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DEVELOPMENH APPLICATION
Community Development Department

250 North 5th Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501
(303) 244-1430

Receipt
Date

Rec'd By : :

File No. W’% yirbd

We, the undersigned, being the owners of property

situated in Mesa County, State of Colorado, as described herein do hereby petition this:

[J Conditional Use

] Zone of Annex

[ variance

O special Use

PETITION PHASE SIZE LOCATION ZONE LAND USE
Subdivision [ Minor | .
. /
yﬁ Plat/Plan X Major /V/; aes /{ k‘ 7 / @ ——W_/O X 2. ?j /éﬂW
l___l Resub '
O Rezone From: ' To:
[1 planned [ opp
Development 1 Prelim
i

0 vacation O Right-of Way
[ Easement
[ Revocable Permit
Xl PROPERTY OWNER K] DEVELOPER JI REPRESENTATIVE
GWHC, Inc. GWHC, Inc. ROLLAND Engineering
Name

2467 Commerce Blvd.

Name
2467 Commerce Blvd.

405 Ridges

Blvd., Suite A

Address

Grand Junction, CO 81505

Address

Grand Junction, CO 81505

Address

Grand Junction, CO 81503

City/State/Zip
(970)242-1336

City/State/Zip
(970)242-1336

City/State/Zip

(970)243-8300

Business Phone No.

Business Phone No.

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

Business Phone No.

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal, that the foregoing
information is true and complete to the best of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status of the application and the review
comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at all required hearings. In the event that the petitioner is not represented, the item

will be dropped fro

{Sign

¢ of Person Complet

he agendg, and. an additional fee charged to cover rescheduling expenses before it can again be placed on the agenda.

f%///

Application

= & F a—

77

f/‘/f(

Signature of Property Owner(s) - attach additional sheets if necessary

" Date
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DESCRIPTION 1) ole|ojeolo|0|0ol0|O)|0|@®|O ola|e|e|®|O|eje]O]0O]O|0O|O ®
@ Application Fee 3Lﬁ ViI-1 1
® Submittal Checklist* VII-3 1
® Review Agency Cover Sheet* VII-3 I B R D HEINIEIRIRE RN E R TR R
® Application Form* Vi1 1 1y 1 1 ] 1) 48 1) 4 1) 1) 1) 14 14 1 1] 1 14 1 gt
& Reduction of Assessor's Map Vii-1 IR BN ER NN RN RN EE R RN E
® Evidence of Title VII-2 1 1 1
O Appraisal of Raw Land VII-1 1 11 1
® Names and Addresses* Vil-2 1
® Legal Description* V-2 1 1
O Deeds ViI-1 1 1 1
O Easements Vil-2 7]l 1 14 111 1
O Avigation Easement VII-1 1 1 1 1
O ROW Vil-2 1 11 1] 1 1 H i1 1
® Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions VH-1 1] 1 1
O Common Space Agreements Vil-1 1 1 1
® County Treasurer's Tax Cert. ViI-1 1
® Improvements Agreement/Guarantee®* [VI-2 1 1] 1 1
O CDOT Access Permit VII-3 111
O 404 Permit Vil-3 1| 1
O Floodplain Permit* Vil-4 1} 1
® General Project Report X-7 IR MR EEHE RN RN R E R
® Composite Plan 1X-10 11 2] 1§ 1
® 11"x17" Reduction Composite Plan 1X-10 1 1 14 1 8 11 1] 1] 1 AL O O D T 1l 1
® Final Plat IX-15 B ERNENREEE R RN NN EEE
® 11"X17" Reduction of Final Plat IX-15 1 8] 11 1] 1 BRninininininiE 1 1
® Cover Sheet IX-11 1| 2
® Grading & Stormwater Mgmt Plan IX-17 11 2 1 1 1 1
@ Storm Drainage Plan and Profile IX-30 11 2 1 11 1] 1 1
® Water and Sewer Plan and Profile 1X-34 1l 2| 1 1 1 1] 1| 1| 1 171
® Roadway Plan and Profile IX-28 1| 2 1
® Road Cross-sections 1X-27 1| 2
@ Detail Sheet 1X-12 1] 2
O Landscape Plan 1X-20 21 111 8
® Geotechnical Report X-8 1 1 1
O Phase | & Il Environmental Report X-10,1 11 1
® Final Drainage Report X-5,6 1] 2 1
Stormwater Management Plan X-14 1{ 2 1 1
O Sewer System Design Report X-13 1M 21 1
O Water System Design Report X-16 1l 2| 1 1
O Traffic Impact Study X-15 11 2 1
O Site Plan IX-29 1 2] 1} 1 1 8

NOTES: * An asterisk in the item description column indicates that a form is supplied by the City.

APRIL 1995 ’ : V-05



PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE

Date: ’{// it / ?(ﬂ

Conferefice A %LM(M
Proposal: %

Location: b P Fra

Tax Parcel Number: _c? fﬁﬁ Q;( -0 7 ,?5

Review Fee: ¥4y + A (e ’/f//f'c

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

Additional ROW required? _ﬂ‘{ 78
Adjacent road improvements required? 26 o
Area identified as a need in the Master Plan of Parks and Recreation? __—

Parks and Open Space fees required? ?{ 4 Estimated Amount:
Recording fees required? Yo Estimated Amount:

Half street improvement fees/T Cl?'requlred‘7 Yp 5 Estimated Amount:
Revocable Permit required? - /

State Highway Access Permit required? ___ /U
On-site detention/retention or Drainage fee required?

Applicable Plans, Policies and Guidelines

Located in identified floodplain? FIRM panel #
Located in other geohazard area?

Located in established Airport Zone? Clear Zone, Critical Zone, Area of Influence?
Avigation Easement required?

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

O Access/Parking O Screening/Buffering O Land Use Compatibility
O Drainage O Landscaping O Traffic Generation

O Floodplain/Wetlands Mitigation O Availability of Utilities O Geologic Hazards/Soils
O Other

Related Files:

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

PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE

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

In the event that the petitioner is not represented, the proposed item will be dropped from the agenda, and an additional
fee shall be charged to cover rescheduling expenses. Such fee must be paid before the proposed item can again be
placed on the agenda. Any changes to the approved plan will require a re-review and approval by the Community
Development Department prior to those changes being accepted.

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

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

y FLALUM

Slgﬁature(s) of Petitioner(s) ‘ ignature(s) of lie?;resentative(s)




STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

MAY 31, 1996
ROLLAND ENGINEERING
405 RIDGES BLVD, SUITE A
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503
(970)-243-7905
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

A.SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Valley Meadows East Subdivision has a total area of 14.93 acres, 0.73 acre of this project site
will be dedicated to the city of Grand Junction, and also be used as the Grand Valley Canal
Right-of-Way area, and approximate 0.1 acre of the this site will be dedicated as the
Right-of-Way area for 25 1/2 road. Filing No. 1 of this subdivision is 4.26 acres. Filing No, 2
of this subdivision is 4.51 acres with the future Filing No. 3 containing the rest of the 14.93
acres. New streets, water, sanitary-sewer, storm sewer, irrigation, gas, phone lines and cable
TV lines will be provided for this subdivision. The site will be graded for drainage purpose.
Estimated historic runoff coefficients for 2-Year is 2.33 cfs, and 7.70 cfs for 100-Year event.
Estimated post-developed runoff coefficients for 2-Year is 4.93 cfs and 16.53 cfs for
100-Year event. The sequence of major construction activities on this project site will be:
Street rough cut, sanitary sewer trench excavation, subgrade preparations, water trenches
-excavation, curb gutter and sidewalk construction, pavement and overlot grading. The soil
erosion is minimum due to the relatively flat grade of the site. Soil contaminant is
insignificant for this formerly farm land. The site is a formerly com field and vegetation is
very limited. Approximately 1% of the project site is covered with native grasses. There is no
anticipated fueling, storage, chemicals, fertilizers, or other potential pollution sources for this
site. Some irrigation tailwater runs through the site along the north property line in a concrete
ditch , and runs through the west property line via a irrigation pipe to the Grand Valley Canal.
-Grand Valley Canal ( approximate 25 feet wide and 5 feet deep) is immediately south of the
project site. All runoffs from this site will be discharged to the Grand Valley Canal Via storm
sewer system.

B. MANAGEMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION
There is no anticipated erosion, soil tracking, waste disposal, and.contaminant poliution
problems except dust associated with the construction of this site. Watering will be used to
mitigate the effects of the construction activities on the site.

C. FINAL STABILIZATION AND LONG TERM MANAGEMENT
Since this is a residential area, landscaping and concrete pavement on the lots will achieve
the final stabilization and pollutants control in the stormwater discharges. The Home Owner
Association of this subdivision will ensure the landscaping on the site is appropriately
maintained.

D, INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
The Home Owner Association of this subdivision will oversee that each lot and that common
open spaces of this subdivision are appropriately landscaped and maintained in good
condition.



GENERAL PROJECT REPORT
Filings No. One and Two - Final

PREPARED FOR:

GWHC, Inc.
2467 Commerce Blvd.
Grand Junction, CO 81505

PREPARED BY:
ROLLAND ENGINEERING
405 Ridges Boulevard

Suite A
Grand Junction, CO 81503

June 3, 1996

file: vimenarr2.wpd
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision - General Project Report-Filings No. One and Two, Final Pg. 1

Valley Meadows East Subdivision (VME) is directly east, across 25 2 Road, from the existing
Valley Meadows Subdivision. The property, comprised of 15 acres, is located in the SW 1/4
NE 1/4, Section 3, Township One South, Range One West, of the Ute Meridian, Mesa County,
Colorado. VME is located east of 25 ¥2 Road and north of the Grand Valley Canal.

The development site is currently a stubble corn field (last year's crop) on land that is considered
"flat" in nature. The land slopes to the southwest at a grade of approximately 1 percent. Filing
No. One is 4.26 acres of the total and contains 14 residential lots. An open-space lot has been
added at the entrance of the subdivision for common use by the neighborhood. Filing No. Two
is 4.51 acres of the total subdivision with 12 lots. Filing No. Two contains a centralized
common open-space area that contains 1.15 acres and is to be available for use by the entire
neighborhood.

The surrounding land use is almost all residential in nature. The land directly west of 25 %2 Road
is already developed as Valley Meadows Subdivision, Filings #1 & 2. Moonridge Falls
Subdivision is east of 25 %2 Road and North of Valley Meadows Subdivision. Kay Subdivision
is located due south of VME, across the Grand Valley Canal. The area to the north and
northeast of VME is residential in nature except for an approximate 10 acre tract and an
approximate fifteen acre tract that are still zoned AFT County. The land to the east of VME is
an older subdivision of large residential lots 3 to 5 acres in size. A major industrial park and
employment center, Foresight Park, is located less than 1/4 mile to the south of the Valley
Meadows East site.

Valley Meadows East Subdivision is a good infill project between Kay Subdivision and the
Valley Meadows and Moonridge Falls Subdivisions. The housing at Kay Subdivision begins at
approximately $105,000 and houses in Valley Meadows Subdivision are priced up to $180,000.
Moonridge Falls Subdivision tends to have the highest cost of homes in the area with homes
ranging from $150,000 to $200,000. The Valley Meadows East Subdivision offers a moderately
priced home at a cost that is progressive as compared to the surrounding subdivisions. The
houses are expected to cost in the range of $130,000. The original Valley Meadows
Subdivision, Filing #1 and 2, sold very quickly. The vigorous sales of the lots at Valley
Meadows Subdivision has prompted the developer to offer additional residential units in the
immediate area.

The proposed land use for the entire Valley Meadows East Subdivision is the development of 44
single family residential units on 15 acres. The overall density of Valley Meadows East
Subdivision will be 2.93 units per acre. The City of Grand Junction zoning for this site is
currently PR-2.93. VME will be similar in housing style to Valley Meadows Subdivision.

Lot development standards will be per City of Grand Junction Standards. All development
Improvements (Sewer, Water, Streets, Sidewalks, Etc.) will be per City of Grand Junction

file: vmenarr2.wpd
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REVIEW COMMENTS
Page 1 of S
FILE #FPP-96-138 TITLE HEADING: Valley Meadows East Subdivision

LOCATION: NE corner 25 Y2 Road & Grand Valley Canal

PETITIONER: GWHC, Inc.

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 2467 Commerce Boulevard

Grand Junction, CO 81505

242-1336
PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Rolland Engineering
STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Kathy Portner / Dave Thornton
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., JUNE 21, 1996.

1.

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 6/14/96
Dave Thornton 244-1450
PLAT COMMENTS:

All outlots as shown on submitted plat are to be labeled as tracts, starting with "Tract A" and
sequentially lettered except future filings parcel which should be labeled as Outlot A.

2. Canal easement and trail easement along the east property line is to be dedicated to the City as an
pedestrian/bicycle easement rather than a right-of-way.

3. A note is needed on the plat showing the location of F 3/4 Road.

4. Access (12 ft easement) from Chama Lane in filing #1 shall be provided to the 1.15 acre (Tract B)
open space in filing 2.

5. The 10 access road from McCook Avenue in filing #2 to the 1.15 acre Open Space (Tract B) shall
be a minimum of 12 feet wide. It can be either part of tract B or an easement.

6. Please revise dedication language on both plats as appropriate, 1.e. dedication language for open
space tracts, language for City pedestrian/bicycle easement and Grand Valley Irrigation R.O.W. with
Ped/Bike easement to City, etc. City staff will work with you in preparing and recording the
necessary Ped/Bike "trail" easement. '

GENERAL COMMENTS:

7. A final design/site plan and landscaping plan for the open space areas is required for tract A in filing
1 and tract B in filing 2 (both are currently labeled as outlot A and Filing No. 2 Common Open
Space respectively). This final plan is required to be submitted with the petitioners response to
comments.

8. All open space platted in filing #1 shall be fully constructed as part of filing #1 including the
easement (or access) to the future Tract B, a part of filing #2. All open space platted as part of filing
#2 shall be constructed as part of filing #2. ,

9. Restrictions on height and type of fencing allowed for rear yards of all lots adjacent to the 1.15 acre

‘Tract B Open Space area should be require to be no taller than 4 feet and all fences should be of the
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same type (i.e split rail). These restrictions need to be incorporated into the covenants. Other design
features to consider are: 1) How many gates will be allowed from each adjoining lot to the open space. 2)
The 1.15 acre open space tract should be located with at least one frontage along a dedicated public street
to create easier accessibility to all lot owners and encourage its' usage by all lot owners. If moving the open
space location to a street location is not acceptable, then in an effort to create more open and inviting
entrances to the 1.15 acre open space area, perhaps widening the entrances and/or limiting fencing along
the access corridors will encourage the entire subdivision to use the area.

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 6/14/96

Jody Kliska 244-1591

1. The same contractual agreements for drainage that were required with Valley Meadows filing 2 are
required with this development.

2. New City Standard Contract Documents for Capital Improvements have been published and are
available at Public Works for $10. All public improvements must be done in accordance with these
standards.

3. Were any calculations performed to verify the size of the irrigation line behind the walk on 25 ¥
Road?

4. A cleanout should probably be provided for the irrigation line. Whose responsibility for
maintenance is this pipe?

5. Please indicate street lights and street name/stop signs on the street plans.

6. The city inspection fees on the DIA are likely to be closer to $1000.

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 6/14/96

Trent Prall 244-1590

PLEASE NOTE: 1996 City of Grand Junction Standard Specifications shall apply for this proposed
development. Copies are available for $10 in the Public Works and Utilities office.

WATER - UTE

1 Please provide a signoff block for Ute on all water related plans.

2 Identify angles for bends on waterline.

SEWER - CITY

1. Please reconfigure sewers so that MH1-B is on centerline of street.

2. Identify limits of Filing 1 sewer construction on McCook Avenue.

3. Sewer stub outs shall be capped and plugged east of property line. Stub out shall be identified with
a steel fence post buried 1' below finished grade. As-built surveying of stub out required PRIOR
to backfill.

4. Please use match lines for plan and profile sheets.

5. Need bearing and distance from Ex MH in 25 %2 to MH-A and MH 1-B to 2-B.

6. Run sewer through MH2-B on grade and eliminate the 0.2' fall across MH.

7. City of Grand Junction Standard Drawings were not submitted for review as part of the project set.

8. Please add the following notes to the sewer plan and profile.

A Contractor shall have one signed copy of plans and a copy of the City of Grand Junction's
Standard Specifications at the job site at all times.

B. All sewer mains shall be PVC SDR 35 (ASTM 3034) unless otherwise noted.

C. All sewer mains shall be laid to grade utilizing a pipe laser.
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D. All service line connections to the new main shall be accomplished with full body wyes or
tees. Tapping saddles will not be allowed.

E. No 4" services shall be connected directly into manholes.

F. The contractor shall notify the City inspection 48 hours prior to commencement of
construction.

G. The Contractor is responsible for all required sewer line testing to be completed in the

presence of the City Inspector. Pressure testing will be performed after all compaction of
street subgrade and prior to street paving. Final lamping will also be accomplished after
paving is completed. These tests shall be the basis of acceptance of the sewer line extension.

H. The Contractor shall obtain City of Grand Junction Street Cut Permit for all work within
existing City road right-of-way prior to construction.

L A clay cut-off wall shall be placed 10 feet upstream from all new manholes unless otherwise
noted. The cut-off wall shall extend from 6 inches below to 6 inches above granular backfill
material and shall be 2 feet wide. If native material is not suitable, the contractor shall
import material approved by the engineer.

J. Sewer stub outs shall be capped and plugged east of property line. Stub out shall be
identified with a steel fence post buried 1' below finished grade. As-built surveying of stub
out required PRIOR to backfill.

K. Benchmark

CITY PROPERTY AGENT 6/17/96
Steve Pace 256-4003
See attached red-lined maps for comments.

CITY PARKS & RECREATION 6/13/96

Shawn Cooper 244-3869

1. Parks & Open Space fees - 26 lots (Filing 1 & 2) @ $225 = $5,850.

2. Common open space tracts to remain owned and maintained by HOA.

3. Hike and bike trail easement on canal bank.

4 5' right-of-way or east property line for trail is extremely narrow for use, additional right-of-way
will be necessary to make the right-of-way functional. Minimum trail width should be 8 feet with
2-3 feet of shoulder space on each side. Easement/right-of-way should allow for these widths.

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 6/13/96
Hank Masterson 244-1414
The Fire Department has no problems with this proposal. :

CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT 6/14/96

Dave Stassen 244-3587

While place the open space in the center of the development may limit access, it is good crime prevention
by having the surrounding houses keep an eye on the open space. This should limit potential criminal
difficulties.

GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT 6/14/96

John Ballagh 242-4343

Drainage will apparently be handled by the City and Grand Valley Irrigation Company. No easements are
shown to be dedicated to the Grand Junction Drainage District. '
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MESA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT #51 6/11/96
Lou Grasso 242-8500
SCHOOL - CURRENT ENROLLMENT / CAPACITY - IMPACT

Pomona Elementary - 301/325 - 12

West Middle School - 531/500 - 6

Grand Junction High School - 1674 - 1630 - 7

GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION 6/10/96

Phil Bertrand 242-2762

Have concern about the Canal Easement or right-of-way being used a bicycle and pedestrian walk-way.
This non-typical use or request of City. The 35 foot right-of-way has historically been used, maintained,
occupied and cared for by GVIC. Some of the 35 feet cannot be used because it is in water. This bicycle
and pedestrian right-of-way needs to be looked at closely for its reasonability, practicality and what real
beneficial use does it truly serve?

UTE WATER 6/7/96

Gary Mathews 242-7491

1. A plat showing over-all view of this subdivision is required before approval.

2. Water mains shall be c-900, class 150. Installation of pipe fittings, valves and services including
testing and disinfection shall be in accordance with Ute Water standard specifications and drawings.

3. Developer will install the meter pits and yokes. Ute Water will furnish pits and yokes.

4. Construction plans required 48 hours before development begins.

5. Policies and fees in effect at the time of application will apply.

U.S. WEST 6/5/96

Max Ward : 244-4721

U.S. West will need 14' utility easements on both sides of streets - Chama Lane, Westwood Drive and
McCook Avenue in Filing #1 and Filing #2, Westwood Drive.

For timely telephone service, as soon as you have a plat. and power drawing for your housing development,

MAIL COPY TO: AND CALL THE TOLL FREE NUMBER FOR:
U.S. West Communications Developer Contact Group

Developer Contact Group 1-800-526-3557

P.O. Box 1720

Denver, CO 80201

We need to hear from you at least 60 days prior to trenching.

TCI CABLEVISION 6/12/96
Glen Vancil 245-8777
1. We require the developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, an open trench for cable

service where underground service is needed and when a roadbore is required, that too must be
provided by the developer. The trench and/or roadbore may be the same one used by other utilities
so long as there is enough room to accommodate all necessary lines.

2. We require developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, fill-in of the trench once cable
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has been installed in the trench.

We require developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, a 4" PVC conduit at all utility
road crossings where cable TV will be installed. This 4" conduit will be for the sole use of cable
TV.

Should your subdivision contain cul-de-sac's the driveways and property lines (pins) must be clearly
marked prior to the installation of underground cable. If this is not done, any need to relocate
pedestals or lines will be billed directly back to your company.

TCI Cablevision will provide service to your subdivision so long as it is within the normal cable TV
service area. Any subdivision that is out of the existing cable TV area may require a construction
assist charge, paid by the developer, to TCI Cablevision in order to extend the cable TV service to
that subdivision. ‘

TCI will normally not activate cable service in a new subdivision until it 1s approximately 30%
developed. Should you wish cable TV service to be available for the first home in your subdivision
it will, in most cases, be necessary to have you provide a construction assist payment to cover the -
necessary electronics for that subdivision. :

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 6/12/96
Jon Price 244-2693

Public Service Company has no additional requirements at this time.

T

O DATE, NO COMI\’[ENTS RECEIVED FROM:

City Attorney
Mesa County Planning
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Valley Meadows East Subdivision

Date: June 21, 1996
Location: NE Corner 25 Y2 Road and Grand Valley Canal
Petitioner: GWHC, Inc.

2467 Commerce Blvd.
Grand Junction, CO 81505
Ph: 242-1336

City File # FPP-96-138
Petitioner's Representative: ROLLAND Engineering

405 Ridges Blvd., Suite A
Grand Junction, CO 81503
Ph: 243-8300

City Staff Representative: Kathy Portner/Dave Thormnton

The following responses are in the same order of the original review comments:

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1.

With all due respect, all outlots as shown on the plat are designated by sequential labels
(Outlot A, Outlot B, Etc.). We feel that this defines these areas, which are set aside for
purposes other than residential buildings, according to accepted legal definitions. We have
included a photocopied section of "Black's Law Dictionary" to support this opinion. The
portion of the subdivision intended for future filings (originally shown as Outlot C) has
been relabeled as Lot 1 of Block 4 per the suggestion from the City Property Agent
review.

The City Council voted, at the May 1, 1996 Council Meeting, to accept the property along
the Grand Valley Canal and along the eastern boundary as deeded right-of-way. The plat
will continue to show these areas as right-of-way.

A note has been added to the plat indicating the location of F 3/4 Road.

Additional conversations between Mr. Richard Watson (GWHC, Inc.) and other City
Personnel rendered a decision that the access from Chama Lane to the Open Space area
was not required.

The access road from McCook Avenue, in filing #2, into the 1.15 acre Open Space has
been increased to a width of 12 feet.

The dedication language will, and has been, revised as necessary. The dedication language
for the City right-of-way areas has not been finalized with City Staff but will be in place by
the time of plat recordation.

The Open Space areas, now labeled as Tract 'A' and Lot 1 of Block 4, will be landscaped.
The landscape plan is for both areas to be irrigated, grassed, and to have trees. The entry
lanes to the 1.15 acre Open Space will be graveled paths eight feet wide. The street

file:c:\user\letters\wp\vme-rspf.wpd pg. 1
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Response to Comments for Valley Meadows East Subdivision

access points to the 1.15 acre Open Space will be signed at the entrances such that all
neighborhood residents will be aware that the Open Space is for their use. The final
landscape plan will be coordinated with City Staff.

All platted Open Space areas within filings #1 and #1 will be constructed during the
construction phase of their respective plats.

Covenants will restrict the rear yard fencing to 4 foot in height for all lots adjacent to the
1.15 acre Open Space. The present location of the 1.15 acre Open Space is the desired
location. ‘

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER

1.

Contractual agreements for drainage, the same agreements that were signed for Valley
Meadows filing#2, will be signed between the Developer and the City.

2. All public improvements will be accomplished in accordance with the new City Standard
Contract Documents for Capital Improvements.

3. Calculations were performed to size the irrigation line along 25 %2 Road. The Calculations
are included in this response package.

4, A cleanout has been provided and is shown on the plans. The maintenance of the pipe will
be the responsibility of the Homeowner's Association for Valley Meadows East.
However, the easement that the pipe is in will be dedicated so that the City of Grand
Junction has access to the pipe because the pipe also serves as a storm drain system.

5. Street lights and street name/stop signs have been added to the plans.

6. Improvements agreements have been revised to show the inspection fees of $1000.

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER

WATER

1. A sign-off block for Ute Water has been provided on all water related plans.

2. Angles for bends in waterlines have been identified on the plans.

SEWER

1. Sewer has been reconfigured so that MH1-B is located in the center of the street.

2. Limits of Filing #1 sewer construction have been identified on McCook Avenue.

3. Sewer stub outs will be capped and plugged at their terminus. Stub outs will be identified
with a steel fence post buried 1 foot below finished grade. As-built surveying of stub out
will be performed prior to backfill. A note to this effect has been added to the plans.

4. Sheet identification/location within the entire development project has been added to the
plan and profile sheets.

5. Bearings and distances between Ex MH in 25 %2 Road and MH-A and between MH1-B to
MH2-B have been added to plans.

6. Sewer line in MH2-B has been run through on grade and the 0.2' fall has been eliminated.

7. City of Grand Junction Standard Drawings are enclosed for review as part of this

response.

file:c:\user\letters\wp\vme-rspf.wpd pg. 2
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Response to Comments for Valley Meadows East Subdivision

8. The requested notes A thru K have been added to the "General Notes and Typical
Section" sheet.

CITY PROPERTY AGENT
Red-lined maps have been reviewed and appropriate changes have been made. See revised plats
for Filing #1 and Filing #2.

CITY PARKS & RECREATION

1. Parks and Open Space Fees noted. However, the Developer believes that Fees for this
development are not appropriate since a large open space was created within the
development at the request of the City.

2. Common open space, properties not dedicated to any other entities, will remain owned

and maintained by the Homeowner's Association.

Hike and bike trail area along the canal will be a dedicated right-of-way.

4. The 5 foot right-of-way along the eastern boundary was accepted by the City Council as a
right-of-way.

had

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT
1. Comment of "no problems with this proposal" is noted.

CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT
1. Comments about surrounding houses keeping an eye on the Open Space are noted.

GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT
Comment noted about drainage being handled by the City of Grand Junction and the Grand Valley

Irrigation Company.

MESA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT #51
Enrollment numbers are noted.

GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION
Concerns regarding the historical use of the 35 foot right-of-way/easement along the Canal bank

are noted.

UTE WATER

1. We believe that the Utility Composite Plan shows the overall layout of the entire
subdivision. We will provide Ute Water with any additional details as requested.

2. Water mains will be c-900, class 150. All pipe, and associated hardware, will be installed

per Ute Water standard specifications and drawings.
3. Developer will install meter pits and yokes supplied by Ute Water.
4. Ute Water will have construction plans at least 48 hours prior to any development activity.

file:c:\user\letters\wp\vme-rspf.wpd pg. 3
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Community Development Department and included in the covenants for the subdivision.

3. The 12’ and 15’ access point into the open space area shall include a 6° wide concrete
path with the remainder of the width being in gravel or similar ground cover. The two
access points shall be clearly signed.

4. The final dedication language on the plats is subject to final approval by the
Community Development Department.

5. The final landscaping and signage plan for the entry feature and common open space
shall be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Department.

6. The bulk requirements for the zone shall be as follows:
Principal Structure
Front yard setback--20’
Rear yard setback-:36720"
Side yard setback--+5" /0

Accessory Structure--on rear half of parcel
Rear yard setback--3’
Side yard setback--3’

Maximum Structure Height--32’
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Mr. Chairman, on item #FPP-96-138, I move we approve the final plat and plans for filings
1 and 2 with the staff conditions.
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Response to Comments for Valley Meadows East Subdivision

5. Comment about policies and fees noted.

U.S. WEST
* 14 foot multi-purpose easements have been added to the plat. 14 foot multi-purpose easements

have been added in all of the requested locations.
* Developer Contact Group notification is noted.

TCI CABLEVISION
Items 1 thru 6 regarding TCI operating procedures are noted.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
Comment about Public Service Company having no additional requirements at this time is noted.

file:c:\user\letters\wp\vme-rspf.wpd pe. 4



VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
OFF-SITE RUN-THROUGH RUNOFF ESTIMATE
AND
SIZING OF THE IRRIGATION LINE ALONG 25 1/2 ROAD

1. THE DRAINAGE AREA FOR THE PROPOSED IRRIGATION LINE BEHIND THE
SIDEWALK ON 25 1/2 ROAD HAS BEEN ESTIMATED TO BE 30 ACRES.

2. DRAINAGE PATH LENGTH TO THE NORTH END OF THE IRRIGATION LINE
IS 1850 FT.

3. AVERAGE SLOPE S=(4640-4610)/1850=1.6%

4. RUNQFF CQEFFICIENT C,0,=0.2
(6-2% GROUP B SOIL/CULTIVATED/AGRICULTURAL)

5. OVERLAND FLOW TIME (FIRST 300 LF DRAINAGE PATH OF 1850 LF)
To=1.8(1.1-0.2)(300)"*/(1.6)°* =24 MIN

6. CONCENTRATED FLOW TIME Ts ( 1550 LF DRAINAGE PATH)
V = 1.3 FI/S ( CULTIVATED STRAIGHT ROW, FROM FIGURE "E-3")
Ts=1550/1.3/60 = 20 MIN

7. TIME OF CONCENTRATION Tc =To + Ts=24+20 =44 MIN

8. INTENSITY I,,,,, =1.82 IN/HR

9. 100-YEAR HISTORIC RUNQFF Q,;; =CIA=0.2*1.82*30 =10.92 CFS

10. THE FLOW CAPACITY FOR THE 15" PVC IRRIGATION LINE AT 1.42%
IS 12.5 CFS>Q,,,=10.92 CFS

FILE:C\HAASE\RUNOFF.SAM, 6/21/96
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LASI\{J%Jiféé)R SCS HYDROLOGIC SOIL GROUP (SEE APPENDIX "C" FOR DESCRIPTIONS)
CHARACTERISTICS A D
2-6% 2-6% | 6%+
UNDEVELOPED AREAS
Bare ground 30-.38 40 - 48
_________________________ 40-.48 ! .50-.58
Cultivated/Agricultural 23 - .31 31-.39
__________________________ 29..37 1 .41-.49
Pasture 40 - .48 .50-.58
__________________________ 50-.58 1 .62-.70_
Meadow 30-.38 40 - .48
__________________________ 40-.48 1 .50-.58
Forest

RESIDENTIAL AREAS
1/8 acre per unit

I acre per unit

MISC. SURFACES
Pavement and roofs

.94 95
e memmemm W8 LN I L
Traffic areas (soil and gravel) 75-.83 77 - .85
S, J0-.75 8290 | 8492
Green landscaping (lawns, parks) 30-.38 40 - .48
_________________________________ 40-.48 50-.58

Non-green and gravel landscaping

Cemeteries, playgrounds

NOTES: 1. Values above and below pertain to the 2-year and 100-year storms, respectively. .
2. The range of values provided allows for enginecring Judgement of site conditions such as basic shape, homogeneity of surface type, surface depression storage, and

storm duration. In general, during shorter duration storms (Tc < 10 minutes), Infiltration capacity Is highcr, allowing use of a "C™ value In the low range. Conversely,
for longer duration storms (Tc ) 30 minutes), use a ""C valuc in the higher range.

3. For residential development at less than 1/8 acre per unit or greater than 1 acre per unit, and also for commercial and industrial areas, use values under MISC
SURFACES to estimate "C" value ranges for usc. .

RATIONAL METHOD RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS '
- (Modified from Table 4, UC-Davis, which appears to be a modification of work done by Rawls) TABLE "B-1"

t
(W8]

, _—
lm ' : A



REPRODUCED FROM FIGURE 16.2, SCS 1972
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STAFF REVIEW

FILE: FPP-96-138

DATE: June 26, 1996

STAFF: Kathy Portner

REQUEST: Final Plan/Plat--Valley Meadows East, Filings 1 & 2

LOCATION: E of 25 1/2 Road, N of Grand Valley Canal

APPLICANT: GWHC, Inc.

EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped

PROPOSED LAND USE: Single Family Residential, 2.93 units per acre

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

NORTH: Undeveloped and proposed single family residential, 4 units per acre
SOUTH: Single family residential, 3.8 units per acre
EAST: Large-lot single family residential
WEST: Single family residential,
EXISTING ZONING: PR-2.93

PROPOSED ZONING: PR-2.93 (Residential Single Family, 2.93 units per acre)

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: RSF-4

SOUTH: PR-3.8 (Planned Residential, 3.8 units per acre)
EAST: AFT and R1B (Residential, 2 units per acre)
WEST: PR-2.8 (Planned Residential, 2.8 units per acre)

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

No Comprehensive Plan exists for this area. The Draft Growth Plan proposes this area as
medium density residential, 4-7.9 units/acre. ' :



STAFF ANALYSIS:

The Preliminary Plan for Valley Meadows East that Planning Commission reviewed and
approved consisted of 52 single family lots on approximately 15 acres for a density of 3.5 units
per acre. Planning Commission had also recommended approval of RSF-4 zoning. That was
appealed by surrounding property owners to the City Council. City Council approved a zoning
of PR-2.93 units per acre for 44 lots, with an average lot size of approximately 10,000 square
feet, and approved the preliminary plan with the following changes:

1. Accept the offer of the five-foot trail easement on the east side of the property and
two lots of open space as being the open space requirement;

2. The remainder of the lot reduction to 44 lots to be divided amongst the remaining
lots as the developer chooses; '

3. Acceptance of staff recommendations number 1 and 3 which deal with street naming
and the location of F 3/4 Road;

4. Amend staff recommendation number 2 to accept their offer of canal right-of-way
to be deeded to the City who would then grant an easement to Grand Valley Canal
Company.

Staff believes the petitioner has addressed Council’s conditions with the revised preliminary
plan for 44 single family lots with 1.15 acres in open space and .16 acre entry feature. This
proposal is for final plat/plan approval for filings 1 and 2. The overall internal street
circulation of the subdivision is substantially the same as with the original submittal, with the
elimination of one connection through the area that was redesigned as the common open space.
Filing 1 consists of 14 lots on 4.26 acres and the entry feature. Filing 2 consists of 12 lots on
4.51 acres and the 1.15 acre centralized common open space area.

The common .open space area needs to remain open and inviting to the subdivision residents.
Staff recommends that privacy fencing not be allowed around the perimeter and along the
access-ways and that the fencing that is allowed be uniform in design and materials.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of Filings 1 and 2 with the following conditions:

1. A note shall be included on the plat showing the location of the proposed F 3/4 Road
to the north.
2. Fencing along the entire perimeter of the common open space area shall be limited to

a maximum of 4’in height and shall be "open-type" fencing, such as split rail or picket
fencing. All fencing shall be uniform in type and design to be approved by the
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Other- Different or distinct from that already
entioned; additional, or further. Following an
umeration of particular classes “other” must be

d as “other such like,” and includes only oth-
of like kind and character.

er income. In taxation, income from sources
i or than in the operation of a business. An
ple of “other income” of a corporation in-

. In a different manner; in another
or in other ways.

This word, though generally directory
‘will be taken as mandatory if the context

es it.
Abbreviation for state statutes involving
tion of motor vehicle while under influence
n'. or drugs. See Driving while intoxicated.

o put out; to eject; to remove or deprive;
ive of the possession or enjoyment of an

putting out; dispossession; amotion of
. A species of injuries to things real, by

remedy in order to gain possession. An
is a wrongful dispossession or exclusion
y from real property and involves a
<of intent. Notorious and unequivocal act
-one cotenant deprives another of right
jon and equal possession and enjoyment of
See also Ejectment.

itbuilding. Something used in connection with
n building. A small building appurtenant

gin building, and generally separated from
outhouse; storage shed. See also Out-

e test. In a diversity of citizenship action
ederal court, the result should be the same
ction had been commenced in the state

ntinental shelf. All lands lying sub-
ward and not including lands beneath
p¢ waters. The subsoil and sea bed of
ds are subject to the jurisdiction and
;the United States. 43 US.CA. § 1331.

enditures.

4 building subservient to, yet distinct
IPTincipal dwelling, located either within
t the curtilage. A smaller or subor-
~Ng connected with a dwelling, usually
fom it and standing at a little distance
intended for persons to live in, but to
-Purpose of convenience or necessity;
fioutside privy, a dairy, a toothouse, and
(UUnder Statutes, such a building may be

bluldlng site. 4

OUTSIDE

subservient to and adjoin a business building as
well as a dwelling house. See also Outbuilding.

Qutlaw. In English law, one who is put out of the
protection or aid of the law. Popularly, a person
violating the law; a fugitive.

sub,)ect to its munici af Jum
Term now generally’ re%g -to an n are:
iisto'bé usm purposc

Out-of-court settlement. The phrase is used with
reference to agreements and transactions in re-
gard to a pending suit which are arranged or take
place between parties or their counsel privately
and without being referred to the judge or court
for authorization or approval. Thus, a case which
is compromised, settled, and withdrawn by pri-
vate agreement of the parties, after its institution,
is said to be settled “out of court.” See Settlement
(Structured settlement).

Out-of-pocket expenses. Said of an expenditure
usually paid for with cash. An incremental cost.

Out-of-pocket loss. As measure of damages, is
the difference between the value of what the
purchaser parted with (ie, the purchase price
paid by him) and the value of what he has re-
ceived (i.e., the actual market value of the goods).
Also called “out-of-pocket loss rule.”

Qut of term. At a time when no term of the court
is being held; in the vacation or interval which
elapses between terms of the court.

QOut of the state. In reference to rights, liabilities,

or jurisdictions arising out of the common law,
this phrase is equivalent to “beyond sea” (g.v.)
In other connections, it means physically beyond
the territorial limits of the particular state in
question, or constructively so, as in the case of a
foreign corporation. But a foreign corporation
maintaining an agent within the state is not
deemed to be “out of the state,” within various
statutes dealing with jurisdiction over foreign cor-
porations 'doing business” within state.

Output contract. See Contract; Entire output con-

tract.

Outrage. A grave injury; injurious violence. The

tort of “outrage’ (intentional infliction of serious
mental distress) requires that defendant engage in
outrageous and extreme conduct which results in
intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emo-
tional distress.

Qutright. Free from reserve or restraint; direct;

positive; down-right; altogether; entirely, open-
ly.

Outside. To the exterior of; without; outward

from.
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REVIEW COMMENTS

Page 1 of S
FILE #FPP-96-138 TITLE HEADING: Valley Meadows East Subdivision
LOCATION: NE corner 25 %2 Road & Grand Valley Canal

PETITIONER: GWHC, Inc.

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 2467 Commerce Boulevard

Grand Junction, CO 81505

242-1336
PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Rolland Engineering
STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Kathy Portner / Dave Thornton
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., JUNE 21, 1996.

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 6/14/96
Dave Thornton 244-1450
PLAT COMMENTS:

1.

All outlots as shown on submitted plat are to be labeled as tracts, starting with "Tract A" and
sequentially lettered except future filings parcel which should be labeled as Outlot A.

2. Canal easement and trail easement along the east property line is to be dedicated to the City as an
pedestrian/bicycle easement rather than a right-of-way.

3. A note is needed on the plat showing the location of F 3/4 Road.

4. Access (12 ft easement) from Chama Lane in filing #1 shall be provided to the 1.15 acre (Tract B)
open space in filing 2. .

5. The 10 access road from McCook Avenue in filing #2 to the 1.15 acre Open Space (Tract B) shall
be a minimum of 12 feet wide. It can be either part of tract B or an easement.

6. Please revise dedication language on both plats as appropriate, i.e. dedication language for open
space tracts, language for City pedestrian/bicycle easement and Grand Valley Irrigation R.O.W. with
Ped/Bike easement to City, etc. City staff will work with you in preparing and recording the
necessary Ped/Bike "trail" easement.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

7. A final design/site plan and landscaping plan for the open space areas is required for tract A in filing
1 and tract B in filing 2 (both are currently labeled as outlot A and Filing No. 2 Common Open
Space respectively). This final plan is required to be submitted with the petitioners response to
comments.

8. All open space platted in filing #1 shall be fully constructed as part of filing #1 including the
easement (or access) to the future Tract B, a part of filing #2. All open space platted as part of filing
#2 shall be constructed as part of filing #2.

9. Restrictions on height and type of fencing allowed for rear yards of all lots adjacent to the 1.15 acre

Tract B Open Space area should be require to be no taller than 4 feet and all fences should be of the
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same type (i.e split rail). These restrictions need to be incorporated into the covenants. Other design
features to consider are: 1) How many gates will be allowed from each adjoining lot to the open space. 2)
The 1.15 acre open space tract should be located with at least one frontage along a dedicated public street
to create easier accessibility to all lot owners and encourage its' usage by all lot owners. If moving the open
space location to a street location is not acceptable, then in an effort to create more open and inviting
entrances to the 1.15 acre open space area, perhaps widening the entrances and/or limiting fencing along
the access corridors will encourage the entire subdivision to use the area.

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER , 6/14/96

Jody Kliska ' 244-1591

1. The same contractual agreements for drainage that were required with Valley Meadows filing 2 are
required with this development.

2. New City Standard Contract Documents for Capital Improvements have been published and are
available at Public Works for $10. All public improvements must be done in accordance with these
standards.

3. Were any calculations performed to verify the size of the irrigation line behind the walk on 25 %
Road?

4. A cleanout should probably be provided for the irrigation line. Whose responsibility for
maintenance is this pipe?

5. Please indicate street lights and street name/stop signs on the street plans.

6. The city inspection fees on the DIA are likely to be closer to $1000.

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER 6/14/96

Trent Prall 244-1590

PLEASE NOTE: 1996 City of Grand Junction Standard Specifications shall apply for this proposed
development. Copies are available for $10 in the Public Works and Utilities office.

WATER - UTE

1 Please provide a signoff block for Ute on all water related plans.

2 Identify angles for bends on waterline.

SEWER - CITY

1. Please reconfigure sewers so that MH1-B is on centerline of street.

2. Identify limits of Filing 1 sewer construction on McCook Avenue. 4

3. Sewer stub outs shall be capped and plugged east of property line. Stub out shall be identified with
a steel fence post buried 1' below finished grade. As-built surveying of stub out required PRIOR
to backfill. ’

4. Please use match lines for plan and profile sheets.

5. Need bearing and distance from Ex MH in 25 Y2 to MH-A and MH 1-B to 2-B.

6. Run sewer through MH2-B on grade and eliminate the 0.2' fall across MH.

7. City of Grand Junction Standard Drawings were not submitted for review as part of the project set.

8. Please add the following notes to the sewer plan and profile.

A Contractor shall have one signed copy of plans and a copy of the City of Grand Junction's
Standard Specifications at the job site at all times.

B. All sewer mains shall be PVC SDR 35 (ASTM 3034) unless otherwise noted.

C. All sewer mains shall be laid to grade utilizing a pipe laser.
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D. All service line connections to the new main shall be accomplished with full body wyes or
tees. Tapping saddles will not be allowed.

E. No 4" services shall be connected directly into manholes.

F. The contractor shall notify the City inspection 48 hours prior to commencement of
construction.

G. The Contractor is responsible for all required sewer line testing to be completed in the

presence of the City Inspector. Pressure testing will be performed after all compaction of
street subgrade and prior to street paving. Final lamping will also be accomplished after
paving is completed. These tests shall be the basis of acceptance of the sewer line extension.

H. The Contractor shall obtain City of Grand Junction Street Cut Permit for all work within
existing City road right-of-way prior to construction.

L A clay cut-off wall shall be placed 10 feet upstream from all new manholes unless otherwise
noted. The cut-off wall shall extend from 6 inches below to 6 inches above granular backfill
material and shall be 2 feet wide. If native material is not suitable, the contractor shall
import material approved by the engineer.

J. Sewer stub outs shall be capped and plugged east of property line. Stub out shall be
identified with a steel fence post buried 1' below finished grade. As-built surveying of stub
out required PRIOR to backfill.

K. Benchmark

CITY PROPERTY AGENT 6/17/96
Steve Pace 256-4003
See attached red-lined maps for comments.

CITY PARKS & RECREATION 6/13/96

Shawn Cooper 244-3869

1. Parks & Open Space fees - 26 lots (Filing 1 & 2) @ $225 = $5,850.

2. Common open space tracts to remain owned and maintained by HOA.

3. Hike and bike trail easement on canal bank.

4. 5' right-of-way or east property line for trail is extremely narrow for use, additional right-of-way
will be necessary to make the right-of-way functional. Minimum trail width should be 8 feet with
2-3 feet of shoulder space on each side. Easement/right-of-way should allow for these widths.

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 6/13/96
Hank Masterson 244-1414
The Fire Department has no problems with this proposal.

CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT 6/14/96

Dave Stassen 244-3587 ,
While place the open space in the center of the development may limit access, it is good crime prevention
by having the surrounding houses keep an eye on the open space. This should limit potential criminal
difficulties.

GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT 6/14/96

John Ballagh 242-4343

Drainage will apparently be handled by the City and Grand Valley Irrigation Company. No easements are
shown to be dedicated to the Grand Junction Drainage District.
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MESA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT #51 6/11/96
Lou Grasso 242-8500
SCHOOL - CURRENT ENROLLMENT / CAPACITY - IMPACT

Pomona Elementary - 301/325 - 12

West Middle School - 531/500 - 6

Grand Junction High School - 1674 - 1630 - 7

GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION 6/10/96

Phil Bertrand 242-2762

Have concern about the Canal Easement or right-of-way being used a bicycle and pedestrian walk-way.
This non-typical use or request of City. The 35 foot right-of-way has historically been used, maintained,
occupied and cared for by GVIC. Some of the 35 feet cannot be used because it is in water. This bicycle
and pedestrian right-of-way needs to be looked at closely for its reasonability, practicality and what real
beneficial use does it truly serve?

UTE WATER 6/7/96

Gary Mathews 242-7491
1. A plat showing over-all view of this subdivision is required before approval.
2. Water mains shall be c-900, class 150. Installation of pipe fittings, valves and services including
testing and disinfection shall be in accordance with Ute Water standard specifications and drawings.
3. Developer will install the meter pits and yokes. Ute Water will furnish pits and yokes.
4. Construction plans required 48 hours before development begins.
5. Policies and fees in effect at the time of application will apply.
U.S. WEST 6/5/96
Max Ward 244-4721

U.S. West will need 14' utility easements on both sides of streets - Chama Lane, Westwood Drive and
McCook Avenue in Filing #1 and Filing #2, Westwood Drive.

For timely telephone service, as soon as you have a plat. and power drawing for your housing development,

MAIL COPY TO: AND CALL THE TOLL FREE NUMBER FOR:
U.S. West Communications Developer Contact Group

Developer Contact Group 1-800-526-3557

P.O. Box 1720

Denver, CO 80201

We need to hear from you at least 60 days prior to trenching.

TCI CABLEVISION 6/12/96
Glen Vancil 245-8777
1. We require the developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, an open trench for cable

service where underground service is needed and when a roadbore is required, that too must be
provided by the developer. The trench and/or roadbore may be the same one used by other ut111t1es
so long as there is enough room to accommodate all necessary lines.

2. We require developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, fill-in of the trench once cable
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has been installed in the trench.

We require developers to provide, at no charge to TCI Cablevision, a 4" PVC conduit at all utility
road crossings where cable TV will be installed. This 4" conduit will be for the sole use of cable
TV. '

Should your subdivision contain cul-de-sac's the driveways and property lines (pins) must be clearly
marked prior to the installation of underground cable. If this is not done, any need to relocate
pedestals or lines will be billed directly back to your company.

TCI Cablevision will provide service to your subdivision so long as it is within the normal cable TV
service area. Any subdivision that is out of the existing cable TV area may require a construction
assist charge, paid by the developer, to TCI Cablevision in order to extend the cable TV service to
that subdivision.

TCI will normally not activate cable service in a new subdivision until it is approximately 30%
developed. Should you wish cable TV service to be available for the first home in your subdivision
it will, in most cases, be necessary to have you provide a construction assist payment to cover the
necessary electronics for that subdivision.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 6/12/96
Jon Price 244-2693

Public Service Company has no additional requirements at this time.

TO DATE, NO COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM:

City Attorney
Mesa County Planning
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In dedication:

Grantor acknowledges the existing prescriptive dominant easement of Grand Valley Irrigation
Company, and the rights incident thereto, within the area of the Grand Valley Irrigation
Company easemnent shown on this plat. Grand Valley Irrigation Company by signing this plat
acknowledges that the described casemnént is the extent of its prescriptive easement on the parcel

shown on the plat. Grantor dedicates its title to the area within such easement to the City of
Grand Junction, Colorado. The City of Grand Junction by acceptance of this plat acknowledges
that Grand Valley Irrigation Company has the right to enforce such dominant easement against
the City of Grand Junction or its successors and assigns, with respect to use by any licensee,
invitee or permittee of the City of Grand Junction, including the public, of the property described

herein to the City of Grand Junction.
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STATE OF COLORADO

COLORADO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Division of Minerals and Geology Vv

Department of Natural Resources A X E
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715 =\ //\
Denver, Colorado 80203 ﬂﬂm
Phone (303) 866-2611 7w,

FAX (303) 866-2461 DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL
RESOURCES
Roy Romer
August 9, 1996 MA-96-0048 Governor

James S. Lochhead
Executive Director

Michael B. Long

City Of Grand Junction Division Director
Community Development Department e G
250 North Sth Street and Director

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501

Re: Proposed Valley Meadows East Subdivision -- Northeast of the Intersection of the
Grand Valley Canal and 25 1/2 Road, Grand Junction

Gentlemen:

At your request, we have reviewed the matrerials submitted for and made a site inspection
of the site of the proposed residential subdivision indicated above. The following comments
summarize our findings. ‘

(1) The geologic conditions of this site are typical of most of this part of the Grand Valley.
There is a relatively thick sequence of clayey residual soils and alluvial deposits which were
deposited as sheetwash which originated in the Mancos Shale outcrops of the Book Cliffs.
These overlie the Mancos Shale bedrock. The thickness of these deposits is not known
precisely, but they are well below the depth of the deepest utility excavations. There is a
shallow water table in the area which results from irrigation in the vicinity and leakage from
the Grand Valley Canal. Typically, these soils exhibit low blow counts and low bearing
capacity as indicated by data presenied in the submiited Lincoin-DeVme icpoit.

(2) Because of the conditions indicated in (1), the most suitable type of structure in this
subdivision will be a relatively light weight frame building (house) without a basement and
founded on properly sized spread footings. This is consistent with the soils and foundation
engineer's recommendations and this house type is typical of those in the neighboring
subdivisions in particular and much of the Grand Valley in general. We do recommend that
each foundation excavation be investigated by a soils and foundation engineer, however, as
there probably will be some variation in soil bearing capacity from place to place in the
subdivision.

(3) The conceptual drainage plan included with the submittal, if followed in construction,
should be adequate to control storm drainage in the area.
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City of Grand Junction

Community Development Department
August 9, 1996

Page 2

If the recommendations made above and those in the submitted Lincoln-DeVore report are
followed and made conditions of approval of this subdivision proposal, then we have no

geology-related objection to it.

Sincerely,

y M. Lo,

mes M. Soule
Engineering Geologist



PREPARED FOR:
GWHC, INC.
2467 COMMERCE BLVD.
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505

PRESENTED TO:
THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

ROLLAND ENGINEERING

405 RIDGES BLVD., SUITE A

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503
(970)-243-8300




ROLLAND ENGINEERING

405 RIDGES BOULEVARD, SUITE A
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81503
(970) 243-8300

May 31, 1996

Ms. Jody Kliska
Development Engineer
City of Grand Junction
Public Works Department

250 North 5th St
Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: DRAINAGE REPORT FOR VALLEY MAEDOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

Dear Jody;

Enclosed you will find the Drainage Report for Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage
calculations for 2 -Year and 100-Year design storms were performed for this report.

Please call us if you have any questions or need additional information. Thank you very much
for your time and consideration regarding this report.

Respectfully submitted

ROLLAND ENGINEERING

WEI LI EIT

Enclosures



DRAINAGE REPORT
FOR
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

PREPARED FOR:
GWHC INC.
2467 COMMERCE BLVD
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81505
(970) 242-1336

PREPARED BY:

ROLLAND ENGINEERING
405 RIDGES BLVD., SUITE A
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81503
MAY 31, 1996



TABLES OF CONTENTS

General Locations and Description............ccooveeiiieiiienenicniie e e,
Existing Drainage Conaitions............ocooiii it
Proposed Drainage Conditions..........c.oocviiieeiieoiiiit e eeieeiiie e sie e nieeeenieeenans

Vicinity Map (Figure. 1)
Soil Map (Figure. 2)

Appendix A:

2-Year and 100-YearDesign StormCalculations for Filing No. 1..........................
2-Year and 100-Year Design Storm Calculations. ...,
Flow Depthin the Street Gutters............ocoiviiii
Inlet Capacity EStImMate.............oooioieiie ettt
Storm SewWer DESIZN...... ..o

Appendix B:
Pre-development Drainage Map for Valley Meadows East Subdivision
Post -development Drainage Map for Valley Meadows East Subdivision

Supplement:
Soil Description(SCS)
Hydrological Soil Groups (SCS)

References:

Intensity Duration Frequency Table "A-1

Determination of "Ts" Figure "E-3"

Rational Method Recommended Average Runoff Coefficients Table "B-1"
Combination Inlet Capacity (CFS) Table "G-1"

Flow Chart For PVC Pipe Flowing Full

Typical Manning "n" Values

............. Page.1

................ Al
................ A4

................ A6
................. A6



Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage

General Location and Description

Valley Meadows East Subdivision is an approximate 15 acres site located at SE 1/4, NW 1/4,
SECTION 3, T1S, R1W, UTE MERIDIAN , MESA COUNTY, COLORADO. The Site lies
immediately South of proposed Sunset Village Subdivision, East of 25 1/2 Road and North of
Grand Valley Canal and Kay Subdivision is right across the Canal in the South. Access to this
site can be gained through 25 1/2 Road. The site lies downstream of a major drainage basin
which drains southwest to the Grand Valley Canal historically. There is a small swale along the
East property line. There is also a tailwater ditch along the west property line and drains to the
Canal. A congcrete irrigation ditch along the North property line prevent the off-site run-off
entering the project site. Two 12" CMP pipes on the south of the property drain overflow water
to the Canal.

The soils on this site consist of a Billing Silty Caly Loam (Bc) and a Ravola Sandy Loam (Rf).
The site is a cultivated corn land with spare grasses.

Existing Drainage Conditions

The proposed site has a slope of 1% toward south and drains to the Grand Valley Canal
historically. There is some off-site runoff from the North running through the site by the
tailwater ditch along the west property line but no off-site runoff contributions to the site. There
is no previously determined 100-Year floodplain on this site.

Proposed Drainage Conditions

Based on the existing conditions on the site, runoff from this site will be collected with street
gutter and inlets system and then discharged to the Grand Valley Canal via storm sewers. Due to
the site restraints, no detention will be provided for this site. The tailwater ditch along the west
property line will be relocated and replaced with a PVC underground pipe which still drains the
Grand Valley Canal. Run-off from the east side of the improved 25 1/2 road will be collected
with street gutter and discharged to the Canal via a temproray CMP pipe from the South end of
the 25 1/2 road gutter.

Design Criteria and Approach
We are not aware of any master plans or any other limitations on this site. The Rational Method
was used to perform the analysis for the 2-Year and 100-Year design storm events. The

Hydrology and hydraulic computations conducted for this site utilized the Stormwater
Management Manual (June, 1994) for the City of Grand Junction, Colorado.

Page.1



Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage

SUMMMARY
Summarized below are the drainage calculations for this porject:

Project Area = 14.93acres
Filing No. 1 Area = 4.10 acres

Drainage Calculation Method: Rational Method

Design Storm Events: 2-Year and 100-Year Storms

Pre-development Runoff Rates:

2-Year Historic Storm:
Q= 0.62 cfs
Q,, =233 cfs

100-Year Historic Storm:
Qioon = 2.06cfs
Qioon = 7.70 cfs

Post-development Runoff Rates:
2-Year Developed Storm:
Q,y;, = 1.54 cfs
Q,,=4.93 cfs
100-Year Developed Storm:

Qo0a = 5.03 cfs
Qup0s = 16.53 ¢fs

Page.2
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage Filing no. 1

HISTORIC CONDITION
1. Filing No. 1 Basin Area, A =4.10 Acres

2-Year Storm:

SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B C,, = 0.19 (Cultivated/Agricultural; 0-2%)
(1) Overland Flow
Lo =300 ft; S=1%

To = 1.8(1.1-C,,)(L0)*/(S)°** = 1.8(1.1-0.19)(300)*%/(1)** = 28.4 min

(2) Shallow Concentrated Flow

Ls =443 ft; S=1%
V = 0.90 ft/s (cultivated straight row)

Ts =Ls/V =443/0.9/60 = 8.2 min

(3) Tc=To+Ts =284 + 8.2 = 36.6 min
L, = 0.79 in/hr
Q,;,, = CIA = 0.19%0.79*4.10 = 0.62 cfs

1H)0-Year Storm:

SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B Cio0n = 0.24(Cultivated/Agricultural; 0-2%)
(1) Overland Flow
Lo =300 ft; S=1%

To = 1.8(1.1-C,p, )(L0)**/(8)*** = 1.8(1.1-0.24)(300)°*/(1)*** = 26.8 min
(2) Shallow Concentrated Flow
Ls =443 ft; S=1%
V = 0.90 ft/s (cultivated straight row)
Ts = Ls/V =443/0.9/60 = 8.2 min
(3) Tc = To+Ts =268 + 8.2=35.0 min
Loon: = 2.09 in/hr
Qioon; = CIA = 0.24%2.09*4.10 = 2.06cfs
DEVELOPED CONDITION
1. Filing No.1 Basin Area, A =4.10 Acres

2-Year Storm:

Al




Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage Filing No. 1

DEVELOPED CONDITION
SCS Hydrologica Seil-Group : B -C,, =0.33-(Residential area 0.33 acre/unit; 0-2%)

(1) Overland Flow
Lo=150fi; S=3%
To = 1.8(1.1-0.33)(150)>%/(3)*** = 11.8 min

(2) Street Flow

Ls=6131t; S =0.7% (AVERAGE)
V = 1.7 ft/s (Paved Area)

Ts = Ls /V =613/1.7/60 = 6.0 min

(3) Drainage Swale Flow
L,=202 &, $=0.6%
Hydraulic radius r= 0.25 fi; n=0.016

V=1.49()**"(8)**/n =1.49(0.25)"(0.006)"°/0.016 =2.85 fi/s
Swale Flow Capacity Q=VA=2.85%(0.5*5%0.5)=3.56 cfs
T,=202/2.85/60= 1.2 min

(4) Conduit Flow
From end of the swale to.outlet of the 12" CMP at Grand Valley Canal, the flow time is
insignificant.

(5) Tc = To+Ts +T,= 11.8+6.0 +1.2 = 19 min
Ly, = 1.14 in/hr
Q, = CIA = 0.33%1.14%4.10 = 1 54cfs

100-Year Storm:

‘SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B C,o0q = 0.41 (Residential area 0.33 acre/unit; 0-2%)
(1) Overland Flow

Lo =150 ft; S=3%

To = 1.8(1.1-0.41)(150)*%/(3)** = 10.6 min

(2) Street Flow

Ls =613 ft; S =0.7% (average)

V = 1.7 ft (Paved Area)
Ts =Ls /V=613/1.7/60 = 6.0 min

(3) Drainage Swale Flow

L, =202 ft; S=0.6%
Hydraulic radius =0.25 ft; n=0.016
V=1.49%(r)"(S)**/n =1.49(0.25)*¢7(0.006)**/0.016 =2 .85 ft/s
Swale Flow Capacity Q=VA=2.85*(0.5*5%0.5)=3.56 cfs
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage Filing No.1

DEVELOPED CONDITION
T,=202/2.85/60= 1.2 min

(4) Conduit Flow
From end of the swale to outlet of the 12" CMP at Grand Valley Canal, the flow time is
insignificant.

(5) Tc = To+Ts +T,=10.6+6.0+1.2 = 17.8 min

Lgo, = 2.99 in/hr
Qo0 = CTA = 0.41%2.99%4.10 = 5,03 cfs

A3
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage
HISTORIC CONDITION
1. Basin Area , A = 14.93 Acres

2-Year-Storn:

SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B C,, = 0.19 (Cultivated/Agricultural; 0-2%)
(1) Gverland Flow

Lo =300 f, S=2%

To = 1.8(1.1-C,,)(L0)**/(S)** = 1.8(1.1-0.19)(300)**/(2)°* = 22.5 min

{2) Shallow Concentrated Flow

Ls=6101t S=1%

V = 0.90 ft/s (cultivated straight row)
Ts =Ls/V =610/0.9/60 = 11.3 min

3) Tc=To+Ts=22.5+11.3 = 33.8 min =34 min
1, =082 1in/hr
Q,, = CIA=0.19%0.82%14.93 = 2.33 cfs

100-Year Storm:

SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B Cpop = 0.24(Cultivated/Agricultural; 0-2%)
{1) Overland Flow
Lo =300 S=2%

To = 1.8(1.1-C, 0, )(L0)**/(S)*** = 1.8(1.1-0.24)(300)"%/(2)*** = 21.3 min
{2) Shallow Concentrated Flow
Ls =610 ft; S=1%
V = 0.90 ft/s (cultivated straight row)
Ts =Ls/V =610/0.9/60 = 11.3 min
(3) Tc = To+Ts=21.3+11.3=32.6 min= 33 min
Foon = 2.15 in/hr
Q00 = CIA = 0.24%2.15%14.93 = 7.70_cfs
DEVELOPED CONDITION
1. Basin Area, A = 14.93 Acres

2-Year Storm:
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage

DEVELOPED CONDITION
SCS Hydrologica Seil-Group : B -C,, =0.33 (Residential area 0.33 acre/unit; 0-2%)

(1) Overland Flow
Lo =100 ft; S=1%
To = 1.8(1.1-0.33)(100)*%/(1)** = 13.9 min

(2) Street Flow

Ls=11341t; S =0.89% (AVERAGE)
V =109 ft/s (Paved Area)

Ts=Ls /V=1134/1.9/60=9.9 min

(3) Conduit Flow
From Inlet B to-outlet-at-Grand Valley-Canal, the flow time is insignificant.

(4) Tc = To+Ts = 13.9+9.9=23.8 min =24 min
Ly= 1.0 in/hr
Qs = C1A = 0.33*1.0%14.94 = 4,93 cfs

100-Year Storm:
‘SCS Hydrologica Soil Group : B C, s = 0.41 (Residential area (.33 acre/unit; 0-2%)
(1) Overland Flow
Lo =1001t; S=1%
To = 1.8(1.1-0.41)(100)**/(1)** = 12.4 min

(2) Street Flow

Ls= 1134 ft, S=089% (average)
V =109 ft (Paved Area)

Ts =Ls /V = 1134/1.9/60 = 9.9 min

(3) Conduit Flow
From Inlet B to outlet at Grand Valley-Canal, the flow time is insignificant.

(4) Tc = To+Ts =12.4+.9.9 = 22.32 min
005 = 2.70 in/hr
Q00 = CIA = 0.41%2.70%14.93 = 16.53 cfs

SUMMARY OF RUNOFF RATES

2-Year Storm 100-Year Strom
Historic Condition Qy =233 cfs Qjo0n =71.70 cfs

Q,,, =0.62 cfs (filing no. 1) Q,00n; =2:06 cfs{filing no. 1)
Developed Condition Q,q=4.93 cfs Qp0s= 16.53 cfs
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage
FLOW DEPTH IN THE STREET GUTTERS

2-Year and 100-Year storm events under developed conditions will be used to determine the
flow depth in the street gutters. There will be two gutters on each street.

Formula: Q =KZ/S (Y)**

Where: Q= the gutter flow (ft*/s)
K =0.56; a constant dependant upon unit (ft’/s, ft)
Z = 56; the reciprocal of the transverse slope of the pavement.
n= 0.015; the roughness coefficient, typically 0.015 for concrete gutters.
S=10.78% ; the average slope of the gutter.
Y = the depth of gutter flow.

Using the above typical values and 2-Year and 100-Year runoff rates, the depth of water (Y) in
the street gutter can be determined for the worst case. The worst case for this subdivision will
happened at the North side gutter of the Westwood Drive and nearby Inlet 1B. Runoff to Inlet
1B from the west side gutter of the Iniet can be estimated as follows:
The west side gutter of Inlet 1B has a drainage area about 1/3 of the Entire Drainage Are
Then runoffs used to determine the flow depth will be:
2-Year Q,=0.33Q,,=0.33*4.93 = 1.63 cfs
100-Year Qg = 0.33Q,40, = 0.33%16.53 =5.45 cfs
Therefore , Y, = 0.18 ft = 2.16 inch; Y00 = 0.28 ft = 3.36 inch

INLET CAPACITY ESTIMATE
Six single NEENAH R-3246C inlets will be placed on the Westweod Drive as shown on the
drawings. The inlet capacity is as follows according to Table "G-1" in the Stormwater
Management Manual (June, 1994) for the City of Grand Junction:
Inlet 1B has the largest drainage area of all inlets in this subdivision, the drainage area for Inlet
1B is about 40% of the entire drainage basin. Runoffs to Inlet 1B can be estimated as follows:
2-Year Q5= 0.4 Q,, =0.4*4.93 = 1.97 cfs
100-Year Qg5 = 0.4Q, 400 = 0.4%16.53 = 6.61 cfs

2-Year Inlet Capacity = 6.4 cfs > Q,, = 1.97 cfs
100-Year Inlet Capacity = 13 cfs >Q, 4,5 = 6.61 cfs

STORM SEWER DESIGN
Storm Sewer from Inlet 1A to Inlet 2A: 12" PVC pipe;

L =29t S =0.60%
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Valley Meadows East Subdivision Drainage

STORM SEWER DESIGN
V=521s Q =3.0¢fs;

Storm Sewer from Inlet 2A to the intersection with the irrigation pipe: 12" PVC
L =122 f, S = 1.44%
V=781fts Q=65cfs

‘Storm Sewer from Inlet 1B to Inlet 2B: 12" PVC pipe;

L=29f $=0.7%
V=5.61s Q=45 cfs

Storm Sewer from Inlet 2B to the Grand Valley Canal: 15" RCP pipe

L=131f n=10.013

S=12%; Hydraulic Radius r=0.31 ft
V =1.49(r)"¢(S)**/n = 1.49(0.31)*¢7(0.012)*%/0.013 =5.73 ft/s
A=123 SF Q=1.23*5.73 =7.05.CFS

Storm Sewer from Inlet 1C to Inlet 2C: 12" PVC pipe;

L =76 ft; S=0.5%
V =4.6 /s Q=3.8cfs

Storm Sewer from Inlet 2C to the Grand Valley Canal: 15" RCP pipe

L=1275ft n=0.013

S =1.0%; Hydraulic Radius =031 ft
V =1.49(r)*(S)"/n = 1.49(0.31)*47(0.01)"3/0.013 =5.23 ft/s
A=123 SF Q=1.23%5.23 =6.43CFS

Inlet 1A, 2A, 1C, and 2C are used to intercept runoffs toward Inlet IB and 2B.
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5, Hydrologic Soil Group In addition to values being listed by ARC classification, they are
also listed according to a hydrologic soil group (HSG). Infiltration varies considerably with
soil type, and the difference is accounted for by selecting a CN value under the appropriate
soil type. The four HSGs are defined by SCS TR-55 as follows:

Group A soils have low runoff potential and high infiltration rates even when thoréughly :
wetted. They consist chiefly of deep, well to excessively drained sands or gravels and have
a high rate of water transmission (greater than 0.30 in/hr). :

Group B soils have moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consist chiefly
of moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained soils with moderately fine to
moderately coarse textures. These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission (0.15-0.30

in/hr).

Group C soils have low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and consist chiefly of soils -
with a layer that impedes downward movement of water and soils with moderately fine to fine :
texture. These soils have a low rate of water transmission (0.05-0.15 in/hr). :

Group D soils have high runoff potential. They have low infiltration rates when thoroughly
wetted and consist chiefly of clay soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a claypan’
or clay layer at or near the surface, and shallow soils over nearly impervious material. These
soils have a very low rate of water transmission (0.-0.05 in/hr).

The SCS has published Soil Surveys for most areas, which map out soil "names" along with (
hydraulic properties allowing one to classify the HSG. Most soil surveys already contain a
listing of the HSG, however. Another source that classifies the HSG once the soil "name" is
known is the SCS TR-55 or NEH-4 (SCS 1972 & 1986).

In initial selection of the Hydrologic Soil Group (A, B, C, or D), care should be taken in
matching soil profile conditions. Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSGs) taken from SCS Soil
Surveys generally consider the profile to a depth to 60 inches, which is adequate. But they
only reflect information found at the time of the survey. Earthwork in the area may have
changed conditions, and there may have been changes in groundwater levels as well. These
should be considered.

Some areas may not be mapped by an SCS Soil Survey. HSG must be selected by other
general descriptions such as those summanzed below.

HSG Soil textures

Sand, loamy sand, or sandy loam

Silt loam or loam

Sandy clay loam

Clay loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, silty clay, or clay

OO wp
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AEN @ | g8 —This soll,
. 1d extensive in

the Grand Valley. It covers nearly one-fifth of the Grand Junction
Area. The areas occur on the broad flood plains and very gently
sloping coalescing alluvial fans along streams. Many large areas are
north of the Colorado River.

The soil is derived from deep alluvial deposits that came mainly
from Mancos shale but in a few places from fine-grained sandstone
materials.  The deposits ordinarily range from 4 to 40 feet deep but
in places exceed 40 feet. The deposits have been built up from thin
sediments brought in by the streams that have formed the coalescing
alluvial fans or have been dropped by the broad washes that have no
drainage channel. The thickest deposit, near Grand Junction, was
built up by Indian Wash.

The color and texture of the soil profile vary from place to place.
The 8- to 10-inch surface soil normally consists of gray, light-gray,
light olive-gray, or light brownish-gray silty clay loam. This Jayer
grades into material of similar color and texture that extends to
depths of 3 or 4 feet. Below this depth the successive depositional
layers show more variation. Although the dominant texture is silty
clay loam, the profile may have a loam, clay loam, fine sandy loam,
or a very fine sandy loam texture.

Where there are fairly uniform beds of Mancos shale and where
the soil is not influenced by materials deposited by adjoining drainage
courses, the profile varies only slightly within the upper 3 or 4 feet.
In areas bordering drainage courses, however, the soi varies more in
texture and color from the surface downward.

One small area about 1% miles southeast of Loma consists of light
grayish-brown or pale-brown heavy silty clay loam that shows only
slight variation in texture to depths of 4 to 6 feet. The underlying
soil material 1s more variable. Below depths of 6 to 10 feet the layers
generally are somewhat thicker and have a higher percentage of
coarse soil material.

Also included with this soil are several small areas totaling about
3 square miles that are dominantly pale yellow. These are located
2% to 3% miles northeast of Fruita, 5 miles north of Fruita, 2% miles
northeast of Loma, 3 to 5 miles north of Loma, 1% miles northwest of
Loma, and 4 miles northwest of Mack. In these areas the 8- or
10-inch surface soil is pale-yellow silty clay loam, and the subsoil is
a relatively uniform pale-yellow silty clay loam to depths of 4 to 8
feet. The accumulated alluvial layers are difficult to distinguish,
but in a few places transitional to Fruita soils there are small areas

having a pale-brown to light-yellowish brown color. These transi-
tional areas are included with Billings silty clay loam because they
have a finer textured subsoil than is characteristic of the Ravola soils.

Although moderately fine textured, this Billings soil permits suc-
cessful growth of deep-rooted crops such as alfalfa and tree fruits.
Its permeability is normally not so favorable as that of the Mesa,
Fruita, and Ravola soils. f‘Ets tilth and workability are fair, but it
puddles so quickly when wet and bakes so hard when dry that good
tilth can be maintained only by proper irrigation and special cultural
practices. Runoff is slow and internal drainage i1s very slow.

Like all other soils in the area, this one has a low organic-matter
content. Under natural conditions it contains a&:moderate concen-

GITALINL U ULV A uay sanvaran

ion of salts derived from the parent rock (Mancos_shale). In
gi?mtées, however, it contains so much salt that good yields cannott lée
obtained. Some large areas are so strongly saline they czmno.t e
used for crops. Generally, this soil is without visible lime, butl_l hlts
calcareous. In many places small white flecks or 1nd1st1nct1 ight-
colored streaks or seams indicate that lime, gypsum, or s& ts are
pr%'i?tdnd managemenl.—About 80 percent of this soil is cultivated.
The chief irrigated crops are alfalfa, corn, dry beans, sugar beﬁts,
small erains, and tomatoes and other truck crops. Where the soil 1s
located so as to avoid frost damage, tree fruits are grown. ‘
Most of the field crops are grown in the central and western parts
of the valley, or from Grand Junction westward. The entire ac&eagg
in tree frults—approximately 3 square miles—lies between1 ran
Junction and Palisade. Because the climate 1s more favorable nealr1
Palisade, the acreage in orchard fruits is greater there. A ‘few_sma.f
orchards are located northeast of Grand Junction in the dxrectx.ondo
Clifton. The main fruit acreage is between Clifton and Palisade.
Peach orchards predominate, but & considerable acreage 1s 1n pearsd,
especially near Clifton. Yields depend on the age of the trees ar}l
otger factors, including management, but the gesmmatqd potentia
yield is somewhat less on this soil than on Mesa soils. This takqi}lr}to
account the slower internal drainage of this soil and its susceptl 11tty
to salinity if overirrigated. Yields of other crops vary according to
the length of time the land has been irrigated, internal drainage og
subdrainage, salt content of the soil, management practices, an
imate. ‘ _
1Oc%lhgluncultivated areas of this soil are mostly inaccessible placei
adjoining the larger washes, which occur mainly in the weste{)rl) pgr
of the area, and those places that cannot be cropped profitably e%
cause they have inadequate drainage and a harmful concentration o
salts. The uncultivated land supports a sparse growth of greasei
wood, saltbush, shadscale, rabbitbrush, ryegrass, peppergrass, .&ncl
saltgrass. From 70 to 90 acrcs are required to pasture one anima
season.
dufrxmngu?nber of places shown on the map by small marsh symlk—)oll% are
low and seepy. They could be ditched, but their acreage 15111 <e ytm(z
small to justify the efxpense. Left as t'theytar:, their salt conten
s them worthless for any use except pasture. o _
maS%:eable acreages of this soil apparently were overxrrxga.tedhm the
past. Irrigation water applied at higher levels to the north seeps
upward in this soil where 1t occurs 1n low areas toward the river.
Even now, new saline areas are appearing, and existing areas arg
getting larger. The total acreage affected by salts has 1"emamei1 1
more or less the same for the é&sﬁ twobdecades, I})ut agggted areas w
] to chanege in size and shape because oI seepage.
Corli/ti’lc?s%eﬁelds aregditchcd where necessary. Some uncultivated areas
require both leveling and ditching. In places subdrainage is 1rt1-
adequate because irregularities in the underlying shale tend tc(l) create
pockets and prevent underground water from flowing into the rmnfaget
ditches. Also, in some areas where the alluvial mantle 1s 30 to 40 fee
thick, the ditches are not always deep enough to drain the soil. Sorm?
areas are seepy because there are no ditches running In an e}slmst-“ est
direction to intercept lateral flow of ground water from the over-
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jrrigated, permeable, medium-textured, stratified soils on the upper
arts of the fan to the north. After being leveled, uncultivated areas
would have to be cropped for 3 years before their salt content would
be reduced enough to permit good yields.

-t Farmers can increase the organic-matter content of this soil by
““applying manure liberally and by growing alfalfa or clovers at least
;. part of the time. A combination field crop and livestock type of
%&;f arming favors improvement of this soil. any of the small imper-
Vi*fectly drained areas may be kept in pasture. Strawberry clover
%ﬁnd swel(ftclover are well suited, and mixtures of pasture grasses
#erow well,

Billings silty clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (Bp).—This soil
covers a relatively small acreage in the Grand Valley. The areas are
widely scattered. Except for its stronger slope, the soil is almost the
same as Billings silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. In a few places,
notably north of Loma, there are areas having a pale-yellow color
rather than the gray typical of the Billings soils.

Use and management.—QOnly about 15 percent of this soil is culti-
vated. Many of the areas le along large drainageways or washes
where they are difficult to reach. Even a larger number have such
an uncven surface that considerable leveling would have to be done
before they could be cropped. The cost of leveling, together with the
expense of controlling erosion and gullying, discourages farmers from
using them.

Many of the uncultivated areas have moderate concentrations of
salts, but they are not particularly difficult to reclaim because they
border natural ditches or washes which afford free disposal of irriga-
tion water. Furthermore, for the most part, they have a porous
substratum.

About the same crops are grown on this soil as on Billings silty clay
loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. The average yields are approximately
the same.

Billings silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Ba).—This soil, locally
called heavy adobe, occurs well toward the Colorado River. Itis on
alluvial materials—4 to about 40 feet thick—that largely came from
Mancos shale. Most of this soil lies east and southeast of Grand
Junction and along the railroad between Grand Junction and Fruita.

The 8- or 10-inch surface soil consists of light brownish-gray, gray,
or olive-gray silty clay. The layer is similar to the surface layer of
Billings silty clay loam soils but it is harder and, in many places,
darker. The subsoil consists of similarly colored layers of silty clay
loam, silt loam, and silty clay, In places the soil is sil};y clay to depths
exceeding 4 feet.

The entire profile is firm when moist and has a massive structure.
The subsoil has many small irregularly shaped light-gray specks or
indistinct mottles. Poorly defined light-colored streaks indicate the
presence of lime, gypsum, or salts. The surface soil and subsoil are
calcareous, the lime being well distributed. The fine texture of the
soll greatly retards penetration of roots, moisture, and air.

Surface runoff is very slow to slow where the slope is less than 1
percent. Internal draina%e is very slow because the subsoil is massive
and very slowly. permeable. Even with ample drainage ditches, the
discharge of irrigatidn watel is slow. ‘
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Tilth and workability are not good, because the soil has o fine
texture and a low content of organic matter.  Moreover, some fields
contain areas 20 to 60 feet across that have excessive amounts of salts.
Slick spots also occur.  These salty areas and slick spots produce low
or negligible yields of most crops and are extremely difficult to
eliminate.

Use and management.—About 75 percent of this soil is cultivated.
Most of the rest is affected by salts, Small grains, beans, sugar
beets, and alfalfa are the chief crops. They yield less than on Billings
silty clay loam, O to 2 percent slopes. Ordinarily, newly broken
fields are cropped to oats or other small grains the first few seasons
so that excess salts can be removed. Afterwards, if drainage is ade-
quate, they may be planted to pinto beans, sugar beets, corn, or al-
falfa. The very slow permeabiﬁty of this soil makes it unsuitable
for orchard crops. Also, it is located mainly in areas where the
frost hazard is great. Probably the greater part of the irrigable
acreage 1s used for sugar beets. Small grains, alfalfa, and pinto beans
usually follow in the order named.

Billings silty clay, 2 to 5 percent slopes (Bu).—This soil is similar
to Billings silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes. It differs mainly in having
greater slopes and a slightly finer textured and darker gray surface
soil. In places, below depths of 3 or 4 feet, the silty clay or clay
material 1s light olive gray.

The tilth and workability are poor.  Surface runoft is medium, and
internal drainage is very slow. The soil is better suited to irrigation
than most of the larger nearly level areas of Billings silty clay, 0 to 2
percent slopes, many of which are affected by salts.  Approximately
12 acres of this soil is in peach orchards. All the rest is normally used
for cultivated crops, principally corn, pinto beans, and alfalfa. This
soil is suited to about the same crops as Billings silty clay, 0 to 2 per-
cent slopes, but it generally produces better yields.

Billings silty clay, moderately deep over Green River soil material,
0 to 2 percent slopes (Be).—This soil occurs on the outer margin of
coalescing alluvial fans where 1 to 4% feet of fine-textured deposits
derived from shale overlies Green River soil materials.

Except for a few strips only a few rods wide that adjoin low-lying
areas of Green River soils, this soil has not been altered by Kigh
overflows from the Colorado River. It is not likely that the mawn
part of the soil will be covered by floodwaters from the Colorado
River, as it lies well above the leve{of normal overflow.

Use and management.—About 85 percent of this soil is cultivated.
The principal crops ave alfalfa, corn, sugar beets, and pinto beans.
A few peach orchards are on this soil near Clifton.  Beceause the
underlying strata are coarser, crops produce better on this soil than
on most areas of the other Billings silty clay soils. Drainage and
saline conditions have to be corrected before the soil will produce
well.

Uncultivated acreages of this soil northiwest of Grand Junction are
suline, imperfectly drained, or both. Thenr tilth and workability
are poor because they have a fine texture and a low content of organic
matter.
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. comparatively sharp rises or undulations having slopes of more than
s-g percent that extend 4 to 6 fect above the prevailing level or in small

itregularly shaped bodies on relatively smooth topography. Wherever
diie arcas of Chipeta soil occur, they are too small and too intricately
Esocinted with the Persayo soil to be mapped separately.
W Use and managemen!.—About 25 percent of this complex is culti-
nied, but practically all of it could be. The Chipeta soil is not
ficult to level, but the expense of leveling and the isolated location
{ the areas have not favored development for irrigation and cropping.
the kinds of crops grown, the management practiced, and the yields

rocduced are approximately the same as for Persayo-Chipeta silty
y loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes.

Ravola clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Ra).—This soil, the
second most extensive in the area, has developed in material that
consists largely of reworked Mancos shale but includes an appreciable
amount of sandy alluvium from the higher Mesaverde formation.
The surface of these deposits is relatively level, but the depth of the
deposits ranges from 5 to 30 feet. The soil is associated with the Bill-
ings silty clay loams and the Ravola fine sandy loams. The most
important areas are east, northeast, and southeast of Fruita, north
and northwest of Palisade, and north and northwest of Clifton.

The soil is much like the Billings silty clay loams but more porous
because it contains more fine sand, especially in the subsoil. Or-
dinarily, the 10- or 12-inch surface layer consists of light brownish-
gray to very pale-brown light clay loam. The underlying layers vary
from place to place in thickness and texture and become more sandy
below depths of 4 to 5 feet. The range in the subsoil is from fine
sandy loam to clay loam.

Small fragments of shale and sandstone are common from the
surface downward and are especially noticeable in areas nearest the
source of the soil material.  The entire profile is calcareous and friable,
so internal drainage is medium and development of plant roots is not
restricted. The surface is smooth.  Most areas are at slightly higher
levels than the associated areas of Billings silty clay loams and
therefore have better drainage and a lower content of salts. The
soil, however, is slightly saline under native cover, and in places it
has strongly saline spots and a high water table.

Use and management.—About 95 percent of this soil is cultivated.
The chief crops are alfalfa, corn, pinto beans, small grains, and,
where climate 1s favorable, orchard fruits. Practically all the acreage
used for tree fruits is near Clifton and Palisade. The acreage used
for field crops varies from year to year, but by rough estimate about
30 percent is cropped to corn, 25 percent to alfsffa, 15 percent to
pinto beans, 13 percent to orchard fruits, 10 percent to small grains,
and the rest to sugar beets, tame hay, tomatoes, and various vegetable
crops.

N In general, the tilth and workability of this soil are favorable.
I'be content of organic matter is generally less than 1 percent, but
many [armers are improving the supply by growing more aﬁ"alf& and by
using other improved management.

Ravola clay loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (R8).—This soil differs from
Ravola clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, mainly in having greater
slopes. Although the combined arcas total only seven-tenths of a
square iile, tlus soil is important because the largest single area—
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approximately 300 acres—is located southeast of Palisade in the
Vinelands and is used for peach growing. The remaining areas,
widely scattered over the valley, total about 150 acres and are of
minor importance.

The large area occuples a position intermediate between the Green
River soils and the higher Mesa soils. Its underlying gravel and
stone strata consist not only of sandstone but also of granite, schist,
basalt, and lava. Mouch of the lava was deposited by drainage from
the southeast. This large area was included with the seil unit largely
because its color was similar to that of the other soil areas. Notmany
years ago subdrainage became inadequate for existing tree fruits
and it was not until & number of tile drains were laid, as deep as 7
to 8 feet in places, that subdrainage was corrected in parts of this
particular area.

Use and management.—All of the large soil area is in peaches. On
it peach yields average as high as in any section of the valley, pri-
marily because the danger of frost damage is negligible. Some of the
orchards are now more than 50 years old but have produced steadily
and still yield more than 400 bushels an acre according to reports
from local growers. About half of the small scattered areas are
cultivated. They are used largely for field crops because climatic
conditions are not so favorable for peach growing. In building up
the organic matter content, the growing of legumes, application of
manure in large amounts, and use of commercial fertilizer generally
are practiced.

Ravola very fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Rr).—This
extensive and important soil occurs either along washes or arroyas
extending from the north or on broad coalescing alluvial fans. The
alluvial material from which the soil has developed was derived from
sandstone and shale and ranges from 4 to 20 feet deep. The principal
areas of the soil are north and northwest of Grand Junction and north,
northwest, and southwest of Fruita.

This soil is much like Ravola fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes,
but is generally more uniformly level. The texture is prevailingly
very fine sandy loam, but the percentage of silt is noticeabﬁy higher in
some places. A few small arcas that have aloam texture are included.

The 10- or 12-inch surface layer consists of light brownish-gray
to very pale-brown very fine sandy loam. In some places the under-
lying thin depositional layers vary only slightly in color or texture.
In other places, especially near drainage courses, the layers are more
variable and may grade to loam, silt loam, or fine sandy loam. Never-
theless, layers of very fine sandy loam are more numerous. Below
depths of 4 to 5 feet, the texture is sandier, and at depths of 8 to 12
feet strata of loamy fine sand, gravel, and scattered sandstone rock are
common.

Disseminated lime occurs from the surface downward. Owing to
the friable consistence of the successive layers, the tilth, internal
drainage, available supply of moisture for plants, permeability to plant
roots, and other physical properties are favorable and assure a wide
suitability range for crops. The organic-matter content, however, is
low. The soil is slightly saline under native cover and has a few
strongly saline spots. Occasionally the water table is high.

Use and management.—More than 99 percent of this soil is culti-
vated. The chief crops are alfalfa, corn, pinto beans, small grains,



and truck crops.  Corn is planted on an estimated 35 percent of the
avea, alfalfa on 20 percent, heans on 20 percent, small grains on 10
pereent, and potatoes, tomatoes, sugar beets, and irrigated pasture
on the rest. The percentage of land planted to the various crops
fluctuates considerably.  Yields have been increased by using im-
proved soil management, such as application of barnyard manure;
the growing of clovers and alfalfa frequently after corn, potatoes,
sugar beets, and other crops; and the more liberal use of treble
superphosphate and mixed commercial fertilizer.

Ravola very fine sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (Rg) —This
soil, of minor importance because of its limited extent, occurs chiefly
in the northwestern part of the county. Except for greater slope, 1t
is very similar to Ravola very fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.
Most ol it is not cultivated.  If it wore leveled and cultivated, it
would need about the same management as Ravola very fine sandy

loam, 0 1o 2 percent slopes, and should produce approximately the
same vields.

Ravola fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (Rc).—This soil,
falrly important agriculturally, occurs mostly east, northeast, and
north of Fruita. The soil-forming material is derived largely from
sandstone but has some admixture of silt or finer sediments of shale
origin.

The 10- or 12-inch surface layer consists of light brownish-gray,
pale-brown, or very pale-brown fine sandy loam. The under%ying
depositional layers generally range from 1 to 3 inches thick; they may
have a fine sandy loam, fine sandy clay, very fine sandy loam, or loam
texture. The gradation in texture from one layer to another is almost
impreceptible in some places, but fairly distinet in others. In most,
places the material below 4 feet is more sandy and slightly lighter
gravish brown than that above.

The soil is calcareous from the surface downward, but the lime is
not visible.  Because the successive layers are friable, deep-rooted
crops are well suited. Internal drainage is medium to rapid, and
moisture relations are favorable. Though the organic-matter content
s low, other physical properties are favorable and allow good tilth,
good drainage, and moderate permeability for deep-rooted crops. The
soib s slightly saline under native cover and strongly salinc in o fow
spots. 1t s subject Lo an oceasional high water table.

Use and management.—About 98 percent of this soil is cultivated.
The most important field crops are potatoes, corn, alfalfa, and pinto
beans.  Comparatively smaller acreages are in sugar beets, small
grains, and tomatoes, cucumbers, and other truck crops. An esti-
mated 30 percent of the cultivated acreage is cropped to corn, 25 per-
cent to alfalfa, 20 percent to potatoes, 15 percent to pinto beans,
5 percent to small grains, and the rest to truck crops, largely tomatoes.

The trend in recent years has been toward larger acreages of potatoes,
tomatocs, and pinto beans. In earlier days, a considerable acreage
was used for tree fruits, mainly pears. Severe blight, excessive cost
of growing and marketing the fruit, and unsuitable climate have
caused gradual conversion to field crops.

With proper management, this soil should remain productive In-
definitely. Definite rotations normally are not followed. Frequently,
alfalfuis grown 4 or 5 vears, corn 1 or 2 years, then oats or wheat, and

into beans. Manure, if available, generally is applied to the
g&ﬂl};%lg.to The most common fertilizer %s treble superphosphate,
applied at the rate of 100 to 150 pounds an acre for field crops and
truck crops. Some potato growers use commercial fertilizer at the
rate of about 150 pounds an acre.

Ravola fine sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (Rp).—Except for
scattered areas totaling about 25 acres, most of this soil is in the
Vinelands section east of Palisade. The soil-forming material is
mostly local alluvium derived from shale and sandstone that has been
brought down the drainage courses from the southeast. In areas
cast of Palisade a few scattered, rounded igneous gravel, cobbles,
stones, and boulders in the lower subsoil indicate that there has been
some admixture of sediments deposited in the past by the Colorado
River. o _ )

The 10- or 12-inch surface laver is light brownish-gray or very pale-
brown loam. The subsoil layers are similarly colored and dominantly
of & fine sandy loam texture. Nevertheless, in places fine sandy loam,
loam, and clay loam textures are represented in the subsoil. The soil
is calcareous throughout. Although the organic-matter content is
low, other physical properties insure good tilth, drainage, and per-
meability to geep-rooted crops. The soil is slightly salme‘undelv
native cover and includes some strongly saline spots. Occasionally

able 1s high. o .
th%]?e&t;;; managen%entleractic&Hy all of this soil is_cultivated;
deep-rooted crops are well suited. The two areas east of Palisade are
in peach orchards and produce yiclds comparing rf&vor&bly with Lhos‘c
on Ravola clay loam soils in the same area. These two areas M(la
small but valuable because they are located where the climate is idea
for tree fruits. The productivity of this soil, especially for orchard
fruits, 1s practically the same as th&bﬂ o‘vf_.Mesa clay loam soils.

il oame b 16-2.percent slopes (R} —This soil is not extensive,
't 1t 1s important agriculturally. Tt  occupies relatively broad
alluvial fans and flood plains along streams. It is at a slightly higher
elevation than the bordering areas of Billings silty clay loam soils.
It has developed in an alluvial deposit derived largely from Mancos
shale and to lesser extent from the fine-grained sandstone of the
Mesaverde formation. ‘The soil is very similar to Ravola very fine
sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, but 1t contains less very fine sand
and a definitely larger amount of silt.  In a number of small areas lth?
texture approaches, or may be, a silt loam. From the Ravola ¢ oy
loam soils, this soil differs in being coarser textured and not so gritty .

In the larger areas near Clifton, the 10- or 12-inch surface llayex
consists of light brownish-gray to pale-yellow, calcareous, heavy loam.
The subsoil, similar to the surface soil in color, invariabl CODt&II%S a
higher percentage of silt than the subsoil of the Ravola very r{)e
sandy loams. ifferences among the thin alluvial layers in the suh-
soil are almost imperceptible to depths of 3 to 4 feet. At deptﬁ
greater than this, however, 1- to 3-inch layers of either silt or very
fine sandy loam commonly occur among the more numerous layers ol
loam. The thin layers of silt or very fine sandy loam are most notice-
able in the larger and broader areas west of Palisade. |

Northeast of Fruita, northwest of Mack, and southeast and north-
east of Loma, this soil consists of pale-yellow to light-gray surface
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TABLE "A-1"
INTENSITY-DURATION-FREQUENCY (IDF) TABLE

2-Year 100-Year 2-Year 100-Year
Intensity Intensity Intensity Intensity
in/hr in/hr (in/hr in/hr
1.95 4.95 0.83 2.15
1.83 4.65 0.82 2.12
1.74 4.40 0.81 2.09
1.66 4.19 0.80 2.06
1.59 3.99 0.79 2.03
1.52 3.80 0.78 2.00
1.46 3.66 0.77 1.97
1.41 3.54 0.76 1.94
1.36 3.43 0.75 1.91
1.32 333 0.74 1.88
1.28 3.24 0.73 1.85
1.24 3.15 0.72 1.82
1.21 3.07 0.71 1.79
1.17 2.99 0.70 1.76
1.14 2.91 0.69 1.73
1.11 2.84 0.68 1.70
1.08 2.77 0.67 1.67
1.05 2.70 0.66 1.64
1.02 2.63 0.65 1.61
1.00 2.57 0.64 1.59
0.98 2.51 0.63 1.57
0.96 2.46 0.62 1.55
_ 0.94 241 0.61 1.53
0.92 236 0.60 1.51
0.90 231 0.59 1.49
0.88 2.27 0.58 1.47
0.86 2.23 0.57 1.45
0.84 — 2.19 0.56 1.43

Source: Mesa County 1991
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LAND USE OR
SURFACE
CHARACTERISTICS

UNDEVELOPED AREAS
Bare ground

RESIDENTIAL AREAS
1/8 acre per unit

1 acre per unit

MISC. SURFACES
Pavement and roofs

Cemeteries, playgrounds

NOTES: 1. Values above and below pertain to the 2-year and 100-year storms, respectively.
2, The range of values provided allows for engineering judgement of site conditions such as basic shapc, homogenelty of surface
storm duration. In general, during shorter duration storms (Tc < 10 minutes), infiltration capacity is higher, allowing use of a
for longer duration storms (Tc¢ ) 30 minutes), use 2 ""C value in the higher range.

3. For residential development at less than 1/8 acre per unit or greater than 1 acre pcr unit, and also for commercial and industrial areas, use values under MISC
SURFACES to estimate "C" value ranges for use.

RATIONAL METHOD RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS '
(Modified from Table 4, UC-Davis, which appears to be a modification of work done by Rawls) TABLE "B-1"

t'?'ge, surface depression storage, and
value in the low range. Conversely,



COMBINATION INLET CAPACITY (CFS)
SINGLE DOUBLE _TRIPLE

ROAD TYPE
2-YR 100-YR 2-YR 100-YR 2-YR

Urban Residential
(local) 6.4 13 9.5 22

Residential Collector,
Commercial and

Industnal Streets )
32 13 49 22 6.5

Collector Streets
(3000 - 8000 ADT) 2.7 13 4.0 22 53 31

Principal and
Minor Arterials 6.0 13 9.0 22 12.0 31

Inlet capacitics shown above are based upon: 1) usc of nop-curved vane grates (similar to HEC-12 P-174-4
grates; 2) HEC-12 procedures; 3) clogging factors per Section VI, and 4) City/County standard inlets with 2-
inch radius on curb face and type C grates. Capacitics shown for 2-year storms are based upon depths allowed
by maximum street inundation per Figure "G-3". The 100-year capacities are based upon a ponded depth of 1.0
foot. Note that only combination inlets are allowed in sag or sump conditions.

MAXIMUM INLET CAPACITIES:

SUMP OR SAG CONDITION TABLE "G-1

JUNE 1994
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Elores Coefficient of Fiow Derived from the MANNING Formula PVC Gravity Sewer Pipes have a in the use of flatter grades or in the
Dirn :"h\«*-/inq ol n .- 0009 v = 1.?@ R g% coeffu_cnent of n= 0.009. Their high use of smaller diameter pipe.
; N carrying capacities may often result
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Slope in Feet Per 1000 Feet of Length
p g
Conversion Chart Conversion Chart Example 1 Example 2 Exampie 3 Example 4
Table 1 Table 2
. Assume: Assume: ume: .
Slope Values Diameters Assume Assume:

Flow Coefficient n = 0.013
Slope = 0.7 ft./1000 ft.
Flowrate = 0.5 cu. ft./sec.

Flow Coefficient n = 0.009
Length = 2800 ft.

Pipe Size =8 inch
Elevations—Upstream = 215’-0"

Flow Coetfficientn = 0.013
Pipe Size =8 inch
Flow rate = 0.5 cu. ft./sec.

An 8-inch diameter pipe with n = 0.009
installed at a slope of 1.6 ft/ 1000 ft. will
give a minimum full flow velocity of 2 fps
and flow rate of 0.698 cfs.

Diameters derived from this chart are for
coefficient of flow n = 0.009. These may
be converted to diameters for other
coefficients of flow by means of the

Slope values derived from this chart are
for coefficient of flow n = 0.009. They
may be converted to slopes for other
coefficients of flow by means of the

following multiplying factors: following muttiplying factors: Downstream = 213’-0" Required: Required:

0.79 forn =0.008 1.77 forn=0.012 0.956 forn =0.008 1.114forn = 0.012 Slope Pipe Size Required:

1.00 forn =0.009 2.086forn=0.013 1.000forn = 0.009 1.147forn =0.013 Required:

1.23 forn=0.010 242 forn=0.014  1.040forn =0.010 1.180forn =0.014 1) Flow rate when flowing full First solve for slope based on flow First find pipe size for flow coefficient What will be the flow rate and velocity if the
1.494forn =0.011 2778forn=0015  1.078forn=0.011 1.211forn=0.015  2) velocity coefficient n = 0.009, then multiply result n = 0.009, then convert result as follows: ~ Pipe is flowing 3/10ths full?

Conversion Factors

CES, MGD, GPM

To convert cubic feet per second (cfs) to
million gallons per day (MGD), multiply cfs
by 0.646. To convert cubic feet per second
(cfs) to gallons per minute, muttiply cfs

by 448.83.

One cubic foot of water = 7.48 gallons

Difference in elevation divided by length
of pipe line equals slope in ft./ft.
Multiplying by 1000 = slope 0.7 f1./1000
ft. Enter graph at 0.7 slope and also at 8
inch diameter pipe. At intersection, lines
for velocity and flow rate also intersect.
These give flow rate of 0.5 cu. ft. per

second and velocity of 1.3 feet per second.

by the correcting factor as follows: Enter
graph at 8” diameter and at flow rate

0.5 cu. ft./sec. At intersection find slope
0.71 ft./1000 ft. Correcting factor for

n = 0.013 is 2.086 (See Table 1). Multiply
0.71 by factor 2.086 for corrected slope of
1.481 ft./1000 ft. forn = 0.013.

(Must use approximately twice the slope)

\)? -~ l’”)

Enter flow chart at 0.7 slope and also at
flow rate 0.5 cu. ft./sec. At intersection
also find pipe diameter 8”. Converting
factor forn = 0.013is 1.147 (See Table
2). Multipty 8" x factor 1.147 for corrected
pipe diameter = g.17". (Must use next
size larger.)

AtY/D = 0.3 Vp/Vf = 0.77 and

Qp/Qf = .19 from the hydraulic elements
chart on cover . Therefore Vp = .77 Vfor
1.54fpsand Qp = 19 Qf or 0.132 cfs.
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NOTE: THIS IS A REPRODUCTION OF TABLE I, APPENDIX A,
"DESIGN CHARTS FOR OPEN-CHANNEL FLOW", (HDS #3)

Manning’s
Closed conduita: n range ¢
A. Concrete pipe. 0.011-0.013
B. Corrugated-metal pipe or pipe-arch:
1. 235 by ¥4-In. corrugation (riveted pipe):
s Plainorfullycoated ________________ ... __ 0.024
b. Paved invert (range values are for 25 and 50 percent
of circumierence paved):
«(1) Flow {ull depth 0.021-0. 018
(2) Flow 0.8 depth 0.021-0.016
(3) Flow 0.6 depth 0.019-0.013
2. 6 by 2-in. corrugation (neld bolted) .. 0.03
C. Vitrified clay pipe.__... 0.012-0: 014
D. Cast-lron pipe, uncoated 0.013
E. Steel pipe..._.__ 0. 009-0. 011
Fo BricKe .ot etacc e 0.016-0.017
Q. Monolitbic concrete:
1. Wood forms, rough —— .- 0.015-0.017

2. Wood forms, smooth. ool 0.012-0.014

3. Bteel forms.. - 0.013-0.013
H. Cemented rubble masonry walls:
1. Concrete fioor and top... 0.017-0.022
2. Natural floor. 0. 019-0. 025
I. Laminsted treated wood. 0.015-0.017
J. Vitrified clay liner plates. ... ... 0.015
Open channels, lined ¢ (straight alinement): *
. Concrete, with surfaces as indicated: .
1. F ormed no finish 0.013-0. 017
3. Trowe) finish_.___ ) 0.012-0.014
3. Float finish__ 0.013-0.015
4. Float finish, some gravel on bottom. . _...cceeneeaaan.. 0.015-0.017
5. Gunite, good section. - 0.016-0.019
6. Qunite, wavy section 0.018-0.022
B. Concrete, bottom fioat finfshed, sides as indicated:
1. Dressed stone in mortar. 0.015-0.017
2. Random stone In morur ............................. 0.017-0. 020
3. Cement rubble 0.020-0.028

4. Cement rubble mssonry. plumd--_.
S. Dry rubble (riprap)
C. Qravel bottom, sides as indicated:
1. Formed cobcrete_ ..
2. Rendom stone in mortar_
3. Dry rubble (riprap)..
D. Brick...

E. Aspbsit:
0.013
3 0.016
F. Wood, planed, clean ~ 0.011-0.013
G. Concrete-lined excavated rock:
1. Good section 0.017-0.020
2. Irregular section._. 0.022-0.027

Open channels, excavated ¢ (straight alinement,! natural
lining):
A. Eerth, uniform section:
1. Clean, recently completed___
2. .Clean, after weathering._ ...
3. With short grass, few weeds___________
4. 1p gravelly soll, uniform section, clean._.
B. Earth, fairly uniform section:
1. No vegetstion
2. Qrass, some weeds
3. Dense weeds or squstic plants in deep channels
4. Bides clean, gravel bottom__..
5. Sides clean, cobble bottom
C. Dragline excavsted or dredged:
1. No vegetstion
2. Ligbt brusbh on bank
D. Rock:
1. Besed on design section. ..o ... ... .. ... ........
2. Based op actual mean section:
a. Smootb and uniform
b. Jagged and frregular
E. Chanpels not meintained, weeds and brush uncut:
1. Dense weeds, high as flow depth___.__.___..

2. Clean bottom, brush on sides ..
3. Clean bottom, brush on sides, highest stage of flow._. 0.07-0.11
4. Dense brush, highstage__ ... .. .. . . ......... 0. 10-0. 14

Iv.

VL

Highway channels and swales with maintained vegetation $?
values shown are for velocities of 2 and 6 [.p.s.):

A. E"h of flow up to 0.7 foot: Manning's -
ermudagrass, Kentucky bluegrass, buffalograss: Rrange? ..
a. Mowedto2inches . .. ___ 0.07-0. 045
b. Length 4-6 {nches.. 0.00-0.05
2. Good stand, any grass:
a. Leogth sbout 12 inch 0.15-0.09
b. Length sboat 24 Inch ——— 0.30-0.15
3. Falr stand, any grass: -
8. Length about 12 inch 0.14-0.08
b. Length about 24 inches. ... . _____ ... __ 0.25-0.13

B. Depth of flow 0.7-1.5 feet:
1. Bermu ass, Kentucky blumm, Dbuffalograss:
s. Mowed to 2 inches__
b. Length 4 to 6 inches
2. Good stand, any grass:
a. Length sbout 12inches._________.___ . _______..__.
b. Length about 24 inches._
3. Fair stand, any grass:
a. Leagth sbout 12 inches____
b. Length sbout 24 inches .

Street and express way gutfers:
A. Concrete gutter, troweled inish. ... ...
B. Asphalt pavement:
1. Smootb texrture
2. Rough texture_ ____ ... __.._.__..._
C. Concrete gutter with asphalt pavement:
1. Smooth
2. Rough
D. Concrete pavement:
1. Float finish
2. Broom finish_
E. For gutters with small slope where sediment mny sccu- . -4
mulate, increase above valuesofln by ... ____ ... :

Natural strear channela:?
A. Mlnor stieams ! (surface width at flood stage less than 100

):
1. Falrly regular section:
Sorne grass and weeds, littleornobrush___________ 0
b. Dense growth of weeds, depth of flow materially
greater than weed belgbt __________________________

¢c. Some weeds, light brush oo banks_
d. Some weed.s beavy brusb on banks. -
e. Some weeds, dense willows ou banks.___ .
. For trees within channel, with branches submerged
st bigh stage, increase all above values by__._____ 0.01-0.02
2. Lrregular sections, with pools, slight channel mesnder; :
increase values given in la—eabout. ... __.______ 0.01-0.02°
3. Mountsin streams, no vegelation in cbanpel, banks
usually steep, trees and brush along banks sub-
merged at high stage:
a. Bottom of gravel, cobbles, and few boulders._____. 0.04-0.05"
b. Bottom of cobbles, with large boulders. ... 0.05-0.07
B. Flood plsins (adjacent to natural stresms): -
-1. Pasture, no brush:
a. Short grass.. 0.030-0. 035
b, High press . i iiemmeneaaen 0. 035-0.05
2. Cultivated aress: X
B, NO CTOP . ot it 0.03-0. 04
b. Mature row crops_ 0. 035-0. 048
c. Mature fleld crops.._._..__. 0. 04-0. 05
3. Heevy weeds, scattered brush____ .. ... .........__ 0.05-0.07
4. Light brush apd trees: t*
a. Winter___........ 0.05-0.06 -
b. .Bummer 0. 06-0. 08
5. Medium to dense brush: #¢
A, Winter_. 0.07-0.11
b. Summer. 0.10-0. 16
6. Dense wﬂlows summer nol benl over by currenl 0.15<0.20
7. Cleared land with tree stumps, 100-150 per acre:
8. NOSProUlS. ... e 0. 04-0.05
b. With heavy growth of SpProuts. ... ... . ceeco-- 0.06-0.08

8. lieavy stand of timber, s few down lrees, liltie under-
growtih:
a. Flood depth below branches ... ... .. .. __._... ...
b. Flood depth rcaches branches_ .. ... .......
C. Major streams (surface width at flood stage more than
100 ft.): Roughness coefficlent ts usurlly less than for
minor streams of similar description ob account of less
eflective resistance offered by irregular banks or vege-
tation on banks. Values of n way be somewhat re-
duced. Follow recommendatlon in publication cited *
il possible. The value of n for larger streams of most
regular section, with no boulders or brush, may bela the
TANRE O L e reeeiieeean- 0.

TYPICAL MANNING "n" VALUES

TABLE "F-1a"

F-4
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Geotechnical Consultants

1441 Motor St. TEL: (970) 242-8968
Grand Junction, CO 81505 FAX: (970) 242-1561

LincolnDeVore Inc.

June 5, 1996

GWHC INC.
2467 Commerce Blvd

Grand Junction, Colorado

Re: SUBSURFACE SOILS EXPLORATION
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
Dear Sir:
Transmitted herein are the results of a Subsurface Soils Explora-
tion for the proposed construction of single family residential

structures for the proposed Valley Meadows East Subdivision.

If you have any questions after reviewing this report, please

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

Respectfully submitted

LINCOLN-DeVORE, INC.

Edward M. Morris, PE
Western Slope Branch Manager
Grand Junction, Office

LDTL Job No. 85478-J

EMM/bl
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INTRODUCTION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This report presents the results of our
geotechnical evaluation performed to determine the general sub-
surface conditions of the site applicable to construction of
single family residential structures on the proposed Valley
Meadows East Subdivision, Grand Junction, Colorado. A vicinity
map is included in the Appendix of this report.

To assist in our exploration, we were
provided with a preliminary plan of the Valley Meadows East
Subdivision prepared by Rolland Engineering of Grand Junction,
Colorado. The Boring Location Plan attached to this report is
based on that plan provided to ué.

We understand that the proposed struc-
tures will be single family residential buildings and will con-
sist of single and possibly two story, wood framed structures
with either crawlspace or concrete floor slab on grade type
construction. It is not anticipated that basement or half base-
ment type construction will be utilized on this site. Lincoln
DeVore has not seen a full sét of building plans, but structures
of this type typically develop wall 1loads on the order of
600-2000 plf and column loads on the order of 5-18 kips.

The characteristics of the subsurface
materials encountered were evaluated with regard to the type of
construction described above. Recommendations are included

herein to match the described construction to the soil character-
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istics found. The information contained herein may or may not be
valid for other purposes. If the proposed site use is changed or
types of construction proposed, other than noted herein, Lincoln
DeVore should be contacted to determine if the information in
this report can be used for the new construction without further

field evaluations.

PROJECT SCOPE

The purpose of our exploration was to
evaluate the surface and subsurface soil and geoclogic conditions
of the site and, based on the conditions encountered, to provide
recommendations pertaining to the geotechnical aspects of the
site development as previously described. The conclusions and
recommendations included herein are based on an anélysis of the
data obtained from our field explorations, laboratory testing
program, and on our experience with similar soil and geologic
conditions in the area.

The scope of our geotechnical explora-
tion consisted of a surface reconnaissance, subsurface explora-
tion, obtaining representative vsamples, laboratory testing,
analysis 6f field and laboratory data, and a review of geologic
literature.

Specifically, the intent of this study is to:

1. Explore the subsurface conditions to the depth expected
to be influenced by the proposed construction.

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

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

4. Develop geotechnical criteria for site grading and
earthwork.
5. Identify potential construction difficulties and pro-

vide recommendations concerning these problems.
6. Recommend an appropriate foundation system for the

anticipated structure and develop criteria for
foundation design.

FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

A field evaluation was performed on
5-15-96, and consisted of a site reconnaissance by our geotechni-
cal personnel and the drilling of 5 shallow exploration borings.
These shallow éxploration borings were drilled within the pro-
posed building envelépes near the locations indicated on the
Boring Location Plan. The exploration borings were 1located to
obtain a reasonably good profile of the subsurface soil condi-
tions. All exploration borings were drilled usihg a CME 45-B,
truck mounted drill rig with continuous flight auger to depths of
approximately 14-20 feet. Samples were taken with a standard
split spoon sampler, thin walled Shelby tubes, and by bulk meth-
ods.  Logs describing the subsurface conditions are presented in

the attached figures.

The boring logs and related information
show subsurface conditions at the date and location of this
exploration. Scil conditions may differ at locations other than
those of the exploratory borings. If the structure 1is moved any
appreciable distance from the locations of the borings, the soil
conditions may not be the same as those reported here. The

passdge of time may also result in a change in the soil condi-
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tions at the boring locations.

The lines defining the change between
soil types or rock materials on the attached boring logs and soil
profiles are determined by interpolation and therefore are ap-
proximations. The transition between soil types may be abrupt
or may be gradual.

The following laboratory tests were
performed on representative so0oil samples to determine their

relative engineering properties.

ASTM D-2487 Soil Classification

ASTM D-2435 One Dimensional Consolidation
ASTM D-2937 1In-Place Soil Density

ASTM D-2216 Moisture Content of Soil

ASTM D-2844 R-Value of Soils (Hveem-Carmany)

Tests were performed in accordance with
test methods of the American Society for Testing and Materials or
other accepted standards. The results of our laboratory tests
are included in this_report. The in-place soil density, moisture

content and the standard penetration test values are presented on

the attached drilling logs.



i

FINDINGS

SITE DESCRIPTION
The project site is located in the
North half of the Southwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of
Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal
Meridian, Mesa County, Colorado. More specifically the site is
located approximately 2 miles North-Northeast of the main Down-
town Business District of the City of Grand Junction and 1is
bounded on the West by 25-1/2 Road, on the South by the main line
of the Grand Valley Canal, approximately 1/8 of a mile North of
F-1/2 Road. The tract is North of the Kay Subdivision and Cimar-
ron Subdivision, East of the Valley Meadows Subdivision and South
of Sunset Village Subdivision. Some land to the North is still
utilized for agricultural purposes and is under irrigation. Very
low density residential land use is East of this site. The site
is within the Corporate Limits of the City of Grand Junction and
contain approximately 14.9 acres.
The topography of the site is relatively
flat, with a slight overall gradient to the South-Southwest. A
small bluff is present to the East of the site, which is locally
known as The Second Fruitridge. The exact direction of surface
runoff on this site will be controlled by the proposed construc-
tion and therefore will be wvariable, In general, surface runoff
is expected to travel away from new construction, along the pro-
posed road system to any required storm detention areas and
entering the established drainage ditches and other constructed

features, eventually entering the independent Ranchman’s Ditch to



the South and then to the Colorado River. Surface and subsurface

drainage'on this site would be described as poor to very poor.

GENERAL GEOLOGY AND SUBSURFACE DESCRIPTION
E The geologic materials encountered under

the site consist of in excess of 20’ of unconsolidated alluvial

and debris fan deposits which in turn overlie a very thick se-
& quence of sedimentary rocks. The geologic and engineering proper-

ties of the materials found in our 5 shallow exploration borings

will be discussed in the following sections.

The so0ils on this site consist of a

coarse grained gravel and cobble alluvial deposit placed by the

action of the Ancient Colorado River, covered with 20’ thick

alluvium/colluvium in excess of transported by mudflows from the

hills to the North-Northeast. This stratification of upper soils

results in a layered system of silts and clays with thin, inter-

bedded sand lenses overlying a sand/gravel deposit. Generally,

the silts and clays are soft, wet and of low density. Soil densi-

ty decreases and the moisture content increases with increasing
depth. The upper 2 to 6 feet of the soil profile are stiffer and

relatively dry due to surface desiccation.

The primary soil type encountered under
the site is a stratified sequence of alluvial silt with occasion-
al silty sands and low plastic silty clays. The soils are typi-
cal of this area and have been designated Soil Type I for pur-

poses of this report.

This Soil Type was classified as a sandy

2]
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silt (ML) under the Unified Classification System. This material
is of non-plastic, of moderate to low permeability, and was en-
countered in a low to very low density, very moist to wet condi-
tion. This so0il will settle after being loaded. The soils are
susceptible to pumping under repeated, relatively loaded traffic,
if the water table is within § to 8 feet of the traffic. These
soils commonly exhibit some instability and may require special
treatment due to the relatively high ground water table. The
maximum allowable bearing capacity for this soil was found to be
950 psf, with 100 psf minimum dead load pressure regquired. Soil
Type No. I contains sulfates in detrimental quantities.

The fine grained soils designated as
Soil Type II generally contain small amounts of clay soils and
are normally encountered as relatively thin strata on this site.
In addition, these soils are commonly encountered as "top soil"
and has been reworked by agricultural activities in the past.

This Soil Type was classified as a sandy
silt with silty clays (ML, ML-CL) under the Unified Classifica-
tion System. This material is of low to very low plasticity, of
low pefmeability, and was encountered in a low density, desiccat-
ed to saturated condition. If this so0il is found in a relatively
dry condition, it may undergo mild expansion with the entry of
small amounts of moisture, but will undergo long-term consolida-
tion upon the addition of larger amounts of moisture. This soil
will settle after being loaded. The maximum allowable bearing
capacity for this soil was found to be 800 psf, with 150 minimum
dead load pressure required. Soil Type No. II contains sulfates

in detrimental quantities.
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The surface soils on this site consist
of a series of silty clay and sandy clay soils which are a
product of mud flow/debris flow features which originate on the
south-facing slopes of the Bookcliffs. These mud flow/debris
flow features are a small part of a very extensive mud
flow/debris flow complex along the base of the Bookcliffs and
extending to the Colorado River. Utilizing recent events and
standard evaluation techniques, this tract is not considered to

be within with an active debris flow hazard area.

The surface soils are an erosional
product of the upper Mancos Shale and the Mount Garfield Forma-
tions which are exposed on the slopes of the Bookcliffs., The
soils contained within these mud flow/debris flow features nor-
mally exhibit a metastable condition which can range from very
slight to severe. Metastable soil is subject to internal col-
lapse and is very sensitive to changes in the soil moisture
content. Based on the field and laboratory testing of the soils
on this site, the severity of the metastable soils can be de-
scribed as slight. However, these soils are very compressible,

due to the natural low density conditions.

GROUND WATER:

A free water table came to equilibrium
during drilling at approximately 4 to 8 feet below the present
ground surface. The water table is somewhat closer to the ground
surface, adjacent to the Grand Valley Canal. This is probably

not a true phreatic surface but is an accumulation of subsurface
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seepage moisture (perched water). In our opinion the subsurface
water conditions shown are a permanent feature on this site. The
depth to free water would be subject to fluctuation, depending
upon external environmental effects.

Because of capillary rise, the soil zone
within a few feet above the free water level identified in the
borings will be quite wet. Pumping and rutting may occur during
the excavation process; particularly if the bottom of the founda-
tions are near the capillary fringe. Pumping is a temporary,
quick condition caused by vibration of excavating equipment on
the site. If pumping occurs, it can often be stopped by removal
of the equipment and greater care exercised in the excavation
process. In other cases, geotextile fabric layers can be de-
signed or cobble sized material can be introduced into the bottom
of the excavation and worked into the soft soils. Such a geotex-
tile or cobble raft is designed to stabilize the bottom of the
excavation and to provide a firm base for equipment.

Data presented in this report concerning
ground water levels are representative of those levels at the
time of our field exploration. Groundwater levels are subject to
change seasonally or by changed environmental conditions. Quanti-
tative information concerning rates of flow into excavations or
pumping capacities necessary to dewater excavations 1is not in-
cluded and is beyond the scope of this report. If this informa-
tion is desired, permeability and field pumping tests will be

required.
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CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERAL DISCUSSION

No geologic conditions were apparent
during our reconnaissance which would preclude the site develop-
ment as planned, provided the recommendations contained herein
are fully complied with. Based on our investigation to date and
the knowledge of the proposed construction, the site condition
which would have the greatest effect on the planned development
is the soft, compressible soils which may experience significant
pumping upon the application of traffic loads.

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

the following recommendations are made.

OPEN FOUNDATION OBSERVATION

Since the recommendations in this report
are based on information obtained through random borings, it 1is
possible that the subsurface materials between the boring points
could vary. Therefore, prior to placing forms or pouring con-
crete, an open excavation observation should be performed by
representatives of Lincoln DeVore. The purpose of this observa-

tion is to determine if the subsurface soils directly below the

10
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proposed foundations are similar to those encountered in our
exploration borings. If the materials below the proposed founda-
tions differ from those encountered, or in our opinion, are not
capable of supporting the applied loads, additional recommenda-

tions could be provided at that time.

EXCAVATION:

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

In general, we recommend all structural
fill in the area beneath any proposed structure or roadway be
compacted to a minimum of 90% of its maximum modified Proctor dry
density (ASTM D1557). This structural fill should be placed in
1ifts not to exceed six (6) inches after compaction. We recommend
that fill be placed and compacted at approximately its optimum
moisture content (+/-2%) as determined by ASTM D 1557. Structural

fill should be a granular, non-expansive soil.

11
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No major difficulties are anticipated in
the course of excavating into the surficial soils on the site. It
is probable that safety provisions such as sloping or bracing the
sides of excavations over 4 feet deep will be necessary. Any such
safety provisions shall conform to reasonable industry safety
practices and to applicable OSHA regulations. The OSHA Classifi-

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

DRAINAGE AND GRADIENT:

Adequate site drainage should be provid-
ed in the foundation area both during and after construction to
prevent the ponding of water and the saturation of the subsurface
soils. We recommend that the ground surface around the structure
be graded so that surface water will be carried quickly away from
the building. The minimum gradient within 10 feet of the building
will depend on surface landscaping. We recommend that paved areas
maintain a minimum gradient of 2%, and that 1landscaped areas
maintain a minimum gradient of 8%. It is further recommended that
roof drain downspouts be carried across all backfilled areas and
discharged at least 10 feet away from the structure. Proper
discharge of roof drain downspouts may require the use of subsur-
face piping in some areas. Planters, if any, should be so con-
structed that moisture is not allowed to seep into foundation
areas or beneath slabs or pavements.

If adequate surface drainage cannot be
maintained, or if subsurface seepage is encountered during exca-
vation for foundation construction, a full perimeter drain or an

under slab drain may be required for individual buildings. It is

12
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recommended that this drain consist of a perforated drain pipe
and a gravel collector, the whole being fully wrapped in a geo-
textile filter fabric. We recommend that this drain be construct-
ed with a gravity outlet. If sufficient grade does not exist on
the site for a gravity outlet, then a sealed sump and pump is
recommended. Under no circumstances should a dry well be used on
this site.

If slab on grade construction 1is antici-
pated at or slightly below the ground surface, the relatively
high ground water level found on this site should be controlled
to prevent large upward fluctuations of this water surface. For
this purpose, we recommend that this be accomplished by construc-
tion of an area drain beneath the building area.

The existing drainage on the site must
either be maintained carefully or improved. We recommend that
water be drained away from structures as rapidly as possible and
not be allowed to stand or pond near the building. We recommend
that water removed from one building not be directed onto the
backfill areas of adjacent buildings. We recommend that a hydrol-
ogist or drainage engineer experienced in this area be retained

to complete a drainage plan for this site.

We recommend that water not be channeled
along or across any newly filled areas, as this may result in
accelerated erosion and damage to the fill. To fully minimize
erosion, a vegetative cover should be established as soon after

grading is complete as possible.

To give the buildings extra lateral

13
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stability and to aid in the rapidity of runoff, it is recommended
that all backfill around the building and in utility trenches in
the vicinity of the building be compacted to a minimum of 85% of
its maximum Proctor dry density, ASTM D 698. The native soils on
this site may be used for such backfill. We recommend that all
backfill be compacted using mechanical methods. No water flooding
techniques of any type may be used in placement of fill on this

site.

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

water does not excessively wet the backfill soils.

It is recommended that 1lawn and land-
scaping irrigation be reasonably limited, so as to prevent unde-
sirable saturation of subsurface soils or backfilled areas.

Several methods of irrigation water control are possible, to

include, but not limited to:

* Metering the Irrigation water.
* Sizing the irrigation distribution
service piping to limit on-site water usage.
* Encourage efficient landscaping practices.
* Enforcing reasonable limits on the size of high water

usage landscaping for each lot and any park areas.

14
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FOUNDATIONS

Assuming that some amount of differen-
tial movement can be tolerated, then a shallow foundation system
designed on the basis of 900-950 psf maximum is recommended. In
this case, recommendations pertaining to balancing, reinforcing,
drainage and inspection are considered extremely important and
must be followed.

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

Stem walls for a shallow foundation
system should be designed as grade beams capable of spanning at
least 12 feet. These "grade beams" should be horizontally rein-
forced both near the top and near the bottom. The horizontal
reinforcement required should be placed continuously around the
structure with no gaps or breaks. A foundation system designed
in this manner should provide a rather rigid system and, there-
fore, be better able to tolerate differential movements associat-

ed with the soft, very compressible foundation soils.

If the design of the upper structure is

15
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such that loads can be balanced reasonably well, a floating
structural slab type of foundation could be used on this site.
Such a slab would require heavy reinforcing to resist differen-
tial bending along the rim wall. It is possible to design such a
slab either as a thickened edge only, a solid or a ribbed slab,
A rim wall must be used for confinement purposes. Any such slab
must be specifically designed for the anticipated loading.

Such a foundation system may settle to
some degree, however, the use of a structural fill beneath the
slab and rim wall will help reduce settlement and hold differen-
tial movement to a minimum. Relatively large slabs will tend to
experience minor cracking and heave of 1lightly loaded interior
portions, unlesé the slabs are specifically designed with this

movement in mind.

SOIL IMPROVEMENT/STRUCTURAL FILL

If greater soil ©bearing capacity 1is
required for the proposed structure or 1if very soft areas or
unstable areas are encountered during excavation then a soil
excavation/replacement scheme may be utilized on this site. The
existing low density, either unstable or very compressible soils
should be removed to a depth of 1-1/2 to 2 feet below the pro-
posed bottom footing or rimwall elevation. Once it is felt that
adequate soil removal has been achieved, it 1is recommended that
the excavation be closely examined by a representative of Lincoln

DeVore to ensure that an adequate overexcavation depth has indeed

16
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occurred and that the exposed soils are suitable to support the
proposed structural man-made fill.

Once this examination has been complet -
ed, it is recommended that a coarse-grained, non-expansive, non-
free draining man-made structural fill be imported to this site.
The native soils may be utilized as structural fill, if specifi-
cally approved by the Geotechnical Engineer. This imported fill
should be placed in the overexcavated portion of this site in
lifts nect to exceed 6 inches after compaction. A minimum of 90%
of the soils maximum Modified Proctor dry density (ASTM D-1557)
must be maintained during the soil placement. These soils
should be placed at a moisture content conductive to the re-

quired compaction (usually Proctor optimum moisture content

+ 2%). The granular material must be brought to the required
density by mechanical means. No soaking, Jetting, or puddling

techniques of any type should be used in placement of fill on
this site. To ensure adequate lateral support, we must recommend
that the zone of overexcavation extend at least 2 feet around the
perimeter of the proposed footing. To confirm the quality -of the
compacted fill product, it is recommended that surface density
tests be taken at a maximum 2 foot vertical intervals.

The placement of a geotextile fabric for
separation between the native soils and the structural fill may
be recommended to aid the fill placement and to improve the
stability of the completed fill.

When the structural fill 1is completed,

an allowable bearing capacity of 1400 psf maximum may be assumed

17
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for proportioning the footings or loadbearing portions of the

slab.

SETTLEMENT:

We anticipate that total and/or differ-
ential settlements for the proposed structures may be considered
to be within tolerable limiﬁs, provided the recommendations
presented in this report are fully complied with. In general, we
expect total settlements for the previously described structure

types to be less than 1-1/2 inches.

FROST PROTECTION

We recommend that the bottom of all
foundation components rest a minimum of 1-1/2 feet below finished
grade or as required by the local building codes. Foundation
components must not be placed on frozen soils.

Structural slab-on-grade (Monolithic)
foundation systems typically have an effective soil cover of less
than 12 inches. Under normal use, the building and foundation
system radiates sufficient heat that frost heave from the under-
lying soils is not normally a problem.»However, additional pro-
tection can be provided by applying an insulation board to the
exterior of the foundation and extending this board to approxi-
mately 18 inches below the final ground surface grade. This board
may be applied either prior to or after the concrete is cast and
it is very important that all areas of soil backfill be compact-
ed. Local building officials should be consulted for regulatory

frost protection depths.

18
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CONCRETE SLABS ON GRADE

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

structure interface.

If a vapor barrier is desired or re-
quired beneath slabs, due to the final building ygrades and the
relatively high ground water elevations, we recommend that it be
overlain by at least 2 inches of sand to decrease the likelihood
of curing problems. An alternate method of reducing finishing
problems would be to place the vapor barrier beneath approximate-
ly 6 inches of a minus 3/4 inch gravel fill. This method must be
very carefully accomplished to minimize excessive puncturing and
tearing of the vapor barrier.

It is recommended that floor slabs on
grade be constructed with control Jjoints placed to divide the
floor into sections not exceeding 360 to 400 square feet, maxi-
mum. Also, additional control Jjoints are recommended at all

inside corners and at all columns to control cracking 1in these

areas.

Problems associated with slab ’'curling’

are usually minimized by proper curing of the placed concrete

slab. This period of curing usually is most critical within the

19
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first & days after placement. Proper curing can be accomplished
by continuous water application to the concrete surface or, in
some Iinstances by the placement of a ‘'heavy’' curing compound,
formulated to minimize water evaporation from the concrete.
Curing by continuous water application must be carefully under-

taken to prevent the wetting or saturation of the subgrade soils.
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TARTH RETAINING STRUCTURES

The active soil pressure for the design
of earth retaining structures may be based on an eqguivalent fluid
pressure of 30 pounds per cubic foot. The active pressure should
be used for retaining structures which are {ree to move at the
top (unrestrained walls). For earth retaining structures which
are fixed at the top, such as bhasement walls, an cquivalent fluid
pressure of 64 pounds per cubic foot may be used. It should be
noted that the above values should be modified to take into
account. anv surcharge loads, sloping backfill or other externally
applied forces. The above equivalent fluid pressures should also

be modified for the effect of free water, if any.

The passive pressure for resistance to
lateral movement may be considered to be 230 pcf per foot of
depth. The coefficient of friction for concrete to soil may be
assumed to be 0.27 for resistance to lateral movement, When
combining frictional and passive resistance, the latter must be

reduced by approximately 1/3.
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Since groundwater in the Grand Junction
area tvpically contains sulfates in quantities detrimental to a

Tvpe 1 cement, a Type II or Type I-I1 or Type II-\V cement 1is

recommended for all concrete which is in contact with the subsur-

face soils and bedrock. Calcium chloride should not be added to

a Type II, Type TI-II or Type IT-V cement under any circumstances.
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PAVEMENTS

Samples of the surficial native soils
that may be required to support pavements have been evaluated
using the Hveem-Carmany method (ASTM D-2844) to determine their
support characteristics. The results of the laboratory testing

are as follows:

AASHTO Classification - A-4(8) Unified Classification - ML-CL
Soil Type # II

R = 8
Expansion @ 300 psi = 39 psf
Displacement @ 300 psi = 4,02

Displacement values higher than 4.00
generally indicate the soil is unstable and may require confine-

ment for proper performance.

Traffic Counts or volumes have not been provided to Lincoln
DeVore. As the subdivision layout indicates the roads will proba-
bly be relatively low volume, it is assuming a standard mixture
of trucks and passenger vehicles will be experienced. For pur-

poses of this report, a daily EAL of 5 will be utilized.

Two methods of design were utilized for
this project. First, the 1986 AASHTO procedure, recognized by
the Colorado Department of Transportation and second, The Asphalt
Institute (MS-1). A design life of 30 years was used, with an

annual growth rate of 2.2%.

23
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Based upon the existing topography, the
anticipated final road grades and subsurface soils conditions
encountered during the drilling program, a Drainage Factor of 0.7
{1986 AASHTO procedure) and a mean average annual air temperature
(MAAT) of 60° Fahrenheit (Asphalt Institute Method) has been

utilized for the section analysis.

Calculated Pavement Sections

18K EAL = 5 Soil "R" Value = 9
1986 AASHTO Asphalt Institute
Drainage Coefficient = 0.7 MAAT = 609 F
AC 3" R AC
ABC q" 6" ABC
Subbase o" o" Subbase
FULL DEPTH AC 5" 4"

Due to the high water ground water
conditions and the very compressible subgrade soils, it 1is not
recommended that a full depth asphalt section be used on this
site unless, the ground water conditions significantly improve
prior to construction and the proper compaction of the subgrade

soils be accomplished.
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PROPOSED PAVEMENT SECTTONS

SUBGRADE IMPROVEMENT, MECHANICALLY STABILIZED FILL

Based on the soil support characteris-
tics outlined above and the anticipated pumping and unstable
subgrade soils which will probably be encountered, we recommend

the following Structural Fill Sections for areas of moderately

unstable subgrade (pumping), due to permanent or seasonally soil
moisture. Subgrade soils are assumed to be either fine grained
sand (SM), Silt (ML), or Silty Clay (ML-CL). These sections

assume the Subgrade Soils have an R Value >9.

Normal Residential, 18k EAL = 5:

3" asphaltic concrete

on 6" of aggregate base course

on Biaxial Geogrid or Geotextile for reinforcement
on 12" of subbase/structural fill

on Geotextile for separation and reinforcement

Due to the probability of very high soil

moisture in the subgrade soils, the use of a Geotextile Fabric

for separation and minor reinforcement (such as Mirafi 500-X)},

placed beneath the Structural Section, may be required in most

areas along this road alignment. The upper laver of Biaxial

Geodgrid or Geotextile for reinforcement, placed beneath the

Agdregate Base Course and the subbase/structural fill, may not be

required, depending on actual field conditions.
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The additional materials and effort
expended in subgrade stabilization 1s to provide a construction
platform, so the actual Road Seclion can be placed and compacted.
The specific areas which will require placement of either the
Biaxial Geogrid or the Geotextile Fabric will depend on the
actual conditions encountered during construction. The subgrade
and road section construction should be monitored by representa-

tives of the Geotechnical Engineer.

Geotextile Fabric for separation and
minor reinforcement should have a minimum Grab Strength of 180
l1b., in the weakest direction (such as Mirafi 500-X). If free
water 1is encountered in the excavation, a non-woven/needle
punched Geotextile Fabric with a minimum Grab Strength of 110 lbs
in the weakest direction (such as Mirafi 140-N) may be substitut-
ed. It should be noted the non-woven fabric is not as strong and

will require careful construction techniques.

Biaxial Geogrid for reinforcement shall
have a minimum Tensile strength @ 5% Strain of 550 lb/ft., in the

weakest direction {(such as Tensar BX 1100).

The Imported structural Fill (Hveem-

Carmany R<70 , swell not critical) is to be Granular, Medium to

26
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Coarse Grained, Very low plastic (PI<}), Non Freedraining, Com-

pactable and within the following Gradation:

Maximum size, by screening 6

Passing the #4 screen 20% - 85%
Passing the 40 screen 10% - 60%
Passing the %200 screen 3% - 15%

Imported Structural Fill and Aggregate
Base Course (ABC) po be compacted to 90% of its maximum Modified
Procior dry density (ASTM-D-1557) at a moisture content within +
2% of optimum moisture. The use of light weight tracked equip-
ment will minimize subgrade degradation. Vibratory compaction

equipment is not recommended.

During the placement of any structural
fill, it 1is recdmmended that a sufficient amount of field tests
and observation be performed under the direction of the Geotech-
nical Engineer. The Geotechnical Engineer should determine the
amount of observation time and field density tests reqguired to

determine substantial conformance with these recommendations.

Any areas of Fill or Subgrade instabili-
ty encountered during construction are to be immediately brought
to the attention of the Geotechnical Engineer, so recommendations

for stabilization can be given.

The Subgrade Stabilization 1is normally
considered effective if the imported structural fill materials

are confined, if specified imported fill and specified asphalt

27
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densities are obtained and the final traffic surface is stable

E‘

according to local practices. Some 'pumping and rolling’ of the

finish Base Course (ABC) surface is anticipated but, rutting

should not occur,

"B 5

SECTION CONSTRUCTION

We recommend that the asphaltic concrete

o

pavement meet the State of Colorado DOT requirements for a

Grade C or CX mix. If Laboratorv Testing values are available,

recvcled asphalt mav be factored and substituted for a portion of

the new asphaltic concrete. In addition, the asphaltic concrete

pavement should be compacted to 92% minimum and 96% maximum of

e
¥ 4

its maximum theoretical (Rice) density.

The aggregate base course should meet

the requirements of State of Colorado DOT Class 5 or Class 6

material, and have a minimum R value of 78. We recommend that

the base course be compacted to a minimum of 95% of its maximum
Modified Proctor dry density {(ASTM D-1557), at a moisture content
within + or -2% of optimum moisture. The native subgrade shall

be scarified and recompacted to a minimum of 90% of their maximum

Modified Proctor day density (ASTM D-1557) at a moisture content

within + or -2% of optimum moisture.

All pavement should be protected from

moisture migrating beneath the pavement structure. If surface

drainage is allowed to pond behind curbs, islands or other areas

28
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of the site and allowed to seep beneath pavement, premature

-

deterioration or possibly pavement failure could result.
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LIMITATIONS

This report 1is 1issued with the undef—
standing that it 1is the responsibility of the owner, or his
representative to ensure that the information and recommendations
contained herein are brought to the attention of the individual
lot purchasers for the subdivision. In addition, it 1is the
responsibility of the individual lot owners that the information
and recommendations contained herein are brought to the attention
of the architect and engineer for the individual projects and the
necessary steps are taken to see that the contractor and his
subcontractors carry out the appropriate recommendations during
construction.

The findings of this:report are valid as
of the present date. However, changes in the conditions of a
property can occur with the passage of time, whether they be due
to natural processes or the works of man on this or adjacent
properties. In addition, changes in acceptable or appropriate
standards may occur or may result from legislation or the broad-
ening of engineering knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of
this report may be invalid, wholly or partially, by changes
outside our control. Therefore, this report is subject to review

and should not be relied upon after a period of 3 years.

The recommendations of this report
pertain only to the site investigated and are based on the as-

sumption that the soil conditions do not deviate from those

described in this report. If any variations or undesirable

30
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conditions are encountered during construction or the proposed
construction will differ from that planned on the day of this

report, Lincoln DeVore should be notified so that supplemental

recommendations can be provided, if appropriate.

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

practice in the field of geotechnical engineering.
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SOILS DESCRIPTIONS:

SYAXX,  USCT DESCRIPTION
xs
:z Topsoil
<
Man-made Filt
N
5000]
‘0idloe] GW Wetl-graded Gravel
.0 . 0. &XO
o000
g§§§ GP Poorly-graded Gravel
H
RRR| M Sity Gravel

Clayey Gravel

Well-graded Sand

Poorly-graded Sand

Silty Sand

Clayey Saond

Low-plasticity Silt

Low-plasticity Clay

Low-plasticity Organic
Silt and Clay

High-plasticity Silt

High-plasticity Clay

High- plasticity
Organic Clay

Peat

Well- graded Gravel,
Sty

Well-graded Gravel,
Clayey

Poorly - graded Gravel,
Silty

Poerly-graded Gravel,
Cloyey

Silty Gravel,
Clayey

Clayey Gravel,
Silty

Well - graded Sand,
Silty

Well-graded Sand,
Clayey
Poorly-graded Sand,
Silty

Poorly - graded Sand,
Clayey

Silty Sand, Clayey

Clayey Sand, Sil'y

ROCK DESCRIPTIONS:
ST PESCRICTION

°o°q’ SEDIMENTANY ROCKY T
sier| CONGLOMERATE
il SANDSTONE
SILTSTONE
SHALE
X X X
xx x| CLAYSTONE
' coaL
L+ LIMESTONE
) I
A4
ye QL DOLOMITE
—— MARLSTONE
17
7] GYPSUM
::'*:: Other Sedimentary Rocks
;/\/I/‘ GNEM'S RC Lot 1
WIS GRANITIC ROCKS
+ + +
L+t DIORITIC ROCKS
2
NSyl GABBRO
~==| RHYOLITE
T
,,,IT ANDESITE
0  BASALT

TUFF 8 ASH FLOWS

BRECCIA & Other Volcanics

Other Igneous Rocks

%"’ HMETAMORIIIC AQCA]
7~ /J] CNEISS

SYMBOLS 8 NOTES:
STME0L  LESCRIPTIQN

i 9/i2 Standard penstration drive
Numbers indicate 9 blows to drive
the spoon 12" into ground.

t ST 2- /2" Shalby thin wall somple

‘ We Natural Moisture Content

Wyx Weathered Material

Free

.l‘.'&f'_’.. Free water table

—3
Y9 Natural dry density
T.8. - Disturbed Bulk Sample
@ Soiltype related to samples

in report
15s' Wx | Top of formation
orm.

@ Test Boring Location
- O Test Pit Location

+—7A— Seismic or Resistivity Station.
Lineation indicates approx.
length & orientation of spread
(S = Seismic, R= Rasistivity )

Standard Peanaetration Drives are made
by driving a standard 1 4" split spoon
sampler into the ground by dropping a
1401b. weight 30". ASTM test

des. D-1586.

Samples may be oulk, stondard split
spoon { both distusbed) or 2-¥2"*1.D.
thin wall {"undistrbsd") Shelby tube
somples. Sae lcg for type.

Silty Clay

/7;7 7
‘ ’:,'//,// SCHIST The boring logs show subsurface conditions
at the dotes and locations shown ,and it is
PHYLLITE not warranted that they are representative
of subsurface conditions at other locations
SLATE and times.
'../}'/:'/"..'; METAQUARTZITE
L
Lo X -3 MARBLE
7
I
A g/; HORNFELS
A
y# 47 SERPENTINE
S
1 Other Metamorphic Rocks
1D UNCOLRT (O ORATD SPRINGS
DeVORE d . |EXPLANATION OF BOREHOLE LOGS
ot | FUFBED = GRAND JUNCTTON | ™ ANp ™ LOCATION  DIAGRAMS
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SOlL BORING ELEVATION:

LOT 1, BLOCK 7, Fil 1

BORING NO. 1

BLOW
COUNT

SOOIl
DENSITY

WATER

DESCRIPTION

finch

pcf

%

i ML SANDY SILT

% ML-CL SURFACE SOILS REWORKED BY AGRICULTURE
1 i LOW PLASTIC SILT
| COMPRESSIBLE ALLUVIAL SULFATES

1R 1 COMPRESSIBLE Non-PLASTIC 5
LOW DENSITY w/ SOME MEDIUM DENSITY STRATA

FREE WATER —

i ML SANDY SILT

¥ fl

! ML SANDY SILT

15 % I  VERY SOFT

d | ALLUVIAL
! ML SANDY SILT
|

D @ 20'

S
Occ. SILTY SAND STRATA  FINE GRAINED

SPT
A I VERY COMPRESSIBLE ‘ 10
4 ML LOWPLASTICSILT
w/ML-CL STRATA VERY SOFT TO DRILL

i
e t STRATIFIED w/ SILTY SAND & SANDY, SILTY CLAY ST

HOLE CAVED TO €' - 5-16-96

il

DESSICATED SOILS

INCREASING MOISTURE wDEPTH ST

VERY SOFT

STRATIFIED
VERY COMPRESSIBLE
w/ML-CL STRATA

N
o

HOLE SQUEEZING SHUT

|

:

|

30

Blow Counts are cumulative for each
6 inches of sampler penetration.
Free Water@ 6’

|

| 01/06
[ 02/12
| 03/18

01712
02/18

During Drilling _5-15-96

96.7

97.5

12.2%

24.8%

25.4%

28.0%

LOG OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

’ GWHC Inc. Date
LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
Geotechnical Consultants Job No. Drawn
Grand Junction, Colorado 85478-J EMM
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BORING NO. 2
LOT 11, BLOCK 3, Fil 3

BORING ELEVATION:

BLOW
COUNT

SOIL
DENSITY

WATER

DESCRIPTION

finch

cf

%

NT =" N

ML
|

P om

DESSICATED CRUST SI. MOIST
LOW PLASTIC SILT VERY SOFT
Occ. LOW PLASTIC SILT STRATA SULFATES
SANDY SILT VERY COMPRESSIBLE WET ST

VERY SOFT TO DRILL
DECREASING DENSITY
Occ. SANDY STRATA

FREE WATER v

ML
]

w/ML-CL STRATA =
VERY COMPRESSIBLE

Occ. LOW PLASTIC S
HOLE SQUEEZING SHUT

VERY SOFT TO DRI

w/ML-CL STRATA

VERY COMPRESSIBL
Occ. LOW PLASTIC SILT STRATA

D @ 14'

Blow Counts are cumu
6 inches of sampler pe
Free Water @

During Drilling 5-15-96

SPT
10

ILT STRATA

LL

ST
E 15|

|

30

lative for each
netration.
8!

|

01/18

854

922

19.6%

31.4%

24.3%

LOG OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc.

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

GWHC Inc.
Grand Junction, Colorado

Date
5-27-96

Geotechnical Consultants
Grand Junction, Colorado

Job No.
85478-J

Drawn

EMM




- BORING NO. 3
) LOT 2, BLOCK 3, Fil 2 BLOW | SOIL
n: DEPTH | SOIL BORING ELEVATION: COUNT [DENSITY |WATER
% (FT) LOG DESCRIPTION finch | pef %
. A ML SURFACE SOILS REWORKED BY AGRICULTURE
Kﬁ it l/“ il ALLUVIAL SILT  SL. DESSICATED CRUST
L L STRATIFIED WITH SILTY SAND VERY MOIST
1 ,! ML LOW PLASTIC SILT SULFATES ST | 92.8 | 18.8%
Wl S5_Illl| % VERYCOMPRESSIBLE 5
1 VERY SOFT TODRILL WET
s l : ML-1 SANDY SILT
- ] ’V 4 | ML-CL, ORGANIC y/ ORGANIC ODOR
i * FREE WATER ~=" VERY COMPRESSIBLE SPT 01/06 29.4%
10_| |I'|'M m  ORGANIC SANDY, SILTY CLAY 10| 02/12
1N l/ ML SANDY SLLT | 04/18
— il '
A HOLE SQUEEZING SHUT
] ' AJ! ML  SILTY CLAY COMPRESSIBLE ST 929 |266%
15 _| It LOW PLASTIC 15
.
- —]
20 O @ 14' 20
25 | 25
- - —
b —
@“ 30 _] 30
| Blow Counts are cumulative for each
& ] 6 inches of sampler penetration.
% ] Free Water@ & ‘
During Drilling  5-15-96
LOG OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
% 25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive
GWHC Inc. Date
LINCOLN - DGVORE, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
Geotechnical Consultants Job No. Drawn
Grand Junction, Colorado 85478-J EMM




BORING NO. 4
. LOT 1, BLOCK 2, Fil1 BLOW SOIL
g&; DEPTH | SOIL BORING ELEVATION: COUNT |DENSITY |WATER
& |Fr) LOG DESCRIPTION finch | pef %
o 11 4 ML LOWPLASTIC SILT DESSICATED CRUST
= U R SULFATES
IR ML SANDY SILT Non-PLASTIC
—| I}~ comPRessieLE = WET sT | 939 |206%
& S 1A FREE WATER 5
_ || /M mMLCL SILTY CLAY VERY SOFT TO DRILL SPT | 0118 27.0%
v i 1 Occ. SILTY SAND STRATA
- __lololo ML  SANDY SILT
UL I  THIN GRAVEL STRATA - SILTSTONE FRAGMENTS ST 98.4 | 23.0%
E; 10__|A1| | (MLCL SILTY CLAY 10
% M LOW PLASTIC
—| VERY SOFT TO DRILL
A ALLUVIAL |
1V ML-CL SILTYCLAY  HOLE SQUEEZING SPT | 01/18 31.3%
15 4/ A il LOW PLASTIC 15|
] D@ 15'
20_| | 20
—*
25 25
i B -
- - ——
L 30_] 30
] Blow Counts are cumulative for each
& ] 6 inches of sampler penetration.
- | Free Water @ 45" 5-16-96
' Drilled 5-15-96
LOG OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION
VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
= 25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive
- GWHC Inc. Date
- LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
Geotechnical Consultants Job No. Drawn
Grand Junction, Colorado 85478-J EMM
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BORINGNO. §
LOT 4, BLOCK 3, Fil 3 BLOW | sOiL
BORING ELEVATION: COUNT |DENSITY |WATER
DESCRIPTION finch | pef %
ML LOWPLASTIC SILT REWORKED BY AGRICULTURE|
il SOFT TO DRILL VERY MOIST
ML SANDY SILT 'COMPRESSIBLE SULFATES
] | VERY LOW PLASTIC WET ST 972 |21.5%
— v 5
_ FREE WATER "
| ALLUVIAL STRATIFIED w/ SILTY SAND
] Occ. VERY SILTY CLAY STRATA ‘
] ML SANDY SILT SPT 01/06 27.1%
| | VERY SOFT TO DRILL 10| 02712
] VERY COMPRESSIBLE | 04/18
] ML-CL. SILTY CLAY ALLUVIAL
] ! i LOW PLASTIC  STRATIFIED ST 92.7 | 26.0%
4% 15
=l ‘
_ ML LOW PLASTIC SILT SPT 1/6 26.7%
] ] 20 0312
] 05/18
] 25|
B 30
: Blow Counts are cumulative for each
] 6 inches of sampler penetration.
] Free Water@ &'
During Drilling  5-15-96

LOG OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc.

GWHC Inc.
Grand Junction, Colorado

Date
5-27-96

Geotechnical Consuitants
Grand Junction, Colorado

Job No.
85478-J
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Percent Passing

Soil Sample: ALLUVIAL, SANDY SILT (ML) Sample No. 1  (Typical)
Job Location: Test by: LRS
Natural Water Content 12.2% Boring No.. 1 Depth: 3
Soil Specific Gravity (Gt 2.65 in-Place Density (pcf):  96.7
100 COBBLE to GRAVEL | SAND SILT to CLAY
%0 N Effective size mm
Cu
8 1 Ce
70
.................. Plastic Limit (PL) NP
60 Liquid Limit (LL)
s Plasticity Index (PI) NP
Shrinkage Limit (SL)
40 Shrinkage Ratio
* DIRECT SHEAR:
20
Shear Angle: deg.
10 - = Tan Shear Angle:
0 Cohesion: psf
126 75 50 375 25 1§ 125 95 475 2 0.5 0425 0.15 0975 0.02 0.005
Particle Grain Size {mm)}
Sieve  (mm) % Passing MOISTURE/DENSITY RELATIONSHIP:
5" 125 ASTM Method:
3" 75 Max. Dry Density : pef
2 50 Optimum Moisture :
1-1/2" 37.5 HVEEM-CARMANY: FHA Soil Swell:
1" 25 'R' Value @ 300 psi: 0.04 % Swell
3/4" 19 Displacement 300 psi: 388 psf
172" 125 Expansion @ 300 psi:
3/8" 9.5 100 ALLOWABLE BEARING (net):
#4 4.75 29 Standard Penetration (SPT): 950 psf
#10 2 99 Unconfined Compression (qu): psf
#20 0.85 98 CONSOLIDATION: 0.91% @ 936  psf
#40 0.425 97 CRUST' 133% @ 2056 psf
#100 0.15 68 SULFATE SALTS: 250 pp
#200 0.075 54.7 PERMEABILITY:
0.02 34 K (20 C): Void Ratio:
0.005 22

SOIL ANALYSIS and SUMMARY

LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc.

Geotechnical Consuitants

Grand Junction, Colorado

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

GWHC Inc. Date
Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
Job No. Drawn
85478-J EMM
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Percent Passing

Soil Sample: SANDY SILT (ML) w/SILTY CLAY (ML-CL) Sample No. 11  (Typical)
Job Location: Test by: LRS
Natural Water Content 19.6% Boring No.: 2 Depth: 3
Soil Specific Gravity (Gt 2.66 In-Place Density (pcf): 95.4
100 COBBLE to GRAVEL | SILT to CLAY
90 Effective size mm
Cu
& Ce
70
Ptastic Limit (PL) 20%
60 Liquid Limit (LL) 23%.
50 Plasticity Index (Pf) 3%
AN Shrinkage Limit (SL)
40 Shrinkage Ratio
. \
DIRECT SHEAR:
20
i Shear Angle: deg.
Tan Shear Angle:
o 1 Cohesion: psf
1256 75 50 375 25 ';34 125 95 475 2 0385 0.425 0.15 0.975 0.02 0.005
article Grain Size {mm)
Sieve (mm) % Passing MOISTURE/DENSITY RELATIONSHIP:
5" 125 ASTM Method:
3" 75 Max. Dry Density : pef
2 50 Optimum Moisture :
1-1/2" 37.5 HVEEM-CARMANY: FHA Soil Swell:
1" 25 ‘R'Value @ 300 psi: 9 Expansion % Swell
3/4" 19 Displacement 300 psi: 4.02 psf
172" 12.5 Expansion @ 300 psi: 39 psf
3/8" 9.5 ALLOWABLE BEARING (net):
#4 4.75 100 Standard Penetration (SPT): 900 psf
#10 2 99 Unconfined Compression (qu): psf
#20 0.85 99 CONSOLIDATION: 188% @ 904 psf
#40 0.425 99 CRUST' 240% @ 2059 psf
#100 0.15 94 SULFATE SALTS: 250 ppm
#200 0.075 82.8 PERMEABILITY:
0.02 52 K (20 C): Void Ratio:
0.005 32

SOIL ANALYSIS and SUMMARY

LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc.

Geotechnical Consultants
Grand Junction, Colorado

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

GWHC Inc.
Grand Junction, Colorado

Date
5-27-96

Job No.
85478-J

Drawn
EMM




" Soil Sample:

ﬁ Job Location:
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Percent Passing

SANDY, SILTY CLAY (ML-CL) Sample No. IH (Typical)
Test by: LRS
Natural Water Content 23.0% Boring No.:. 4 Depth: 8
Soil Specific Gravity (Gt 2.66 in-Place Density (pcf): 98.4
100 g COBBLE to GRAVEL SILT to CLAY

L
$0 f { Effective size mm

! Cu
80 iy Ce
70§

P Plastic Limit (PL) 19%
&t o HE Liquid Limit (LL) 24%
P Plasticity Index (P!) 5%

| : ] , \ Shrinkage Limit (SL)

40 Shrinkage Ratio
N \
___________ DIRECT SHEAR:
20
................................................. Shear Angle: deg.
N o] Tan Shear Angle:
ol L l Cohesion: psf
125 75 50 375 25 19 125 95 475 2 085 0.425 0.15 0073 0.02 0.005
Particle Grain 8ize {mm}
Sieve  (mm) % Passing MOISTURE/DENSITY RELATIONSHIP:
s" 125 ASTM Method:
3" 75 Max. Dry Density : pcf
2 50 Optimum Moisture :
1-1/72" 37.5 HVEEM-CARMANY: FHA Soil Swell:
1" 25 100 ‘R' Value @ 300 psi: % Swell
3/4" 19 98 Displacement 300 psi: psf
172" 12.5 96 Expansion @ 300 psi:
3/8" 9.5 94 ALLOWABLE BEARING (net):
#4 475 89 Standard Penetration (SPT): 800 psf
#10 2 85 Unconfined Compression (qu): psf
#20 0.85 84 CONSOLIDATION: 139% @ 921 psf
#40 0.425 83 317% @ 2042 psf
#100 0.15 79 SULFATE SALTS: 500 ppm
#200 0.075 71.2 PERMEABILITY:
0.02 56 K (20 C): Void Ratio:
0.005 32

SOIL ANALYSIS and SUMMARY

¥

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

GWHC Inc. Date
: LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
™ Geotechnical Consuitants Job No. Drawn
Grand Junction, Colorado 85478-J EMM
-




0.9 The Consolidation Test (ASTM D-2435)
o Was Run By First Subjecting The Sail
o 08 —— Specimen To A 'Seating’ Load.
E The 'Seating’ Load Is To Remove Slack
; @07 From The Apparatus And To Provide An
i» % I S SN N Accurate Point of Beginning.
; 06 +—= . - The Test Begins With The Specimen At
o - S Approximately Natural Moisture Content.
™ E 05 The Sample is Loaded to Approximately
@ 900 psf And Then Saturated With Water.
04 Any Swell Or Collapse Of The Specimen
100 1000 10000 Is Noted And Th.e Loading Is Continued. .
APPLIED TEST LOAD - psf After The Maximum Test Load, The Saoil
Specimen Is Unload, To Measure Rebound
=4 1 And Swelling Potential, After Consolidation.
W oo
g D e T L] |
0 A1 == LOAD SUMMARY
Z e
o 2 Sy 106 psf SEATING LOAD
g -3 e - 936 psf SAMPLE SATURATED
8 -4 0 % SOIL COLLAPSE
@ -5 0.04 % soiL EXPANSION/SWELL
8 6 0.19 % SAMPLE REBOUND @ UNLOAD
= 7 2.81 % MAXIMUM CONSOLIDATION
z
W -8 4116 pst MAXIMUM TEST LOAD
x -9
w
Q .10
100 1000 10000
APPLIED TEST LOAD - psf
INITIAL MAXIMUM FINAL SOIL #: |
LOAD LOAD SOIL TYPE: ML
SOIL DENSITY (pcf) 104.7 107.7 107.5 TESTHOLE# 1@3
SOIL MOISTURE (%) 20.2% 20.3% 20.5% SAMPLE Gs: 2.66
CONSOLIDATION (%) -0- 2.81% 2.62% DIAMETER: 2.5"
VOID RATIO (e) 0.585 0.541 0.544 AREA inchs: .03409
SATURATION (%) 92% 100% 100%

SOIL CONSOLIDATION ASTM D-2435

T

LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc.

Geotechnical Consultants
Grand Junction, Colorado

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado

GWHC Inc. Date
5-27-96

Job No.

Drawn

85478-J EMM




. 0.9 The Consolidation Test (ASTM D-2435)
° Was Run By First Subjecting The Soil
L (5 0.8 Specimen To A 'Seating’ Load.
= The 'Seating' Load Is To Remove Slack
. &( 07 From The Apparatus And To Provide An
& % — L Accurate Point of Beginning.
> 6 o B gy —+ The Test Begins With The Specimen At
‘é’ Approximately Natural Moisture Content.
s S The Sample is Loaded to Approximately
o5 05 900 psf And Then Saturated With Water.
i RS NN RS U N U 0 I N OO — 3 Any Swell Or Collapse Of The Specimen
& 0.4 Is Noted And The Loading Is Continued.
100 1000 10000 After The Maximum Test Load, The Soil
E APPLIED TEST LOAD - pst Specimen Is Unioad, To Measure Rebound
And Swelling Potential, After Consolidation.
h - : LOAD SUMMARY
C% p D N 106  pst SEATING LOAD
g - 2 904 psr SAMPLE SATURATED
E 5 -~ 0.04 % soi coLLAPSE
a : 0 % SOIL EXPANSION/SWELL
"no’ : 0.24 % SAMPLE REBOUND @ UNLOAD
Cz) 5 3.25 % MAXIMUM CONSOLIDATION
. 8 7 4210 pst MAXIMUM TEST LOAD
x 9
. 100 1000 10000

APPLIED TEST LOAD - psf

INITIAL MAXIMUM FINAL SOIL #: i
LOAD LOAD SOIL TYPE: ML
SOIL DENSITY (pcf) 98.9 166.0 103.0 TESTHOLE# 2@ ¥
SOIL MOISTURE (%) 22.4% 0.0% 22.5% SAMPLE Gs: 266
CONSOLIDATION (%) -0- 3.25% 3.01% DIAMETER: 2.5"
VOID RATIO (e) 0.662 0.000 0612 AREA inchs: .03409
SATURATION (%) 90% 100% 98%

SOIL CONSOLIDATION ASTM D-2435

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
25-1/2 Road & WESTWOOD Drive
GWHC Inc. Date
LINCOLN - DeVORE, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado 5-27-96
Geotechnical Consultants Job No. Drawn
Grand Junction, Colorado 85478-J EMM
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ROLLAND ENGINEERING

405 RIDGES BOULEVARD, SUITE A
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81503
(970) 243-8300

August 9, 1996

Community Development
Kathy Portner, Acting Director
250 N. 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81503

RE: Valley Meadows East Plat Dedication Language

Dear Kathy,

This letter is being written in an attempt to proceed beyond the present impasse between the City
of Grand Junction and Grand Valley Irrigation Company (GVIC) regarding the 25 foot strip of
land along the Grand Valley Canal that borders the southern boundary of the proposed Valley
Meadows East Subdivision.

GVIC has authored plat dedication language that they will accept on the Valley Meadows East
plat(s). GVIC, at this point in time, does not necessarily care about the underlying ownership of
the 25 foot wide strip of land other than that their rights to a prescriptive easement are honored.
The GVIC language is as follows (in quotes):

“In dedication:

Grantor acknowledges the existing prescriptive dominant easement of Grand Valley Irrigation
Company, and the rights incident thereto, within the area of the Grand Valley Irrigation Company
easement shown on this plat. Grand Valley Irrigation Company by signing this plat acknowledges
that the described easement is the extent of its prescriptive easement on the parcel shown on the
plat. Grantor dedicates its title to the area within such easement to the City of Grand Junction,
Colorado. The City of Grand Junction by acceptance of this plat acknowledges that Grand Valley
Irrigation Company has the right to enforce such dominant easement against the City of Grand
Junction or its successors and assigns, with respect to use by any licensee, invitee or permittee of
the City of Grand Junction, including the public, of the property described herein to the City of
Grand Junction.”

Please respond in writing to the above dedication language so that we may hopefully create a plat
for Valley Meadows East that is acceptable to the City of Grand Junction as-well-as Grand Valley

File: d\user\letters\wp\vine-dedi.wpd



w -/

Irrigation Company. If the above dedication language is not acceptable to the City of Grand
Junction, please suggest alternative methods for dispute resolution that have not already been
suggested.

Sincerely,
ROLLAND Engineering

-

revor A. Brown

cC: GWHC, Inc. - The Developers
Phil Bertrand - Grand Valley Irrigation Company

File: d:\user\letters\wp\vme-dedi.wpd
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Jody Kliska

Development Engineer
City of Grand Junction
PO Box 1809

Grand Junction, CO 81502

RE: Valley Meadows East Subdivision
Road Dedication Credit

Dear Ms. Kliska,

Please determine and credit to the TCP fee for the subject
subdivision the amount for the dedication of 25.5 Road.

Sincerely,

JD:rs
[p////;c: Kathy Portner, Community Development



RE/MK 4000, Inc.

1401 N. 1st Street
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501
Office: (970) 241-4000

Toll Free: (800) 777-4573

Fax: (970) 241-4015
Each Office Independently Owned and Operated




CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION FILE #FPP-96-138 FINAL PLAT/PLAN - VALLEY
MEADOWS EAST FILING #1 LOCATED AT THE NE CORNER 25 1/2 ROAD &
GRAND VALLEY CANAL HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE UTILITY
COORDINATING COMMITTEE.

CLLY i 7/2/%7¢

DALE CLAWSON - PUBLIC SERVICE DATE




CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION FILE #FPP-96-138 FINAL PLAT/PLAN - VALLEY
MEADOWS EAST FILING #2 LOCATED AT THE NE CORNER 25 1/2 ROAD &
GRAND VALLEY CANAL HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE UTILITY
COORDINATING COMMITTEE.

Ghtf [ Pios 7/ 25/ 7¢

DALE CLAWSON - PUBLIC SERVICE DATE




Wednesday, October 09, 1996

Jody Kliska
Development Engineer
City of Grand Junction
hand delivered

Dear Ms. Kliska:
For Valley Meadows East Subdivision, please apply the improvement cost for
25..5 Rd. of $34,265.00 (per the DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENTS

AGREEMENT, Filing No. 1 (off-site)), against the Subdivision's TCP of
$22,000.00.

Sincerel //é/w

John Davis .
Owner/Developer RECEIVED GRAND JUNCT:,[DON ?!

TMENT.
cc: Kathy Portner PLANNING DEPAR !
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- et w BANNER

CONSULTING ENGINEERS &8 ARCHITECTS

December 23, 1997 BANNER ASSOCIATES, INC.
2777 Crossroads Boulevard

Grand Junction, Colorado 81506

(303) 243-2242

FAX (303)243-3810

605 East Main, Suite 6
Aspen, Colorado 81611

Ms. Jody Kliska, P.E. (303) 925-5857
City Development Engineer

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: Additional information relating to the grading of Open Space (park area) at
Valley Meadows East Subdivision

Dear Jody,

As requested during our phoné conversation yesterday, I am providing this letter to clarify
a few issues that relate to the park area of Valley Meadows East Subdivision.

In my letter dated yesterday, I discussed the fact there will be water ponding during the
period it will take to establish the grass. It should be understood that according to the
original grading plan as prepared by Rolland Engineering, this ponding would occur in the
backyards of those lots along the southern portion of the park. This is the reason for the
slight modification in the grading of the open space, to avoid any ponding in these lots.

Also discussed during our conversation was the question of whether the park area was
designed to be used as part of the drainage system, i.e. a detention or retention area. The
response to this question would be no, it was not designed to be part of the drainage
system. In addition to this fact, there is no off-site runoff being contributed to the park
area such as streets draining into it. The only water introduced to the area is through
direct precipitation or irrigation of the landscaping.

I hope that this letter clarifies these issues.

Sincerely,

BANNER ASSOCIATES, INC. e

o

David E. Chase, P.E.
Project Manager

220

DEC/dc

cc:  Ms. Jana Bingham, Sonshine Construction



N - w BANNER

CONSULTING ENGINEERS & ARCHITECTS

BANNER ASSOCIATES, INC.
2777 Crossroads Boulevard
Grand Junction, Colorado 81506
(303) 243-2242

FAX {303)243-3810

December 22, 1997 605 East Main, Suite 6
Aspen, Colorado 81611

(303) 925-5857

Ms. Jody Kliska, P.E.

City Development Engineer
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: As-constructed grading of Open Space (park area) at
Valley Meadows East Subdivision

Dear Jody,

Following discussions with the City staff and Ms. Jana Bingham of Sonshine Construction
last week, I am writing this letter to state my opinions regarding the grading that has been
constructed for the park area of Valley Meadows East Subdivision during this last fall.

As you recall, plans for constructing the first two filings, which included the park area, were
completed by Rolland Engineering for GWHC, INC. and then subsequently constructed
by Sonshine Construction. The original design plans showed no method of conveying any
collected runoff from the park area, only having the finish ground sloping from the north
to the south at a grade of approximately 1%. During construction, however, it was
discussed between Sonshine and Banner whether any drainage system should be
implemented. It was decided that no additional drainage system would be installed at this
time although Banner did look into the design of a system to mitigate any adverse impacts
if it were necessary. In regard to the original grading plan of the park, we would not
anticipate any long-term problems once it had an established grass surface. Until that point
in time, we knew there would be a nuisance of storm water, as well as irrigation water,
collecting on properties to the south of the park. Therefore, the grading was modified
slightly to create a very shallow and subtle depression within the park to avoid this problem.
Again, we would not anticipate any long-term problems with this revised plan once the
grass has been established.

In summary, it is felt that during this process of having the grass reaching maturity, there
will be a nuisance of ponding water in areas of the park. Where it will occur has been the
issue that we have been trying to resolve. We have worked with Sonshine Construction to
develop a plan that will minimize any impacts to the homeowners that surround the Open
Space. During this growing process, these homeowners will have to show some patience
and give this plan a chance to work. It is our opinion that given a chance to work, this
alternative will perform adequately.



v w BANNER

Ms. Jody Kliska

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
December 22, 1997

Page 2

We understand that you and the Planning staff are interested in proper documentation
regarding this issue, therefore, if I have not adequately addressed any of the issues
regarding the grades constructed for the park area of Valley Meadows East Subdivision,

please contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,
BANNER ASSOCIATES, INC.

(s e

David E. Chase, P.E.
Project Manager

DEC/dc

cc:  Ms. Jana Bingham, Sonshine Construction



o -

Sundance Properties

P.O. Box 2867
Grand Junction, CO 81502
Rental Management 970-243-2308  Development 970-243-6763

February 27, 1998

Water Users on Head Gate No. HL055

Arline H. Burnell

2575 G Road

Grand Junction, CO
81505-9548

Robert & Lou Ellen Hunt
2572 Young Court
Grand Junction, CO 81505

John A. Nelson
2580 H Road
Grand Junction, CO

Valley Meadows (West)
Homeowners Association
% Robt Wilson

673 Uintah Ct.

Grand Junction, CO 81505

Re: Lateral 55 - Users

Michael & Caroline Dohm
2588 G Road
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Kay Subdivision

% Valerie Taylor

2556 Janece Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81505

Daniel & Colleen Puckett
2563 F-1/2 Road
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Valley Meadow East
Homeowners Association
% Dru Mattson

2561 Westwood Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81505

cc:

Gary Duane Flynn
3415 G Road
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Louis & Belle Motts
2574 Young Court
Grand Junction, CO 81505

John Davis
P.O. Box 2867
Grand Junction, CO 81502

Phil Bertrand - GVIC

Max Schmidt

Jack Lofland

Barbara Forrest
Bernadine&Alan Sherman

Piping of Open Irrigation on the East Property Line of Valley Meadows East (VME)

Dear Users:

Concerning the above mentioned item, this letter shall serve as official notice that our firm has been requested to
pipe the open ditch immediately adjacent to the East property line of Valley Meadows East (VME) Subdivision and on the
west side and adjacent to properties owned by Louis & Belle Motts, Robert & Lou Ellen Hunt, and Bernadine & Allan
Sherman. it is our intention to start and complete the work prior to the 1998 irrigation season, thus the work is schedule:
for late March 1998. (As of 2/24/98 Grand Valley Irrigation Company estimates the earliest availability of water to
Headgate #55 to be April 6, 1998.) Start of this work is contingent on written notice from VME Home Owners Associatior:

if you would like more specific information as to the design or if you have concerns and or questions, please call
Jana Bingham at (970) 243-6763. Thank you for your time.

Development Manager
Sundance Properties
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Sundance Properties

~ P.O. Box 2867
Grand Junction, CO 81502
Rental Management 970-243-2308  Development 970-243-6763

February 20, 1998

Ms. Barbara Forrest
2559 Westwood
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Re:  Piping of Open Irrigation on the East Property Line of Valley Meadows East (VME)
Dear Barbara:

Concerning the above mentioned item, I would like to reconfirm our conversation yesterday which
outlined the work we have been discussing at the east ditch over the past few weeks.

Sundance Properties is willing to pay % of the $8000 to $10,000 dollars estimated to cover the cost of
piping the open ditch east of VME, as we discussed in early January. In order to complete this work prior to
the 1998 Irrigation season, Sundance Properties must have an agreement with the Homeowners of VME that
they will pay the remaining half of the cost to pipe the ditch no later then March 16, 1998.

As previously indicated, there are some important reasons this work should be completed prior to April
1, 1998, if the intention is to pipe it.

1) Irrigation water is typically let in the ditch April 1 or soon their after.

2) The VME Homeowners adjacent to the ditch have expressed their desire to have it piped this

season.
3) Some VME Homeowners with rear yards adjacent to the ditch have proceeded to place privacy

fencing in their rear yards, and are holding back at our request. Restricted access to the ditch after
these fences go in place could greatly increase the cost of piping the ditch, thus the work should be
completed prior to rear fences being place. (The quotes we have are contingent on the fencing not
being placed.)

4) The adjacent VME Homeowners will most likely be wanting to landscape their rear yards, and
although it is not expected that this work will require access into the yards, it would certainty be
preferable to complete the work prior to landscaping.

*5) Keeping the cost to a minimum has been a concern and material and labor costs will only rise as
time passes. Bids are typically guaranteed a maximum of 90 days.



Valley Meadows East HOA - Barbara Forrest Page 2 of 2
Irrigation Ditch Piping February 20, 1998

In addition, as I have previously explained, in order to work on this ditch we must notify the owners
whose properties the ditch crosses. I have been working on this with current owners and have not yet received
all of their approvals, however at this time do not have anyone at issue if the work is done prior to this
irrigation season.

Barbara, as you know, since the time of the December 17, 1998 Homeowners Association meeting we
have worked steadily to work out some of the issues and respond to the concerns expressed by the
Homeowners about this ditch. This includes:

1) Having Sundance Properties engineers do design work and obtain initial subcontractor pricing in

late December.

2) Contacting the US Conservation office to see if funds were available to defer the costs of this

project.

3) Contacting and working with the US Conservation office to get a second design for this piping, at

no cost of this design to the HOA. (This design is due to me by February 27, 1998).
4) Contacting other agencies to determine if low interest loans are available for this work.
5) Contacting adjacent subdivisions concerning sharing of costs, etc.

There is still a lot to accomplish in a short period of time in order to see this work done prior to
irrigation water coming into the ditch. I will continue to do what I can to assure the cost to the HOA is no
greater then Y2 the amount mentioned above, and I appreciate you proceeding with communication to your
HOA with out delay to receive their agreement to participate in this cost, it they wish to see the ditch piped.

I would like to reiterate, Sundance Properties, Inc.’s offer to participate in costs of this work will not be
available after March 16, 1998 if written agreement for participation from the HOA is not received by that date.
I would be glad to provide you additional information and meet with you or your HOA if necessary to further
explain the proposed solutions.

Thank you for your time and efforts on these issues. I await your response.

L y’ /,_
a L. Bifigham M

Developm.cnt Manager
Sundance Properties

cc: Richard Livingston
Ernest Wollen
" Dru Mattson



April 24, 1998

Katherine Portner

Planning Supervisor

City of Grand Junction

250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, Colorado 81501

Re: Signs for Park
Dear Kathy,
Valley Meadows East Homeowner’s Association has decided that we do not want signs in our
development pointing to the park. The park is for the use of the residents, their guests and
families. Everyone knows where it is. We want to release the developer - Sundance Properties

from their obligation to put up these signs.

If you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate to call. Thank you for your
cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

otdai) Pt

Barbara Forrest
President
Valley Meadows East Homeowner’s Association

cc: Sundance Properties



City of Grand Junction, Colorado
250 North Fifth Street

81501-2668

FAX: (970)244-1599

August 27, 1998

Mr. John Davis

Sundance Properties

P.O. Box 2867

Grand Junction, CO 81505

Re: Valley Meadows East Subdivision
Dear Mr. Davis:

We have inspected the improvements installed at Valley Meadows East Subdivision. The
City Engineering Department is prepared to accept the public improvements; however,
the private open space is not yet complete. On a site inspection on August 27, 1998, 1
observed standing water and swampy areas at the south end of the open space near the
pathway. Those areas are not draining and have no established grass. As you know, the .
open space area was a requirement of the development and must be complete prior to us
doing a final release on the Development Improvements Agreement for the property.

Please contact me by September 4, 1998 to discuss your plans to remedy the problem.
Thank you for your cooperation. -

Sincerely,

Katherine M. Portner
Planning Manager

xc: Ernest Wollen, Valley Meadows East Homeowners Association
Kerrie Ashbeck, City Development Engineer
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DEDICATION
KNV ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

VALLEY MEAD OWS EAST _FILING NO . ONE GVHC, Inc. 14 the owner of o parcel of land belng that tract of land described at Book 2208, Pege 90 , Mesa County

Records, and the perineter being more porticularly described, as o result of survey, hy the following:

Cormencing at a Neu t‘" Survey Marker for the N.W. Corner of the SW1/4NE1/4 of Section Three, ‘Iotnshw 1 Sou'!h
Renge Dne West of tdien, Mesa County, Colorado, from whence o Mesa County Survey Marker for the
Corner of the S\ﬂ/4 NE1/4 of sald Section Three bears S00°00°00°V 1320.40 feet; thence on the north Line of the SVI/4N€1/4
of sud Secton Three RB9°59‘22°E 25.00 F«t to the east line of 25 1/2 Rood and the Point of Beginning:

e NB9°3)°22°E 771.31 feet; thence leav said north line S00°00°28°V 399.3¢0 feet) thence
S29‘59 00°E :95.69 feet; thence SOO‘&"SS'E 3.41 feet to the aorth line of Cimerron North Subdivision; thence continuing
on seld subd:vision line N69°30°49°W 93.06 feet) thence continuing on sald subdivision line N77°21‘58°¥ 132.46 feet to
northeast coraer of Kay Subdivision; thence on the north line of Kay Subdivision N77°37°00°V 649.30 feet to east Lline of
25 1/2 Roed; thence N09°00°00°E 706.20 feet to the point of beginning.

That seld owmers have caused the said real property to be laid out and surveyed as VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION
.LN FILING NO. One, & Subdivision of a port of the County of Mese. ’

That said owner doss hereby dedicate end set eport real property as shown end lobeled on the
! acconpanying plat as follows:
| AR Q
- All striets ead lcm:—!h to the City of Grand Jmction for the use of the public forever;
ALt mlﬂ-ﬁrpoﬂ ts the City of Grend Junction for the use of the public utilities as
perpetui eesements for the instatllation, operstion, maintenance end ir of utilities end
sppurtenances thereto Includiag, but not Linited 0 eleciric Lines, ceble TV lines, natural
pipelings, seni sever lines, water tines, telephone lines, ond also for the instollation and
mainben ynoe of tc condrotl fecilities, streat Lighting, end structures)
ALt ln“ lon Easeneats, Including OQutlot B, to the owmers (Property/Honeomvers Associetion) of the lots end tracts
”p eﬁed*u perpducl essenents for the Installotion, operation, maintenance ond repalr of
prive irrigation
ALt M;nuoc Eas«m\ ‘to ihe owners (Property/Honeowners Association) of lots and tracts platted
s perpetus ts for the of runoff weter which origisates within the eres
platted or fm w‘m aress, Mad\ satural or mon-nede fectlities above or below ground.
Outlot ‘A’ to the owners (Homeowner ‘s Associetion) for cCare and MaINtenance as COMMON open SPOCE.
Gutlot ‘D’ to the City of Greand Junction for pedestrian/bicycle walkwey right-of-way subject to
canal eccess benefitting the Grend Vatlley Irrigation coapon
Five foct vide pedestrien/bicycle right-of-woy along eastern boundary to City of Grand Juaction,

ALl easerents Include the right of ingress and egress on, aloag. over, under, ond through ead across by

the beneficieries. their sucCessors, or assigas, together with the right to trin or renove interfering trees
and brush, and Ia Drain ond Detention/Retention easenents, the ri to dredge) prov!d-d, however, that
the beneficlaries of said eceserents shall utilize the sene in o reesonchle and Furthermore
the owners of lots or tracts platted shall not burden nor overinerdes seid m by Mlng or
placing oy inprovements thereon ich may prevent uuoncblc lnm and egress to and from the esasenent

32 Sec}33

24 3/4 R0

’

'S

IN VITNESS VHEREDF, said omners have Coused their nomes to be hereunto subscoribed this
- day of B, 19 .

- ot G, Tnc.  OFfToer

[ ) SHOPPING PARK STATE OF (OLORADG)
COUNTY OF MESA >

h -l - The fmwlno instrunent wos aclmowledged before re this day of AD,, 19

wd ] - by GVMC,

My commission expires:

VITNESS My HAND AND OFF ICIAL SEAL.

VICINITY MAP P ——

STATE OF CILORADOD)

Notary Public

) ss
COUNTY OF MESA )
1 hereby cn-'hfy that this instruvent was filed In my office ot ___________o‘clock ___
this A.D., 19___, and 's du duly y recorded o3 Recep‘tlon
. Number ___ . _____ in Plat Book , Poge through
:12 inclusive.
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. m G, COREE e T oy Gommen I, Richard A, Mason, do hereby certify that the accompanying plot of VALLEY MEADONS E£AST SUB., FILING No.
m:nnu wu‘ll' S$EC. 31 BEARING EQUALS ONE, o smllvlslm of a part of the City of Grand Junction, County of Mesa, has been prepored
000V, (Am“lnghv-qu Sub.), under ny direct supervision ond accurately represents o flcld survey of tho same. Also
3. AL AE WATE satd plot tonforms to all epplicable survey requirenents of the Zoning and Bevelopment
WLESS GTHERVISE MOTED, Code of thy City of Grand Junction and all epplicoble state taws and regulations.

»

+ MAINTOMNCE AMD OPERATION OF PRIVATE OPEM SPACE 15
THE RESPONSIDILITY OF THE HOMEDWERS ASSOCIATION.

S, OLLWA TUN' N.V. CORNER SV1/8E174
SEC. z,m.mv Y. N, FRIM
NAYD-98 (City of Grend Junction).

Richard A. Mason
Registered Professional Land Surveyor
P.L.S. No. 18469

CURVE TABLE Date

ci 69.00° 28.53°  28.35° N 11°31°17° ¥ 23°42°34°  14.48°
c2 69.00° 33.33° S2.02° N 43°31°12° ¥ 44°1727° 28.08°
G €9.00° 11.38° 11.37°  §72°48°2% £  09°37°10°  3.81°
C4 47.00° 63.67° 56.91° N 38°48°30° ¥ 77°37°00 37.890° FILEE\ YME\ FINAL\ SEC~ TR FILING— 1.0WG
g B8 Bu g pEmabi gpa B
5@ gk EE inad sne KE VALLEY MEADOWS EAST
S TE FTh OB IFSTI BRE 4F FILING NO. ONE
cit 25.00° 11.46° 11.36' s *26°29° E 261623 5.83" NOTICE h@i‘ g Q.h Colarede lew you mmt m&l. any :
.::..,.,:,..,,“-‘ ?:‘..“,‘L."«wl,,"" dizcover ot SW1/4NEL1/4 OF SEC. 3, T1S, RIV
et ! oesed
Sy dcect ln Vais sirvey by conencrd nEre ROLLAND ENGINEERING U.M., MESA COUNTY, COLORADD
o Son yours from the dete of the certification show 405 Ridges Blvd
. ereon Grand Jot, CO 81503 [desioned  [Orecked f-smar |,
o (970> 243-8300 e | vy ~s Ev™ Ca




VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION FILING

No. TWO

‘ >
: 3

A e

[}
|
g |
3 MARC S. LAIRD ! AFT
é N PATRICK L. MORAN ; GEORGE R. JACHM
RVOTION ARCITES H
a F WNNTDUNCE. T ST,
g H I" "““
i T ———— P R B iciulioiiig DETAIL ‘A’
1/ 4 N.T.S.
wrs
R bR SEE DETAIL ‘A’
wors ‘””' 196456.9 30.FY. |-
77T LOUIS J. MOTTS
wor | )/ N
AY
j RI1A LEGEND
- /I @ - MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER
N, /s
e _ e g © - SET 5/8° REBAR IN CONC-L.S. 19469
1 TURNARDUMD &7 RAD.
I 0 EXTGUDED VT T Tk T - SET REBAR & CAP AT LOT CORNERS-
| E x L.S. 18469
»
i E ¢ - FOUND REBAR AS NOTED
) " i - ROBERT G. HUNT @ - RERAR AND CAP-L.S. 18469
7
<
- or 3 3
T s -g RiA
B2 |3 ¢
73 12'] %’
wn _ N
S (a2 ¥ N FILING NO. 2 AN LAND USE SUMMARY
§ = | a7 3 ™
-~ N,
n €§ wrs (i acmes 4 \\ TOML LMD AREK 9.84 ACRES
L ¢ COMMON OPEN SPACE Y P . ore A 451 AcRES
: 277 ACRES
= s '\,%P e TOTL ROAD ROW AREA:  0.39 ACRES
= BLocx R . OPEN SPACE AREA 1.15 ACRES
) ,\../ tor 2 N OUnoT e 5.33 ACRES
@ N & : FILNG NO. TWO LOTS NUMBER: 12
b ) 3
T <T
% m WESTWOOD D
L s =
= e~ e,
1l \ / \
- ouT Lor A
!
= QuUTLOT E
&z FUTURE FILING THREE.
. wrr
& oK 2
oy
L’"j \\\ 2
L ¥
&g
o \ . i ; o 50 100 130
- L A~ / § """ ® " e |
-y [} T ! o
: / |2
ry s
] H - ~
1
! — 10 o AT AR M o Y ol E CITY DF GRAND JUNCTIDN R.D.W.
i ——_ of | % DEDICATED IN FILING NO. ONE.
i %
! 2
i
5 !
§ i
© =
§ | KAY SUBDIVISION \“'\~-~\.\\ FILEAE\ VME\ FINAL\ SEC—TRV\ ALING~2.00C
' PLAT BK 14 PG 174 ! ~— i«
g T i ~—— VALLEY MEADOWS EAST
P \ | s SUBDIVISION
- — — | FILING NO. TWO
F22 J T~ / — | .
:.'%',‘- paii romee . — X \\\ s (PENDING) e SW1/4NE1/4 OF SEC. 3, T1S, RIV
A N o S X0 Y AL v T i CIMARRON NORTH SUBDIVISION S ROLLAND ENGINCERING U-M.. MESA COUNTY, COLORADO
| deect 1 40 Svent. ey ey ectien beved wpon t S ~ 405 Ridges Bivd Sesioned Trecked et
po gl Kt S egeso o Ko T ! RN S d Jct, g’sm " | r-smar 2
! i ot 1 ~. Y b g | a00m |eoe e




Drown

T 1 v v
i I
o : C |
| § i i |
1 ¢ ] 1
! ] ! ' :
t 1 ]
- BENCH MARKER ! !
©n o 3.%.”"’;‘“”-"’ SUNSET VILLAGE X ] '
= A A MARC S (ARD ' :
§é w1 ?2945—0):—002 124) : AR : AFT
3d T ! PATRICIA L MORAN ' APPR FOR CONSTRUCTI A NSTRUCT
S Wi ' 2945-031-00—123 ! GEORGE R. JACHIM OVED / ON CCEPTED AS CONSTRUCTED
QAo HE ' : 2945-031-00- 138
Qv b ' ¥z TITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER
oH RT3 : : $XT 7 7 TITY DEVELOPWENT ENCINEER ™
TN [ "_bAL—— —_——— - - -———- .- ] /1 )
- R ! R A B DATE DATE
' 1 - -~ = d :/’
’ i _ o ' : CITY UNILITY ENGINEER CITY UTILITY ENGINEER
" 11
i £
[ 1! NEW X WATER
ik, ‘ ad | DATE DATE
3 b : ! . aocx 3
1y FOR FLMG MO, | ot Lor 11
> i (o P O _ i agas ) —-+—-—*}- LOWIS J. MOTTS
| 2 :I , v s : 3\ , 2945-031-00~ 141
> ] / 0
"\ ' t ) l R 7A
ocH . :I ‘\ ! Lot 10
: ) j 1 |
i Y P g U
' ' > X |
:l ! t g I : .
A SR e | 800« 2 ! . ke Ny
- U !
t o, ' !
Z :VW ; %i = g . : ' wr 9 | ROBERT G. HUNT
= M i wd |1 r/"P' - sor 35 e SEweR Hw e et g I : : : 2945-031-00— 142
H | ' E A . g T
= 1A ML, e | w3l ] ! R1A
SEENIEHI it eI | N 1 | N e
o N o] :; $ 3! | / 13 : |
o ~N e 3 : [ Lor 8
& g I~ :| = IR §5: FIUNG NO. 2 LIMIT. | N i
T O \El 3% I G N | A ettt ~
R I e o 8 e e TR e f o
- 31 Pl g : .
g iy ! Sim i FILING NO. 2 JFILING No. 3, | § ) l @ - MESH COUNTY SURVEY MONUMENT
> §* :f = : : H I e’ \\ memmmme FIUNGS BOUNDARY LINE
Fa 3 .; et HIY L | COMMON OPEN SPACE | ' N
Eoadt --H AL t
=z 8 I " [ [ | S \ BERNADINE R WILSON .
it ik { ) | 3 \ \ 2945-031-00—140 ~
1 ] ! , \ AN
g &
} Wi T e, J—— ! \ < \ R1A
e o e o O - wowr | =2 J, RS -.\\ Ny
| . o — LT A S el = ! wr3 \ & \ wre \ .
. Yoo e - 14 ; Y OUT—a394. 19 ~ —_ \\7 \\\ \\
[WJW | "/‘\ r’n.-s- W B - or s \; D \\ N \\ \\
e = - 4 - <R ) ! 8LOCK 3 Y ' \\ Y
" et _ 'w,‘;&’."f,‘{;.", ! S =2e11.08 /\ 2 \I N ' \ :
 Anben 805,74 | VAT h - reey / r TN N vencw Lianeon N N H
'!a H Pimsta 20 _FOU - } / wrom )i // wra \ N\ !
l: l[ ) o om-secn sy o e I /w I ~N N \ \ A :
Ty ! 1 e ‘\ '\ i~ For FLMG W01 g Y 430844 [ N ——e—— \ tor s '
MWHOLE oWmO¥ A - BLOCK B
fraoiapuy i fend : y Y Caacn v ~ MM\Jj wm / 3 1F SR SR—oUr 3 ,\\ A\ :
Dy 3 maﬁq a2, el ) oD Wy 204 sushe - 7 \'\ \ ) B4 UTILITIES :
et r;xmn :l o g 2 » \-WLWEP oL - tor . \ 1 I WATER: UTE WATER :
I B ~ . Ny ~o T sLoox 1Y \ ELECTRICITY: PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY H
o o —_ - .o o B sesene } : GAS: PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY i
o cusTne A TR, s e ST Nt B ShheE : \ or e | CABLE V- TCi :
e L 4 W OUT= 429806 -~ % ~\ | . TELEPHONE: US WEST H
. U o vow e EEOG o S A e T o < ! ol IRRIGATION: GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION COMPANY|
g H A A g Ly L = R AN swo-our I SANITARY SEWER: CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION |
= At i~ Tora wy vaf B e N ~ 3 / : FIRE:  GRAND JUNCTION FIRE DEPARTMENT '
33 % S ' ON-SITE SOIL TYPES
I
e P ! Bc: BILLNGS SILTY CLAY LOAM
1 : Rf: RAVOLA LOAM
- » | (FROM “SOK. SUAVEY", GRAND JUNCTION AREA)
' : (COLORAOO, BY UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT)
. # N ( OF AGRCIATURE, SCS 1955)
[
Y |
.. 2 f}
£ 3
; ) o 50’ 100’ 150°
o8
“ § J) T : FILE: | O\ HAASE, YOOMP_ DG
‘ L I
h € ] ! ; VALLEY MEADOWS EAST
; - ' SUBDIVISION
. - 3 1
: ﬁg:'m % H i FILING 1 & FILING 2
( — ! PR_36 ' ROLLAND ENGINEERING UTILITY COMPOSITE PLAN
X T : : crﬁi ﬁ;ijg‘énmgfsoa Designed Crecied et
| CIMARRON NORTH SUBDIVISION 5 (970> 243-8300 - voor-pir
: ]

Tor
wt Dere 2ras98 | a/31/0 of




i

FPO-1a98 - 135

~

7

MSCMN 1]122-1
BENCE MARKER
S8 QLOERON=—Ig) 8
~o—sncrmr)

nE oeen
-
J

ATLANTIC FIDELITY INC.

AFT

PATRICK L. MORAN

VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDIVISION

P

KAY SUBDIVISION

[

el
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ PLAT BK 14 PG 174
—— — ":“ vay \\\-_‘
T
(‘\‘\ //____ — e T —
T comee - / i ‘-\\\ ~—
LA A B R
e va 4 NOTICE: Avosrding lo Culorods irw you wast commenes oy T well
( x.m Soond upon ey dofoct b Wl survey =~
$59-2 wwe yoers oRwr yov el Jeoewer sweh
1 dofoct. I Re ovenl, may ey evtien besed wpen
oy dofost h o swrvey 0 sommenced mece e

S

o] .
" ;
: : RRGATION FACRITES :
! i ’ | s
"____;’ ____________________________ ! y
T we. 107 IMRIG. & BRAINAGE CASDMENT o gpsé2r £ 300.11° sxoe
] *MLMI 1 nomr L B Auw' - 97.00° .00 Fair S Sl < E
___________ -3+ v.C. !
N e | | ased | asse |
\ <
§§ o 3 SEE DETAIL ‘A’
wrs \\ ) o1 ¢ 8 ’ | |s
\\ - ML T LOUIS J. MOT
\ TN . P - s .
bees, / C AVE_1 LTI -PURPOSE c‘:u:n:m + R 7A
T P B W T TR —+
\\“‘\\\ e __.M.A}fﬁ.}\ N oysyIr € 21400 ! N\ -. s ]
\ (/ o e san-Amdost pasuni N A Al
2’ 8 Seee- . 3 (g
o H 69666 g 3‘557 3 .;ﬁ‘(* S § L
| TR L K e oo T T N D
i e R EEY R o
! tor s = wr 1 : Esk wr s § E E
" N “
| X " ROBERT G. H
§| o v 2] 10 o cxseuent_)
- tory 101.02° e 6l 100.99°
i Si tor ¢ i S 809 W R1A
o 3| :
1y & || COMMON OPEN SPACE §
I I ' 3 FILING NO. 2 N |
b R S tor 2 ! > 4 4
- L) | 0o ol eri0re ST 3
M 1< rs
L [ S EE OUTLOT ‘Af’ ¥
' u:;:'x't é" = (Outiot ‘A1’ includes entry ;n:cess N
' roods between Lots 1&2 o
Blocks 2 and 3. See G i
) Q\\tv -I tor 2 Nt;’lce s[? /Z’; fem:ingse enera
> | T
/ < \\ _________________ S |
{aa] WESTWOOOD DR i
S
on 1
g P —— - 1
AN B N
g ouT LOT A i l
COMMON OPEN SPACE i \
z N\
P N LOT 1, BLOCK S
FUTURE FILING THREE.
~ § .
§ |
WULT ] -PURPOSE EASEMENT

~ -

[mm TURN ARTIUND EASCMENT, 47°' RAD.

T0 BC EXTINGUISHED VITH TILING THRCE.

(PENDING)>
CIMARRON NORTH SUBDIVISION




T
|
1 ACCEPTED AS CONSTRUCTED
I
! TV DEVELOPVENT ENGINEER
I
. I
TN SUNSET VILLAGE - DATE
N (ATLANTIC FIDELITY INC. ) l AFT AFT
§,$ (2045-031-00-124) ! PATRICIA L. MORAN GEORGE R. JACHIM TV UMILITY ENGINEER
3N it : 2945-031-00-123 2945-031-00-138
&g . CATE
o4 QumoT a4 - PG WO 1 - t EXF
P} oy - : e
N - ey - .
" , P . ) 4 - o STORN_SEWER PROFLES i .
; | el ER ekl Y — — 1=
' [ ™6, iRE 4 o0a i - T o
L T r wr ; } A R B S T =
o ) ‘ . e ®ITK L [ BoH 5 , e T N
D p e s G gkt ‘l\ EE - | = -
L ey, | eroanrom, ) ) " 000! ey v ripmienyy w0
! . ) e et e a2 LouS o MoTTS
- I o8 R ¥ R ‘r i 2945-031-00- 141 ;' ¥ Bl o o " 300 1as k= Y el 7 =2l
: = ¥ - H R1A 0e00 0+20 0440 0480 0400 1400 1420 1440 1400
: ; ' -
A " = T 2\ iy v
i e : :
TN B v wos
i ¢ \ ] i " T T ]
. FF4509 3 505.7 ——=
/ : fr407 ilk SS ,‘; l[mmﬂ ; .:.----:",.aq-(Kf WA e
/ H [ : L SE A !B semmey |
o i ' l et - 1 : ‘ ROBERT G HUNT - o
) : .
E | . " i [ N 29452031-00~ 142 YT LT = o =y =g
17 . FFm4807.0, wr e l - , <
a .
! =t B s R1A , - '
RN ~ /i1 ! i ; -y . s : 4ses
) ! i ) : =
o g] i i H P fressoss . 0420 0440 0100 0s80 1400 1420 1440 1480
% i : {
Yo | ! -
) . . . ;
g & | ; FFa8606.1 . AR B e -~
* 8 s |11 PILING NO. 1t FILING NO. 2 -, : N ~
5 g} . { wr ] T N ~ : “ ' \\
& g [49) \/"DQ . QUTLOT 'Al* ~ MLING_NO. 2 ~
I | FILING No.1 o >
j & PO PEN SPACE' N .
I COMMON 0O AN RAIN, MMAR
I i |‘ i W T . BERNADINE R, WILSON N b AGE - SU; Y
= T [ j : : SR ¢ 2945-031-00-140 A PG NO. 1 AREA w410 ACRES
| ! Frogsos? | riLNG N, 2 N PROJECT AREA = 14.95 ACRES
{L | w2 E uounnm'\‘i*‘ R1A ¥ SN
H i / . 2 ~ PRE~OEVELOPMENT RUNOFF RATES:
! : N 2-YEAR NOSTORIC STORM Qs = 0.62 CFS
\\ 2-YEAR HISTORIC STORM: Qw, = 2.J3 CFS
N
N 100~YEAR HISTORIC STORM: Cpopey=2.08 CFS
100=-YEAR MISTORIC STORM: Qregy =7.70 CFS
omor ¢ - e w1
POST~DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF RATES:
2-TEAR DEVELOPED STORM: Qv = 154 CFS
N Z-YEAR OEVELOPED STORM: O = 483 CFS
TR 100~YEAR DEVELOPED STORM: Qpppn=5.03 CFS
‘.\__HLLOC‘ 3, 150 100~YEAR DEVELOPED STORM: Qipy =18.53 CFS
e FOR DETALS SEE THE DRAWAGE REPORT FOR
FF=46032™ “VALLEY MEADOWS EAST SUBDMSION”
ot

!
FF=4603.3

TELEPHONE: US wEd
IRRIGATION: GRAND
SANITARY SEWER:

o oY Deraiciay
o
e obe

BEY IRRIGATION COMPANY
OF GRAND JUNCTION

PIRE DEPARTMENT
i TYPES
. S g Lo
B i"l ]
I~ Y NCTON DY
o I z o 2 T ]
N I KAY SUBDIVISION ) Rt [\ v s one
® |
. § H i VALLEY MEADOWS EAST
' SUBDIVISION
; ! P rn
Y o PR-36 § | ROLLAND ENGINEERING
3 ! 403 Ridges lvd T e Srwat
CIMARRON NORTH SUBDIVISION - : B rnpa [T %_" - %:mr I“

A AT Ot e e .0 s e




'S'Umcfg%.)u:l: J PATRICIA L, MORAN
g;fs—odr ~00-124) 2945-031-00-123

GEORGE R. JACHIM
2945-031-00-138
TS

T Ty T T T T Ty 13T —

~
————

T
i 4 APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION
1
A o ' ' TV DEVETOPWENT ERORELR
! .
,
]
1

wr 7

DATE
! | Lor 2 | | BLOCK 2

LOUIS J. MOTTS

' 2945-031-00-141  ACCEPTED AS CONSTRUCTED

; ! RI1A TV DEVELOPRERT ENGINEER™

Lor o
| DATE

B L S R S S— N

A_l_._.zf.l._____‘_._“

\)
N T A gy T S e gy

.

CEEEEEERE
T
58

BLOCK 3 i

@
3
~

w0l s | 8LOCK 2
wr tii  (sws typical section this shest) !
wil of

! tor ¢ W ey ! wrs
! | VRS R , % |
/ AN TR T :
4 20 COMMON - OPEN SPACE .4 |
; (IRBIC :

F
-
]
t
|
3
®
g

LANDSCAPE LEGEND

L e e o o
- -

COTOmERS -4 a
o oowiw 2 obir G

s

2400

25 1,/2 ROAD

12" Wide Access Road
15" Wide Access Rood

Lor «
wor 3

CHAMA LANE

| & |
I L
B e s
OO SOy, o
OPEN SPACE ‘- 801toT 'ar

KAPOTA ST
e L e

ol

T il

o

NOT TO SCALE

K\ VALLEY MEADOWS SUBDIVISION

1A
’
v
=
A
k-
]

NOTES:
1. ALL OPEN SPACE/COMMON AREAS WALL HAVE
UNDERGROUND,/PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SYSTEMS.

2. OPEN SPACE ACCESS SIGNS WL BE A MAXIMUM -OF
6 SOUARE wmmogsormwooo

RV R

Wi

6 FEET. E WILL READ "ACCESS PATH
TO VALLEY MEADOWS EAST OPEN SPACE.

3. PICKET FENCE TO BE INSTALLED BY DEVELOPER
ALONG RIGHT-OF ~WAY BOUNDARY OF 25 1/2
ROAD.  FENCE TO BE SIMILAR IN APPEARANCE TO
FENCE ALONG WEST SIDE OF 25 1/2 ROAD THAT
BORDERS VALLEY MEADOWS FILING f 1.

R R Y

3
: H 8Lock 2
2 i : wor 2
3 L' oY & 120
. SCALE: 1° = 40*
2 | 1
. o
M F-3d] 1 T
3 = L nck
P 4y
E E R VALLEY MEADOWS EAST
SN SUBDIVISION
. I
;)_3 ,E E LAGECAPING PLAN POR OPEN SPACT
¥ la
"?‘ g é Rﬂ;l.";“g C'ﬁ“t'l‘lz'ﬁ
i Gron .uég?'ég oil!li’ el e | =
; <970) 243-83 o T, 4__1‘“ i

it




