0" Sidewalk LF 0 $20.00
8 2'-0" Curb & Gutter LF 165 $12.00
9  Fillets & Cross Pans SF 370 $3.55
10 Streat 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
1 8" Sanitary Sewer Main LF 245  $14.00
2 4" Sanitary Sewer Main LF 645 $8.25
3  Standard Manhole EA 2 $1,250.00
4 Tranch Compaction LF 350 $3.50
5 Pipe Bedding CY 54 $8.00
6  Service Connections EA 7 $38.00
7 Join Existing EA 0 $500 00

TOTAL SANITARY SEWER

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

$3,430.00

$5,321.26
$2,500.00
$1,225.00
$432.00
$266.00

$0 00

$13,174 25

P.02
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EXHBIT "B" - PHASE Il - THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN. 14. 1997

ITEM

~N O O bW N A

DESCRIPTION

8" PVC Water Main

8" Gate Valve w/Box

Join Existing Water Main
Service Connection

Trench Compaction

Fire Hydrant Assembly
Asphait Replacement
TOTAL DOMESTIC WATER

ELLANEOUS

ITEM

DA W N =

DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANITY UNITPRICE TOTAL

LF
EA
EA
EA
LF
EA
LF

UNIT

Design/Engineéririé
Construction Surveying Only
Devsloper's inspection Cost
Quality Control Testing

City Inspection Fees
General Const. Supervison

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

GRAND TOTAL

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
EA

270

~ O O

480
1

$14 50 $3.915.00

$0.00

$0.00

$335.00 $2.34500
$2.00 $960.00
$1.500.00 $1.500.00
$25.00 $0.00
$8,720.00

QUANITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL

$2,500 00
$3.000 00
$1.000.00
$2,500.00
$1,000.00
$5,200.00

$15,200.00

$59,683 10

.03



FEB-93Z-97 MON 11:46 J.MOIR SUNSHINE DEY CORP TOISTA4TESD
~ A1)

Sumyhine Devclopment Co.
210 Main Strect
Delta, Culoradlo 81416

Fax Cover Shect

DAYE: February 3, 1997 TIMF: 11.38 AM
TO: Michacl Drollinger

City of Grand Junclion FAX: (910) 244-1589
FROM: Johnt Molr

Rep. for Country Club Estates FAX: (970) 874-7695

Number of pages including cover sheet: (3)

Message

Michacl, enclosed are the cost estimates for the remamning cul-de-sac (o be builr at the
Vilias, as per Phil Hadt at Land Design. I've also talked to Dave Zollner at Mesa National
Bank and he has agreed to siyn onto an Disbursement Agrecment for the construciion of
these improvements | will get the required signatures on both the Disbursement
Agreement and thc Development Improvernents Agreement and bring them into the aity to
wet this all finalized. I wonid like some feedback in terms of the “effective datc™ and the
“conunencement and complction periods™.

Thauks for vour assistance with this matter.
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TEXHUIT "3 - PHASE NI - THE VILLAS AT COUNIRY CLUB JAN. 14, 1997

ROADWAY & DRAINAGE IMPROVMENTS

ITEM DESCRIFTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE

‘*'_1“ Excavation T (oh 4 ”l_)“‘“—"m“— $1 25

2 Subh-Grade Pireparation 8Y 1333 $1.95

3 Class 6 ABC CY 118 $19 00

4  Grading C H1BP TOM 262 $26 00

5 Ditch Croussing LS 1 $1,000 00

6 6'-6" Curbwalk LF 257 $165 OO

7 4’1" Sidewalk L 0 $20.00

8 2'-0" Curb & Gutter LF 165 $12.00

9 Fillata & Crass Pans SF 3/0 $3.56

100 Streel Light EA 1 $1.200.00

11 Traffic Gontrol signs EA 3 $125 Q0

2 Adjust Mir's & Valves EA 3 $135 00
TOTAL ROADS

SANITARY SL.WER

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANITY UNIT PRICE

1 8 Santary Sewer Main ¥ 245 ) $14.00

2 4" Saritary Sawaor Main LF 645 $8.25

3 Standard Manhoie EA 2 $1.250.00

4 tranch Compaction LF 350 $3.50

Z Pipe Bedding cY 54 $8.00

L&) Scrvice Conneclions LA 7 $£38 00

7 Join Cxisting EA 0 500 00

TOTAL SANITARY SIrWER

TOTAL

$0 00

$2.599.35
$2.812 00
$6.812 00
$1.000.00
$4,112.00
$0.00
$1.860 QU
$1.313 50
$1.200 Q0
$375.00
$405 00

$22.488.85

TOTAL

$3.430 00

$5,321.25
$2,600.00
$1,225.00
$432.00
$266.00
30 00

$13.174.25
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EXHEBIT "0" - PHASE Il - THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB JAN. 14, 1997

DESCRIPTION

8" PVC vvater Main

8" Gate Valve w/Box

Join Existing Water Main
Service Conncction

Tronch Compaction

fire Hydrait Agsembly
Asphait Replacement
TOTAL DOMESTIC WATER

ELLANEOUS

ITEM

AW N2

o]

DESCRIPTION

Design/Enyinvering )
Consliuction Surveying Only
Devolopars Iinspection Cost
Quaality Conlrol Testing

Cily inspection Fees
Generai Const. Supetvison

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

GRAND TOTAL

UNIT

QUANITY

- P 7 e s s & e

LF
t A
EA
EA
it

EA
Ly

e e g e - e 8 &

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
EA

270

QUANITY

UNIT PRICE

$14 50

$335.00
$2 00
$1,500.00
$26.00

UNIT PRICE

TOTAL

T $3.915.00
0 00

$0 00
$2.345 00
$9G0.00
$1.500.00
30.00

$8,720 00

TOTAL

$2.500 00
$3.000 00
$1.000.00
$2.500.00
$1. 000 (K]}
$5,200.00

$15,200 00

$59 583 10

.03
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28 . Conditieng of Accoeptanca.

2. The City shall have no respansipiliey or liabilicy willh raspact Lo B0y
Srrest, or othay lwprovement (g}, noewithstanding the usoe of the same by
the public, unless the =streat or other impravemsnts shall have Liman
Faocptad by thoe Cicy. "Aicanctance Ly the City" maang A E&PATrate wric%gg
wherein the City apeacifies vhich improvements hawe been soanptad and the
date from which warranty{ie-) shall run

h. Prior to reguesting final aceeptance of any etreet, storm. gféln?ﬁe
facility, or other ieguirved improvamenkt (s). the Davoloper Ehsll-f {1
furnish to the City Enginssr sz-built drawings io rePrcquqyble._orT;
blueline stamped and sesled by a profesgional engineer and in m@mFQL:;
dlisk form and copies of results of all constructies ;cp&r?l ‘tuf:i
rafguired by Ciny gpecifications; (11) previde writtsn evidence -u”tim
City Enginesr under signglure of a gualifisd ex rt_t}== tﬁ% ?*g s
acila, lands and surfaces upon, in and undsr which vhe improvetnents f§::
bBeen constructed, or which are naceasary for the improvensnts, ?rﬂ(.f-,
from roxic, hazardous oy other regulated Eubatancpﬁ_ef}matﬁrﬁé}Ftc 1353;
provide written evidsnce to the City Engineer tﬂﬂhﬁtjedtﬁtlﬁ_trom‘éyi
undeocrlying the improvementsz are meychantable and fLres &N o ﬁ;;hh may e
iiens and encumbrances. except those liens and encumbrances whic : 2
approved in writing ky the Ciny Engineer.

uemted im Btagec

0. Phased Devalopment. TF the City allows a stre=k to bo C””?Fiu?tbf.*ggﬁi:iti;

the Developer of the first one-half street opened for ryaffic shall ff:d—haTi

tke adiacent curb, gutter and sidewalk in the standard Incabiorn d;fsbgaﬁa

construct the required wideh of pavement from the edge of gateey on his 5192

of Ehe strest to enoble an initisl two-way traffic GPCIng?U .vtﬁﬁfji

on-gtreet parking. That Developer iz also respenzikle for eﬂd—tlaﬂ&l@lmral

intersecLio; pavioyg, drainage faesilities, and adjustients Lo weasbilg
utilicies negfezgzary to open the street to traffic.

tirector ~F Tanmanity Davelopmint T DAte -
ik of Gravad Jurotion
2%0¢ North Sth Stieet
Zrand (Juestian, OO0 81501
-~
P 7 ;
Gty >,
o = - s -
A i e 2/ 77
e e L

(TE QQrpﬁratlon, Ly ke signed by President and akbested to by Sccorebary togesther wibtn
the Corporate cealrn) ’

SRt agaeR K nd e
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DISBUREEMENT AGREEMENT
Page 3014
bt s o Fos immunity peder
=3 IMMUORITY: Mothing contained in this Agreement constitutes a waiver of the City's sQverciph imimuniny |
Anpdicsble stato lgey
Cated ttns daget __ 169
(BLHNR)
By ——— S
Title
A coas T T e
(DEVELOREF, 7
b f [y
X w s Kl ) Mgp
> 66 Gorge Rd. S
cz:&&sdc P&r K N S
@7 o\o
R R T =S ST S SNCTION
Fl ,/ e 4 0\ i e+ s e s oo o
f ! r:.-.p yDe ‘olopmeant
B L B N RS P tna torego! ng Disbhoraarn ant f~q;eprnpqt (et Mo iBmrantae, Oy and peteoaan ) )
e R e Dc;elopﬂr - e X BE Bany,
Gt e o L lu it o the falion WOwing ara tha InSviduals suthotized 10 GO TG TGty £ )

o T R I fthe Fu- ooa
DEvE: ey

(name:,

(819 natur . " h

43} Vi
(Sﬂ natur. )
Gigfre)

 (signatare)

DEVELGRER'S GENERAL CONTRACTOR:

(fla'Tl@)

et e o B T

(sign aturc)
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From: Mike Best ?%

To: Rick Dorris # Z/ -

Date: . 5/16/03 8:41AM ?

Subject: Fwd: Sharon Tyrie / problems with road # / Z/ L/

Here you go.

Thanks for looking at this. Good Luck

Mike Best

>>> Trenton Prall 05/15/03 05:43PM >>>

Mike, | 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 / 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

M@p
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THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB o
FILING NO. FOUR

A REPLAT OF PART OF THE VILLAS AT COUNTRY CLUB, FILING NO. THREE
DEDICATION IN THE CITY -OF GRAND JUNCTION, MESA COUNTY, COLORADQ
KNOW AL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That the und«s@mﬁ Wrights Dtm. LA, o Oofcméc Linited mey Compary ond The

PHOERSINED, hoving propecly snpunbrances upen the reo geoperty Inwlved, DU HERERY
Viigs gt Country Club are the %mmmmummnmvmmmrm Y

owners of that redl properly t%iuatod in the ﬁmﬂ H¥ . 1/4 of Section 1, Township 1 54

South, Range 1 -West of the lte Meridian, County of Mesn, Stots of Unlorade, being Sigriad ivie ww.:&:ﬂ!..,. 0.

more: particulony described os follows

Tract &, Block 2 {tronglerred to The Vilos ot Couniry Ciud Homaowners - Associotion in
Book 2710, Poge 40), and Lots 4 through 10, Block 2, The Vilos ol Country Club, Fiing
No. Three, as resorded in Pl Book 17, Poges 313 ond 314, o subdivision loccted in the

City of Grond Junction, Mesa County, Colorado, W ﬁ i z& .
That sdid owners have colsed. the real

By Aoron liher
For: oo Sonk

propesty 1o be fold oul and platted. os The Vilos HOTARY. BUBLIC. CERTIICATION
At Country Club, Filleg Neo Four, o subillvision of o porl-of the Uiy of Grand dunciion,

Golorgdo, Thot sold owners do hereby dedicote und sel aporl real property os $hown STATE OF mm

n§d lobeled . on: the occompanying ‘plot of The Villes At Country Club, Fillng Ho. Four os COUNTY OF MESA }"

Tollows:

mmmmmm&ymm wmmm_sfi..muf
Al hrecs abeied os Common Aveas (TRACT A to The Villos At Country. Clib o,

Homsowners Associotion Inc,; o Colorade nowprofit corparation, Tor the purposes 'of ‘the
Associotion, including bul neot imited to ingrm ‘eurass, londscoping ond Bighe, o8
deseriped in Desd recorded ot Book L0 Poge oo

Wibness vy tand e oy

A tﬂm portions of Soid real progerty not cocupled by bullding struchured oo the

anyng plat o3 non—exclusive perpstual utiity sasementa ‘to the City of Grond 2
June:m and the Publis Ulllities for uss o8 non-exciusive perpetinl sassments for the Wy Commishion Explees Gt B o
Instoliotion, speration, muaintenance, ond tepalr ‘of ulllitles and appurtenonces thereto
ingluding, but not lmited to eleciric Tines, Cable TV lines, notiursl 'gos pipelines, sonitary VEHHOLIERS RATHICATION OF PLAT
sewer lnes, woter lineg, ond telephone lines.

property nberssts T ur snciibeanols upoh mmmﬂvmmmv

ﬂnwmmiahméemﬁq}siothwmmdwmm,mmmow'mw, RATHY A0 APTRM he ik 1 THE LIS AT COMTRY L0, FLNG WG, FOUR
wwmwmbymamﬁm.wmmwmmtmﬁww%m signad e ST ey of BB oo,
right 1o Irim or remove inlerfaring tress ond brush, provided, however, thot the
beneficiories of auid egsements sholl utBize the sume In o recsonable ond prident

manner. Furthenmore, the owners ‘of lots of tracte heveby plotied shill rot burden soid
sasements by sracting o placing ony improvemsnls therson which moy pravent
feasonoble iagress ond sgress on dlong, ower, Under, throlgh ond doross the
BOBBNBNLS.

N WIIRESS WHEREOF, said zz: how cﬂvwﬁ iheir nomes 1o be hereunio substribed

thig, A doy of AL 200
L SEEA L doy SlaTe oF OR0RA00 | o
e % Zj fj:: COUNTY OF MESA i
i, e .
By Teo A Marlin, Monoger m%vaMwmwmmmm
Fory Wrights Mesy, LLC, o Colorado Limited Uobiity Compony

z’f »
oy g@%ﬁ» : :
For:: The Vilig ot Coundry Homeowners Assotiation, ¢ Colorade Nonprofit

CorpoFotion

HOTARY PUBLIC CERTIFICATION
STATE OF Qﬁm}“

Thin' plot of The Villge AL Cobatry Didb, Fling Wo. Fow, o pilididialon of g el ‘of the Clty of dnoiion,
COUNTY OF . Be e d . %ydmmwwmu o e > &xﬁmﬂxm
The 1 oy ed bafors 'me by Ted A Worlln, Monogw, for
, this 432 do of.é.u‘L AD., 2001 : !
y _Maf\y s, Msu,
PO City Shmoger ¢ Prasident of Oty Douncl
CLERK. AND RECOBDER'S CERTEICATE

STATE oF owoR0 | o,
OORTY OF WESA
| havsiiy sartily thet Bhis Inatrumant wos fed i my oiios ot D ({0 osein Au,
g
A, 2001, wid wos duby recorded by Plot ok LT Poges He. /2 & 25 Recuption He@UAIETT

The wos bafore me by l&%:mﬁm&h for W Fons:
The Viigs ot Cwmry b Homeowners Associgtion, o Cv?eraﬁo profit Corporation,
thin LB oy 4 s

vy of £D., 2001 Lcatad in ihe WL Seition 3, FIS, RIE IS 8

» Dhark and Rovorder
Hotory Public THE VELAS AT COUNTRY CLUB
FELING NO. FOUR
Ny prpves. 12|04 SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE e s AT o o
VILLAS COUNTRY. CLUB, FILNG WO, THREE
1.ummmum¢ymmmwmwammnmw
et wrw recorded of Giub, Fling Mo, Four, @ feplol of part of The Yilos ot Country Cisb, Filng Na. Thres, o 7Y OF BRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY, COLORADO
M?ﬁ% mewwghmmmm wma;wofmmty«&mwmmmmwmmmm
" md«mydhet.., Bad survey of some. This plot LAND‘S gn
RORE it 15 OO0 A4 TTRC ST ESHRNOE F LA o the m wmmmmyummm
ASTION S st AN DEFUIT 50 THES SURET Ts DK YOS AEEB) provided mmtmmmwﬁmm«msm Coborade.
B O o St ot mwmw~mmmmm b
TR GATT LI Y TETISY Y THES SR RE COMMENED. R by mmmm
o SO YOS TROW THE DL 0 CONEIGATION SN SERERN. sSetesd donunry 22, 2009 o 500 A Cocitind e S F day of APRIE, o0, PRV %, (TN S mmm M (RG) 240408
oS w0 SR mmm S
PLE . ST m\vg“, m M‘!-* e

01284101 44




TYPE LEGAL DESCRIPTION BELOW, USING A{DDWIQNAL SHEETS AS NECESSARY.

USE SINGLE SPACING WITH A ONE (1) INCH MARGIN ON EACH SIDE.

H & * *

Lot 1 of Horizon Park Subdivision a subdivision located in Mesa
Ccounty, Colorado.:
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