FRUITA CITY COUNCIL
AUGUST 2, 2016
7:00 P.M.

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

AGENDA - ADOPT/AMEND
PROCLAMATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

This section is set aside for the City Council to LISTEN to comments by the public regarding
items that do not otherwise appear on this agenda. Generally, the City Council will not
discuss the issue and will not take an official action under this section of the agenda.
Please limit comments to a five-minute period.

CONSENT AGENDA

These are items where all conditions or requirements have been agreed to or met prior to the time they come before the
Councll for final action. A Single Public Hearing will be opened for all items on the Consent Agenda. These items will be
approved by a single motion of the Council. The Mayor will ask if there is anyone present who has objection to such
procedure as to certain items. Members of the Councll may also ask that an item be removed from the consent section
and fully discussed. All items not removed from the consent section will then be approved. A member of the Council may

vote no on specific items without asking that they be removed from the consent section for full discussion. Any item
that is removed from the consent agenda will be placed at the end of the regular agenda.

A. MINUTES — A request to approve the minutes from the July 19, 2016 City Council
meeting

B. LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL — A request to approve the renewal of a Tavern Liquor
License — Malt, Vinous and Spirituous for FATJAR Cannery & Brewhaus located at

152 5. Mesa

C. LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL — A request to approve the renewal of an Art Gallery
(Liquor) Permit for Lithic Bookstore & Gallery located at 138 S. Park Square #202

D. RESOLUTION 2016-26 — A request to approve a Resolution amending the 2016
Budget and appropriating additional funds from various sources for various purposes
— Special Events and Law Enforcement Training

E. Annual Review of Red Flag Policy (Identity Theft Prevention Program) adopted by
Resolution 2009-31

F. RESOLUTION 2016-29 — A request to approve a Resolution establishing regulations
for public use of Enoch’s Lake property

G. RESOLUTION 2016-30 — A request to approve a Resolution for the First Release of
the Subdivision Improvements Agreement (SIA) for Village at Country Creek
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7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
Public Hearings are the formal opportunity for the city councll to LISTEN to the public regarding the issue at hand. For land use hearings
and liquor license hearings; the Council is required to act in a quasi-judiclal capacity. When acting as a quasi-judicial body, the Council
Is acting in much the same capacity as a judge would act In a court of law, Under these circumstances, the judicial or quasi-judicial body
must imit its consideration to matters which are placed Into evidence and are part of the public record. The council must base thelr
declsion on the law and evidence presented at the hearing,

1)
2}
3)

4)

3)
&)

7)

8)
9

A.

Applicant Presentation {15 minutes max) The petitioner Is asked to present the proposal. Prasentations should be brief and
to the point and cover all of the main points of the project.

Staff presentation {15 minutes max) Staff will present the comments and reports received from review agencles, and offer a
recommendation.

Public Input {limit of 5 minutes per person. If two people in the audience are willing to cede their time to the speaker, that
speaker may receive a total of 10 minutes, raferred to as banking time}. Pecple speaking should step up to the microphone
and state their name and address. Specakers should be to the point and try not fo repeat the polnts others have made.
Applicant Rebuttal {limited te 5 minutes) The Mayor will ask for the applicant’s rebuttal.  During this brief time, the
applicant should answer the quastions raised by the public.

The hearing is then closed to public comments.

Questions from the Council. After a Councli member Is recognized by the Mayor, they may ask questions of the staff, the
applicant, or the public.

Make o motion. A member of the City Council will moke a motlon on the issue.

Discussion on the motion. The City Council may discuss the motion,

Vote. The City Council will then vote on the motion.

Community Development Director Dahna Raugh

1)  ASPEN VILLAGE ANNEXATION

a.  Preliminary Plan — A request to approve the Preliminary Plan for Aspen
Yillage Subdivision

b. RESOLUTION 2016-27 — A request to approve a Resolution Finding 6.73
acres of property located at 1062 18 Road eligible for annexation and

initiating annexation procedures

2) ADOBE VIEW NORTH ANNEXATION

a. Preliminary Plan — A request to approve the Preliminary Plan for Adobe
View North Subdivision

b. RESOLUTION 2016-28 — A request to approve a Resolution Finding 8.03
acres of property located at 965 18 Rd. eligible for annexation and
initiating annexation procedures

3) ORDINANCE 2016-09 - Second Reading — A request to approve an

Ordinance amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Fruita by rezoning
approximately 0.65 acres of property located at 433 and 503 E. Aspen
Avenue from Community Residential to Planned Unit Development (Sacred
Heart Church Rezone)

8. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

9. COUNCIL REPORTS AND ACTIONS

10. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

11. ADJOURN
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FRUITA CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 19, 2016

1. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

A moment of silence was observed in lieu of the Invocation and the Pledge of Allegiance was
recited.

2. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

Council members present were Bruce Bonar, Dave Karisny, Kyle Harvey, Ken Kreie, and Joel
Kincaid. Councilor Lou Brackett was excused absent. Mayor Buck called the meeting to order at

7:01 p.m.
3. AGENDA - ADOPT/AMEND

Mayor Buck asked if there were any corrections or additions to the agenda. There were none.

¢ COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED TO APPROVE THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED.
COUNCILOR KARISNY SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION PASSED
WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

4. PROCLAMATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

A. PRESENTATION - AN UPDATE FROM THE MUSEUM OF WESTERN
COLORADO

The Museum of Western Colorado’s (MWC’s) Executive Director, Peter Booth, gave a mid-year
report on the MWC’s Dinosaur Journey. Highlights included:

e The MWC was proud to receive from the Daily Sentinel the “Best of the West’s Best Family
Museum and Attraction” in 2016

¢ Continuing expansion of partnerships with the City of Fruita, Colorado Mesa University,
BLM, Colorado Canyons Association, the Visitor’s Convention Bureau, School District 51,
Colorado Parks and Wildlife, and corporate sponsors such as Family Health West, Alpine
Bank, US Bank, Enstrom’s and more

e Professional staff at Dinosaur Journey led by Dr. Julia McHugh

Dr. McHugh presented the many programs and projects happening at the MWC,

She stated that the MWC has been moving forward on the partnership with folks in Colorado and
Utah to revitalize the Dinosaur Diamond National Scenic Byway that runs straight through Fruita.
Dr. McHugh is serving on the temporary board for the Scenic Byway as well as acting as the
Colorado Co-Chair for the board. The board is working on a new quarter management plan for the
Byway as well as trying to get some money to reprint the brochures, which are currently all gone.
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Dr. McHugh continued that the board is trying to get things kicked off such as get the website up
and running before they start doing new things like apps and other cool things to bring the Dinosaur
Diamond Scenic Byway back up into modern standards.

The MWC has also been very active in the Fruita Southside Focus Group (Southside Marketplace).
This is the third year that they have helped put on the July 3" Family Fun Fair. Dr. McHugh said it
was a great event, although there was a little lighter participation than was anticipated.

Dr. McHugh stated that the MWC is moving forward with a small capital renovation at Dinosaur
Journey. The collection space (where fossil specimens are housed) is being expanded largely
thanks to a $50,000 grant the MWC received from the BLM. The MWC is also using some of the
money from the lease reduction with the City of Fruita to help finish the project. Dr. McHugh
stated that it is anticipated that the project will be finished by mid-August. Shelving and equipment
will then be moved in before the fossils can be relocated in the collection space.

Dr. McHuges continued that there is about 300 square feet of collection space that will be added to
the building, which is just shy of a 30% increase in collection space. She said it doesn’t quite get
the MWC where they need to be, but it will still be a great stepping stone until they can get a much
bigger space.

Dr. McHugh said that the Summer T-Rex Exhibit at Dinosaur Journey will run through September
18" The Dinosaur Graveyard exhibit will come back for the winter and next May, the summer
exhibit for 2017 will be a traveling exhibit from the Smithsonian Institution called “Titanoboa” (the

monster snake).

Dr. McHugh said there are a lot of other things going on for the MWC, They have had visiting
researchers during the summer from all over the United States and the UK, distinguished speakers
giving free public lectures at Dinosaur Journey including Martin Lockley (adjunct curator and
world-renowned paleontologist and an expert in dinosaur tracks) and Dr. Chris Brochu from the
University of Iowa, who kicked off the summer exhibit with a lecture on the tyrannosaurus “Sue.”
The MWC also has CMU summer students working in the lab, as well as in quarries and digs and
going on trips. Dr. McHugh said that dig season has been really great this year because there
haven’t been a lot of rainouts. They have found bird brain ribs and part of a shoulder, as well as a
femur and some wrist bones of an allosaurus (resident meat-eater of the Jurassic period).

Dr. McHugh continued that the MWC’s education specialist, Rob Gay, has been working really
hard on the museum’s education program. He has been creating self-guided tours for Dinosaur
Journey as well as creating education kits, which are focused on active learning and science. The
kits get kids to start critically thinking and using scientific reasoning with fossil records to fulfill

their science requirements.

Dr.McHugh reported that they had a great turnout at Dinosaur Day in June. 1,500 people were
estimated to have attended.

Dr. McHugh stated that she was part of a paleontology science panel at Denver Comic Con
featuring “The Science behind Science Fiction: How Science and Paleontology has Progressed
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Since Jurassic Park.” The room was filled with 300 people and the conventioneers told Dr.
McHugh that they had to turn away another 50 to 100 people from the door. Dr. McHugh said they
will attend Denver Comic Con again next year.

Dr. McHugh said that the MWC got a lot of great press this summer. They are filming for Rocky
Mountain PBS on “Our Colorado Experience” series and she said she would let City Manager Mike
Bennett know when it would air. There was also an article that came out in June in Smithsonian
Magazine by Brian Switek, who is a freelance science journalist that wrote a nice article about why
the Fruita Paleo Area is important for paleontology.

On August 27, 2016 the MWC will be hosting their ﬁ.lndra;lsmg gala, the “Feast of Skulls.” Tickets
are available online or at the MWC. On September 23" as part of the Fruita Fall Festival, the
MWC will have the “Old Fossil Golf Classic.” On October 10" through the 15®, the MWC is
partnering with the Math and Science Center for Earth Science Week. They will have events all
week and will be trying to bring in more partners such as the Colorado National Monument and
CMU in to beef up the programming, Wednesday during that week is National Fossil Day and
MWC and St. Mary’s Hospital will be holding a blood drive at Dinosaur Journey, as well as some

other things.

“Monster Mash” will be held On October 31* at Dinosaur Journey. The final event for the year at
Dinosaur Journey will be “Breakfast with Santa,” which will be held on December 3, The MWC
is working with the Fruita south side to do a “chocolate walk™ after “Breakfast with Santa,” which

will be similar to Trick or Treat Street.

Dr. McHugh added that the MWC is moving forward event wise and is on the path to do some great
things. She thanked the City of Fruita for being partners with the MWC.

Mr. Booth noted that the following week, the MWC would be coming to the Fruita Council
workshop session to talk about potential future growth. He also introduced the President of the
MWC Board, Katherine Robinson.

Ms. Robinson thanked the City Council for the support that the MWC gets from the City of Fruita
over and over again. She added that Councilor Kincaid has been a great addition to the board.

Councilor Kincaid noted that on Thursday, July 21%, the Chamber’s Business After Hours would be
held at Dinosaur Journey from 5:30 to 7:30.

5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Mr. David Hawks stated that he is a rancher and landowner on Pinyon Mesa. His property is
between Enoch’s Lake on the upper side and the lower side. He said that he had a map from 1910
that showed “Enoch’s Lake Resort” with five lovely resort cabins that go up Glade Canyon. He
said it probably was a lovely resort in its day, but that day is gone. Mr. Hawks said that over the
last 100 years, Enoch’s Lake has spiraled into an absolute disaster.
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Mr. Hawks said he believes the Council is aware of the concerns that the landowners in the area
have, as well as the concerns of visitors to the lake itself. He said due to lack of enforcement of the
rules, the rules are being violated, so the landowners have had to become the enforcers, which is not

a good thing.

Mr. Hawks continued that the things that have dramatically changed over the last five years are the
encroachment on Enoch’s Lake and the capacity exceeding past anything that is comfortable.
Roads are being cut in where roads should not exist and campsites are being made that are not
established campsites. Mr. Hawks said this causes serious problems with fires and that he
personally put out three fires in the campground during the no-burn drought a few years ago.

Mr. Hawks said that as the campgrounds expand, campers are staying there longer. He noted that
the bus that was in the Daily Sentinel article remains; it’s almost two months that it has been there.
He said the City of Fruita is providing free trash service for him and he takes up three campground
spaces. Mr, Hawks said he sees families come up that are so excited to do some fishing, but they
leave disappointed because they either don’t want to park next to the bus or because they cannot

find a space.

Mr. Hawks continued that he has seen dogs harassing livestock, people having sex out in the open,
people doing drugs and just violation after violation and that the sign with the rules is of no use
because there is no enforcement. He said that when the campground fills up to capacity, which it
often does, then the situation spills over into the landowners’ backyards.

Mr. Hawks said the no-firearms or no-shooting policy is certainly not enforced and when he and
others have approached trespassers on their property, most of them are carrying guns. He said he
has had break-ins at his cabins and a Kawasaki Mule stolen.

Mr. Hawks said he recently had a trespasser about a week and a half prior that said that Enoch’s
Lake was full, so he was just trying to find whatever sites were accessible for use.

Another incident involved two sheriff’s vehicles that came to investigate something and another car
was coming down the road, but once they saw the sheriff’s vehicles, the car made a u-turn and

immediately went back out.

Mr. Hawks said that Enoch’s Lake is a great place with great potential, but the way it is right now, it
is absolutely out of control and the people who frequent the area know that, so they are becoming
more and more inclined to disregard the rules of the campground.

Mr. Hawks said that the landowners are struggling with ways to fix the situation without
endangering themselves and their families. He said the City Council really should consider the

potential liability.

Mr. Hawks stated that on the previous Thursday, he was coming down from the higher country past
Enoch’s Lake and as he went past, there was a woman with two small kids who had driven her car
down into one of the unauthorized campgrounds, but she couldn’t get the car back out due to the
steepness and the sand. Mr. Hawks said he spent the next hour and a half getting her out of that
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situation and that during that time, the woman’s eight-year old boy had decided on his own that he
was going to hike out to get some help. He said the boy was almost two miles down the road by the
time they got the car out, which was very dangerous and a disaster waiting to happen.

Mr. Hawks said these are not isolated incidents; these things happen on a regular basis. Mr. Hawks
said the landowners do their best to keep things under control (to a reasonable extent), but it is too
much for them to handle and it takes the Sheriff’s Department an hour and a half at best to respond,
although they are good to do that.

Mr. Hawks said that Enoch’s Lake is a great place but wondered if it was worth it, because
something catastrophic would likely happen if nothing is done.

Mr. Hawks said there was another guy three years ago that spent all winter at Enoch’s Lake and he
left a mess all the way from the lake to Windy Point.

Mr. Hawks said it was the landowners’ intent to make the Council aware of what is going on as best
they can.

Mayor Buck said that the issue was something that was brought to the Council’s attention as of late,

Jake Aubert, 715 Estates Blvd., Grand Junction, said he wanted to point out a few other things
regarding Enoch’s Lake, He trails a lot of livestock past Enoch’s Lake and the main concemn for
him and the ranch is safety. Mr. Aubert stated that about 15 to 18 years ago, the City of Fruita put a
fence in around Enoch’s Lake and it was a great fence, but they knew it wouldn’t ever be
maintained. He continued that currently, there are broken, bent-over steel posts and barbed wire
that is stretched out through the trees and even onto the road, so every time they move livestock
back and forth, it is a hazard. Mr. Aubert noted that on two different occasions, he had a horse get
tied up in the barbed wire. He commented that “good fences make good neighbors,” but the City of
Fruita is not being a very good neighbor in that aspect.

Mr. Aubert continued that he and his father rescued a lady that was so disturbed by what was going
on at Enoch’s Lake that she decided to walk out the 20 miles with her child. She was very upset
about the chaos, so Mr. Aubert gave her a ride to town.

Mr. Aubert brought up another instance. He said knows of a wonderful family that recently moved
to Fruita with five kids and they went to Enoch’s Lake this summer, but it was so chaotic that went
they got there to do some fishing, they left in under one half an hour because it was such a cesspool.

Mr. Aubert said he would echo what Mr. Hawks said about Enoch’s Lake being a beautiful place,
but there are standards that everybody has to live by in campgrounds all over Colorado and Enoch’s
Lake does not even come close to approaching those standards on any level. He added that the most
unfortunate part of it is that there are a few people that are taking the liberties to do whatever they
want while the majority of the people play by the rules, so there’s a minority that is not allowing an
enjoyable experience to happen.
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Stan Mubhr, stated that he is Fruita’s neighbor on the west side up the hill and he thinks that the City
had good intentions with having a place for families to go camping, but it is not that anymore. He
said that campers go hiking on his property and he is losing personal belongings, they leave trash
everywhere and use the ground as a latrine and it is just not working. He also said there are many
fireworks and fires and if a fire ever gets started up the hill, it’s just not going to stop.

Rod Tower stated that he owns property that lies east of Enoch’s Lake and he sent a letter to the
City Council and Mayor that included other letters that were written 20 years ago that basically
stated the same thing that is happening now. He continued that during that period of time, there’s
been a minimum of four break-ins of the cabins that are over .5 miles away. These have been
substantiated by Sheriff’s reports that were made at the time the burglaries occurred. Stolen items
included two generators, a brand new steel spin saw, a .22 rifle, a brand new posthole auger and
food. Damage was also done to the doors. The Sheriff’s Office told Mr. Tower that unless he had

more information, there wasn’t anything they could do about it.

Mr. Tower continued that within the last three weeks, there have been five people at once fishing on
his property at his lake and someone set up a tent there and had a fire. He said he didn’t want to
face five people that look like they belong in jail because they would likely retaliate and he couldn’t
be on his property to guard it at ail times. Mr. Tower said it was his opinion that the area has
changed very little in 20 years because there are the letters from 20 years ago regarding the same
problem, although now it is slightly worse.

Bill Patterson stated that for about 20 years, he owned the mile just across the county road from
Enoch’s Lake and he could verify that the people who had spoken to the Council about the
problems there are accurate. He said the City of Fruita has been extremely lucky that there hasn’t
been some kind of a violent incident up there where people were killed.

Ron Tipping said that basically, Enoch’s Lake is out of control and something needs to be done. He
said he thinks somebody needs to be up there on a constant basis. He said that there are a lot of
people that go to the lake that abide by the rules, but it is dangerous for them due to the firearms and

fireworks.

Mr. Tipping said that when the camping was first initiated at Enoch’s Lake, there was discussion
about having no overnight camping, but so many people go up there that they are camping all over,
even on private property. He added that the fencing around the lake is not adequate to keep people
in the campground area and that the fence really needs to be fixed,

6. CONSENT AGENDA

A. MINUTES - A REQUEST TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE JUNE 21,
2016 CITY COUNCIL MEETING

B. MINUTES — A REQUEST TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE JULY §,
2016 CITY COUNCIL MEETING
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C. NEW LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION - A REQEUST TO APPROVE AN
APPLICATION FOR A BEER AND WINE LIQUOR LICENSE FOR
BESTSLOPE COFFEE COMPANY, LLC LOCATED AT 129 N. PEACH
STREET

D. ORDINANCE 2016-10 — FIRST READING - AN INTRODUCTION OF AN
ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 17.41.040(X), TEMPORARY OFF-
PREMISE SIGNS, OF THE FRUITA LAND USE CODE FOR PUBLICATION
OF PUBLIC HEARING ON AUGUST 16, 2016

E. RESOLUTION 2016-25 - A REQUEST TO APPROVE A RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING A CDOT TAP GRANT APPLICATION FOR THE KOKOPELLI

TRAIL

F. JUNE 2016 FINANCIAL REPORTS - A REQUEST TO APPROVE THE JUNE
2016 FINANCIAL REPORTS

Mayor Buck opened the public hearing on the Consent Agenda. Hearing no comments from the
public, she referred back to the City Council.

e COUNCILOR KINCAID MOVED TO APPROVE THE CONSENT AGENDA AS
PRESENTED. COUNCILOR BONAR SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION
PASSED WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
There were no public hearing items on the agenda.
8. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

A. CITY ENGINEER SAM ATKINS

1) RESOLUTION 2016-24 — A REQUEST TO APPROVE A RESOLUTION
TRANSFERRING FUNDS FROM THE GENERAL FUND
CONTINGENCY ACCOUNT TO THE PUBLIC WORKS MOUNTAIN
WATER PROGRAM TO CONDUCT AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DAM
AT RESERVOIR #2

Mayor Buck pointed out for the audience that the City Engineer would be presenting a Resolution
regarding potentially conducting an assessment of the dam at Reservoir #2 and then the Council
would be moving on to the discussion regarding Enoch’s Lake. She noted that the Enoch’s Lake
discussion was not a public hearing, so audience members could stay and listen if they like, but that
the Council would not be taking public comment.

City Engineer Sam Atkins gave a history of Reservoir #2, which was originally build in 1935 and
was a 20-foot high earth filled dam. In 1959, the reservoir was enlarged by building on top of the
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existing dam and adding another 20 feet. This increased the reservoir to a capacity of 168 acre feet
of water storage.

This spring, Public Works staff noticed a crack in the face of the dam that is 60 to 70 feet long
about 2/3 of the way up the backside face. Staff immediately notified the Dam Safety Engineer at
the State Engineer’s Office, who inspected the dam and made some recommendations. The
recommendations were:

Conduct a geotechnical evaluation of the dam
Safe reservoir storage levels need to be determined
Produce breach analysis/inundation mapping to prevent a catastrophic failure (1989 was the
last time this analysis was completed)
e Prepare a report and repair recommendation
¢ Complete evaluation by the end of 2016

Staff subsequently sent out a Request for Proposals (RFPs) for consultants to perform the scope of
work recommended by the state’s dam inspector. RFP evaluation criteria is as follows:

Past experience and expertise on similar projects
Project team & availability/workload
Recommendations & references

Proposed fees

Mr. Atkins stated that the City has already gone through the RFP process. Ten (10) responses were
received. There were several highly qualified consultants that submitted proposals with costs
ranging from $43,000 to $104,500. Staff determined that the highest rated firm based on staff’s
evaluation is RJH Consultants, Inc.,, a firm who works on reservoir/water resource projects
exclusively and had a very competitive fee of $45,300. Mr. Atkins said that RTH was by far higher
rated than everyone else, primarily due to their amount of experience and their proposed fees, so
staff is recommending that this consultant be brought on board.

Mr. Atkins said that staff is not just jumping into the process and moving forward. As such, they
developed four options for the Council to consider.

Option 1(a) is to move forward with a performance study at a cost of approximately $50,000
(rounded up for simplicity’s sake) to establish a safe storage level. If the City does nothing beyond
this, the dam safety engineer will require the City to partially breach the dam to the safe storage
level, which staff estimates the cost to be at $100,000. This will likely have to happen within the
next two to three years; the study would be completed in 2016 and the partial breach of the dam
would need to occur in 2017-2018 for a total cost of $150,000. If the City does not do anything
beyond this as far as whatever the recommended repairs are (determined by the performance study),
M. Atkins said that the City will ultimately lose its storage right in the year 2030. He added that he
is confident that the performance study will show that repairs will have to be made.

Option 1(b) is essentially the same as Option 1(b), except that at some point down the line, the City
would decide to make the repairs. At this point, staff has no idea what those repairs might be; that
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will only be known after the performance study. Staff estimates, however, that the repairs to be
anything simple from a toe burn on the backside of the dam that might cost $250,000 to near full
reconstruction, which could be $1 to $2 million.

Mr. Atkins stated that these repairs would likely have to be made sometime prior to the 2030
deadline, which is when the City will lose its storage right. This option (1(b)) would provide the
City with partial storage in the meantime and full storage ultimately when the repairs have been

made.

Option 2 is to perform the study and get all necessary repairs done now in order to have full storage
at the dam. There would be no partial breach at the cost of $100,000, but the repairs are estimated

at anywhere from $300,000 to $2.1million.

Option 3 would be to do nothing, including the performance study. If this route is taken, the dam
safety engineer will tell the City of Fruita that it has no storage or storage rights and the reservoir
will have to be drained and a full breach would have to be completed. The cost of this option would
be around $150,000 to do the full breach of the dam.

Mr. Atkins® presentation included a pictorial view of what the breach might look like. The City
would like have to armor the downstream channel.

Mr. Atkins reviewed a summary of all the options and stated that it was staff’s recommendation to
do Option 1(a) and adopt Resolution 2016-14 — Amending the 2016 Budget and transferring
$46,000 from the General Fund Contingency Account to the Public Works Department Mountain
Water Program to conduct an assessment of the dam at Reservoir #2.  He noted this option gives
the City the flexibility of doing all of the other options with the exception of Option 3, which is to
do nothing. The City would not be committing to building or breaching anything at this point; all it
is committing to is spending the money to evaluate the dam.

¢ COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2016-14 - AMENDING
THE 2016 BUDGET AND TRANSFERRING $46,000 FROM THE GENERAL FUND
CONTINGENCY ACCOUNT TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
MOUNTAIN WATER PROGRAM TO CONDUCT AN ASSESSMENT OF THE
DAM AT RESERVOIR #2. COUNCILOR HARVEY SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION PASSED WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

Mr. Ron Tipping asked if he could comment on Reservoir #2. He stated that he has agreements
with the City of Fruita and the reservoir is a key factor because he has property downstream and

therefore needs to be kept apprised of what is happening.

Mr. Tipping also asked if the City had written rules and regulations for people who go to Enoch’s
Lake.

Chief Macy responded that the rules for Enoch’s Lake are posted on signage at the lake.
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Mayor Buck noted that the public participation section of the agenda was over and the Council
would not be accepting further public comments.

B. POLICE CHIEF JUDY MACY AND CITY MANAGER MIKE BENNETT
1) UPDATE REGARDING ENOCH’S LAKE

Fruita Police Chief Judy Macy showed the Council a few pictures of Enoch’s Lake. She gave them
an update on law enforcement’s concerns regarding the area and the things that they have been
aware of for a couple of years. Chief Macy said that the concerns were primarily from the Mesa
County Sheriff’s Office and some of the federal employees that go to Enoch’s Lake to assist Mesa

County.

Chief Macy continued that law enforcement has received a lot of specific complaints recently and
noted that the Council had a copy of her report in the Council packets.

Chief Macy noted that the calls she researched from Mesa County are calls that go specifically to
Enoch’s Lake and not any of the surrounding residences. She said that the primary issue that Mesa
County has relayed to her is that there is unlimited camping, it is unsupervised and there are no
restrictions for them to enforce. For example, there is a rule that says dogs must be kept on a leash,
but when people go up to Enoch’s Lake, there is no cell phone service, so Mesa County cannot
respond for hours and even sometimes days later. By then, the problem is gone or there is no way
for Mesa County to effectively investigate it.

Chief Macy stated on June 19, 2016, the Fruita Police Department got an e-mail from a citizen
saying that they had been up to Enoch’s Lake and had attempted to camp there, but there were a
group of six people living in a hollowed out bus and they were fighting. The citizen saw makeshift
weapons and therefore did not feel safe, so they left and called the Mesa County Sheriff’s Office the
next day. The Sheriff’s Office then went up to the lake to investigate and the people in the bus said
that nothing had happened and nobody had any weapons.

Chief Macy stated that on June 22, 2016, the Sheriff’s Office called and said that they were
responding to a call at Enoch’s Lake and asked if the City of Fruita had any Ordinances or anything
that could be enforced in the area, but the Fruita PD had to tell them no because the only rules are
those that are posted on the sign at the lake.

Chief Macy said she then went through the calls for service and on June 9, 2016, there was a
reporting party that said that about seven people came to their campground and wouldn’t leave.
They reported that these people were drinking and although they didn’t have any weapons, they
backed up their vehicle and trapped the reporting party’s vehicle in the camping area.

Chief Macy said there have also been calls of shots fired and a “gun war” on July 3" where two
campsites had a contest to see who could shoot the most rounds. A deputy and BLM representative
responded and spoke to the subjects the next day, who said that this didn’t happen. Chief Macy
reiterated that it is difficult to prove what happened and to charge somebody when the report
doesn’t come in until the next day because there is no cell phone service in the area.
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Chief Macy said there was a call for a welfare check where a person believed an assault occurred.
Again, deputies responded, but the subject said that the argument was verbal.

Chief Macy said she wasn’t going to go through the entire list of calls for service because they were
all included in the Council packet for the Council to see. She said that Enoch’s Lake has turned into
a lawless area. People know that there is no cell service and that there is a long response time, so
they have the attitude that they can do whatever they want to up there.

Chief Macy said that Mr. Hawks told her that he and the other property owners feel that they have
lost their culture and lifestyle and that it’s being exploited. She said she agreed that this is the case
and again, it is because there is no way to respond quickly, there are no restrictions on the camping,
and there is no cell phone service.

On June 30, 2016, Chief Macy sent PD officers to Enoch’s Lake to check it out. They spoke with a
man who lives in the bus and calls himself “Captain,” and he said that he had been there for three
weeks, which wasn’t true, he had been there longer. He also said he was going to leave that
Saturday, July 2™, but he is still there. Chief Macy said there really is no way for law enforcement
to make him leave because there is nothing posted that says that a person can’t stay there all

summer,

The Fruita officers also said that there was another group living in a campground with six or seven
tents on one site. The one gentleman that was there with all the tents said that the group came up
earlier, left and then decided to come back. The officers believe that they are actually living up

there.

The Fruita officers said that the campground was clean and the trash was picked up, but that was
because the City’s Public Works crew had just left.

Chief Macy stated that in summary, law enforcement believes that the property should be protected
and maintained. She added that she thinks the intent of the City to provide camping is honorable,
but the end result has turned into a very troubled area and it now has that reputation. She
recommended to the City Manager that at a minimum, the City convert to day-use only of the
campgrounds. This would at least give the Sheriff’s Office some “teeth” when they go up there
because if specific hours are posted such as sunup to sunset or 6:00 am to 9:00 pm, they could at
least kick people out if they were camping outside the designated hours.-

Chief Macy said she also recommended that the campgrounds be gated and fenced off and the fire
pits removed because this would help discourage the camping. She added that no matter what the
City does, there is going to be little bit of a battle because there is a culture up there and Enoch’s
Lake has a reputation of being a place where people can go up and do whatever they want.

Councilor Karisny said that he lives by Snooks Bottom, which is gated. He said occasionally, when
City employees come to close the gate, people are still in the area. He asked how staff would get
the people out when it was time to close the gate at Enoch’s Lake.
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Chief Macy said she didn’t know that it would work necessarily, but that if the City starts to gate
the lake, then it will start sending a message and it will at least discourage overnight camping in the
future. She added that even if it is gated, people could drive around it, but at least it would give the
Sheriff’s Office some “teeth” and that it wouldn’t always keep everyone out, but it will discourage
some. Chief Macy said it will be a matter of educating the public for awhile.

Mayor Buck asked Chief Macy if she was suggesting that staff would have to open and close the
gate every day. City Manager Mike Bennett said no.

Mayor Buck said she believes that the Council agrees that the camping at Enoch’s Lake needs to go
to day use only very soon, but asked who initially would be going in to kick people out once the

signs are posted.

Chief Macy responded that it would be the Sheriff’'s Office, but that the Fruita Police Department
would go up and assist them.

Mr. Bennett said that he wanted to reiterate that the City of Fruita is not responding to the media;
the media contacted the City after staff received the initial complaints. He noted that staff gave the
City Council an update on the third Tuesday of June (Council workshop session) and the media was
there, so staff followed up with the media to give them information, which led them to go up to

Enoch’s Lake to do an interview,

Mr. Bennett continued that as soon as staff started receiving complaints, he expressed to Council
that the City would have to start taking steps towards putting in restrictions at Enoch’s Lake. Since
that time, Mr. Bennett said he asked Chief Macy to work with the Sheriff’s Office to put together
the report of calls for service that she had just reviewed with the Council.

Mr. Bennett said that staff has received complaints that Enoch’s Lake is trashed on a regular basis
and that these reports have usually been received on a Wednesday after the Public Works
Department had just been there the previous Monday to clean up the area up and restock it, so this is
occurring within 24 or 48 hours of City staff being there and it already takes quite a bit of resources
to go up there and back to maintain the campsites.

Mr. Bennett said that a lot of what was learned was that the timing issues for calls for service to the
Sheriff’s Office don’t result in anyone being cited because it is too late; they are unable to prove
what was called in. The Sheriff’s Office expressed to City staff that the overnight camping is
probably the biggest thing that leads to a number of the issues.

Staff’s first thought was to potentially limit the amount of days for camping, but as they talked to
the Sheriff’s Office about that, there would be no way to enforce it because people could be
dishonest about how long they have been there. Mr. Bennett noted that this is not a campground
that generates funds to pay for a camp host and many people would not want that position because
of the lack of cell phone service.

This led to the idea of having day-use only camping and have it posted. Staff would replace the
current sign with a new sign that states the effective day for day-use only camping along with all of
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the other rules that are currently on the sign, such as no firearms and would have police officers and
most likely a Sheriff’s Deputy go with them to post the new sign and make the people camping
there aware of the new rule.

Mr. Bennett said Fruita has the responsibility as a city and as property owners to take measures to
deal with the issues that are currently happening at Enoch’s Lake. He explained that he talked with
City Attorney Ed Sands and an Ordinance is not applicable for Enoch’s Lake because although it is
city-owned property, it is not located within city limits. Mr. Bennett added that it does not take any
formal action to take steps to place restrictions at the lake; staff can do that, but it was placed on the
agenda to give the Council an update on what staff is planning to do to make sure that there is no
concern on the part of the Council before the steps are taken. He added that if the Council did have
concerns, staff would like to know about them and adjustments could be made if necessary.

Mr. Bennett mentioned that the Council has already decided that the Fruita mountain water
properties and water rights are going to be a major topic of discussion during the budget process,
but staff wanted to move as soon as possible to change the camping to day-use only and remove the
fire pits. He suggested that if the Council was comfortable with this, then staff could follow up with
a Consent Agenda item on August 2™ with a Resolution from the Council, which would be a good
way to have something in writing aside from just having the posted sign at the lake. The sign would
not have an end date, but staff feels that the sign should be up for at least the rest of this year and
then decisions could be made later about how to proceed beginning in 2017 and going forward.

Mr. Bennett added that notice would also be made on the City’s website and would talk with the
Daily Sentinel about doing a follow up article on what’s happening.

Councilor Bonar asked if any of the restrictions that would be placed on the sign would be from the
City of Fruita as a property owner since the City could not pass an Ordinance for something that’s
not within the city. Mr. Bennett confirmed that this was correct.

Councilor Bonar asked if there were any legal requirements about how restrictions are placed on a
property. Mr. Bennett responded that there are not; the restrictions can be done with the posting of
a sign or staff could write a policy, but he felt the best way was to post the sign and follow up with a

Resolution.

Councilor Bonar said that he used to camp at Enoch’s Lake a lot - mostly during the week, so he
didn’t see the weekend onslaught; he saw that it was a really nice place and has very good
memories of that and knows how it could be. He continued that having walked the area, any
barriers, barricades or any other restrictions to access that the City could put up will be thwarted;
there’s no way to physically prevent access to a place people want to go.

Councilor Bonar said he thought it makes a lot of sense to put up hours that say when Enoch’s Lake
is open and when it is closed because then the Sheriff can go in at 7:15 and if the sign says it closes
at 7:00 and someone is there, the Sheriff has the ability to send that person out. He said it seems the
most practical way to deal with the current problem is to implement the day-use only with restricted

hours.
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Councilor Bonar continued that he thought taking the fire pits out was not a good idea because
leaving the fire pits there would at least encourage people to have a fire there and not somewhere
else where having a fire would be unsafe. He said having done a lot of camping in his lifetime,
there seems to be a fundamental human urge to build a new fire pit next to one that’s already there
because people want to build their own. Councilor Bonar said that removing the fire pits may

actually be counterproductive.

Chief Macy asked if Councilor Bonar thought that people would be using fire pits for day-use only
picnicking. Mayor Buck and Councilor Bonar said yes because people barbeque in the early
evening. Councilor Kreie asked, “even if the City prohibited fires?” Councilor Bonar said that the
City could prohibit fires, but that doesn’t mean that people would follow those rules any more than
any of the other ones. Mayor Buck said it would be a matter of enforcement to prohibit fires at

Enoch’s.

Councilor Bonar said he would like to see whatever is put into place be effective through the end of
this year and then have the Council renew it during the winter rather than having it open-ended. He
added that he thought Council should make a motion that instructs staff to begin preparations to do
this rather than having staff do it without specific direction.

Councilor Bonar said he was concerned about the unintended consequences on all of the neighbors
who are currently dealing with the overflow traffic because once Enoch’s Lake is closed for
camping, people might try to camp on the private property of the landowners. He asked if there was
some way to address this concern because he was sure that it would be an issue.

Mr. Bennett stated that this was a good point, although there is a lot of forest service camping that is
available in the area.

Councilor Bonar suggested that the City post a map next to the rules sign that shows where private
property (no camping) is located and where the forest service (camping permitted) is located so that
people will at least have some information about where they can camp.

Chief Macy said she didn’t think the problem is legitimate campers; the problem is the people who
are looking for a place to live or want to party for the weekend. She added that she wouldn’t want
to send these people to forest service land or up to Mud Springs or anything like that. Chief Macy
said she thought people who are legitimate campers already know where they can and can’t camp.

Councilor Bonar said he didn’t disagree with Chief Macy, but he thought that the main purpose of
the map was to show people where the private properties were located so they don’t camp there. He
said it is not readily apparent which areas are public and which are private. Councilor Bonar said it
would be nice to know that the City had done its best to inform people that they can’t go on private
property and that this wasn’t really directed at the people who are legitimate campers.

An unidentified audience member asked if the City can’t manage the situation, why was Enoch’s
Lake open? He said it wasn’t open when he was a child.
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Mayor Buck said she thinks the City can manage it, it’s just that the City has done a poor job of
doing it in the past, so from here on out, she was hoping people would see a much better presence.
She reiterated that the Council does not take public comment at all during the Administrative

Section of the agenda.

Councilor Kincaid asked what kind of insurance coverage the City of Fruita has for Enoch’s Lake.
He said he doesn’t understand how that process works because there still would be usage on the
property but the City has no control of what people are doing. He said in some ways, he thought it
might be better just to shut down Enoch’s Lake altogether until the end of the year when the City
could make some effective decisions after doing more research.

Mayor Buck said that even if the City shut Enoch’s Lake down, there would still be issues. She said
no matter whatever change the City makes, there are going to be issues.

Councilor Kincaid said that he thought that a “closed until further notice — no trespassing” sign
would be a stronger message to people than posting open hours because people would still be

camping overnight regardless.

Councilor Kincaid also said that he felt that fires should be banned at Enoch’s Lake; this should be
posted on the signage and the fire pits should be removed because it would be one less thing the
City would have to worry about managing or overseeing.

Mayor Buck said she hates the idea that in every facet of society, a handful of people screw up
everything for everybody else. She said she doesn’t want to shut down Enoch’s Lake because of
some unruly people up there right now; she would prefer the option of stopping the camping
indefinitely, having restrictive hours, no fires, and no firearms. She continued that it is a very
beautiful place and people just drive up there for the day to enjoy it and she hates to take that away
and spoil it for the people who generally do use it.

Councilor Karisny said he thought that taking out the fire pits sends the message that the City was
not allowing any overnight camping. He said that day-use campgrounds usually have a raised,
grated kind of thing made out of iron that it used for picnicking. He continued that if the City was
going to try the day-use only, then everyone would know after a month or two if it’s working and
then maybe the next step would be to completely close Enoch’s down to figure out what’s going to
work from there. Councilor Karisny stated that certainly something needs to be done.

Councilor Karisny reiterated that he would go along with taking out the fire pits for now.

Councilor Harvey said he liked the idea of the Council making a motion and getting the show on the
road.

Councilor Bonar listed the things that were discussed to be included in a motion. Councilor Kincaid
noted that all of the current regulations that are posted (e.g., no fireworks) should remain in effect in
addition to any new regulations.
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Councilor Bonar added that he would like to say that the new regulations would be in effect through
the remainder of 2016 because the Council will take up the issue before January 1, 2017 and have
either a resolution to extend the regulations, to close the place all together or to put in place some
sort of management program that the Council could agree upon by January.

e COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED TO DIRECT STAFF TO TAKE ALL NECESSARY
MEASURES TO PREPARE TO RESTRICT ENOCH’S LAKE TO DAY-USE ONLY,
TO ESTABLISH HOURS OF USE, TO POST A MAP SHOWING NEARBY
PRIVATE LAND WHERE TRESSPASSING SHOULD BE DISCOURAGED AND
WHERE CAMPING IS AVAILABLE, TO PROHIBIT FIRES AND THAT THIS
PROHIBITION WILL REMAIN IN PLACE THROUGH THE END OF DECEMBER
2016. COUNCILOR KINCAID SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION
PASSED WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

Mayor Buck stated that the City Council was not finished with the matter yet and that the Council
and City staff would stay on it until the problems are resolved as best they can be.

Mr. Bennett said it was good to point out to those in the audience that before staff started receiving
the complaints and before talking with the media and during the Council’s recent goal setting
process, the Council identified some areas that they wanted to discuss such as how the City
allocates its resources to priorities and how the City manages and maintains its resources across the
city including the mountain water properties.

C. CITY MANAGER MIKE BENNETT
1) FINALIZE THREE STRATEGIC PRIORITY AREAS OF FOCUS

Mr. Bennett stated that staff and the Council have been going through the process of drafting the
strategic priority outcomes (goals). Discussions were held at two public workshops and there has
also been correspondence between staff and the Council via e-mail including the drafts.

Mr. Bennett said that he wanted to formally approve the three areas of focus for the City of Fruita.
These areas were identified as 1) Quality of Place, 2) Economic Health and 3) Lifestyle.

Mr. Bennett said he wanted to make sure that the Council was good with the three definitions of
each of the areas as outlined in the draft included in the Council packet.

Mr. Bennett continued that the City will focus on the three areas based on the base of providing
quality core services. He said that Fruita is really trying to diversity its economy and do things that
make the City better for residents and visitors by maintaining and providing a quality level of
services with the revenue to be able to do that.

Mr. Bennett said that the next step would be for the Council to approve the three priorities and the
definitions of each and then action items would be solidified during the priority-based budget
process and development of the 2017 Annual Budget. He added that these action items would be
identified very specifically for 2017 and there will be a list for 2018 that will be revisited as the City
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goes through that (2018) budget process. He said that during the year, staff and the Council can
definitely look some longer-term action items with the capital improvement plan.

Mr. Bennett asked for a motion to approve and adopt the three strategic priorities and definitions for
the goals of the City of Fruita.

Councilor Kincaid said he wanted the Council to be aware that he has been very impressed with the
process for goal setting because usually the Council is creating goals based on what the members
think should happen instead of creating an overview and letting staff come up with the action items
that are most important. He commended Mr. Bennett and said the strategic plan is what the
Council’s job should be and although Council members will be involved in the specific goals at
their meetings, Council members are not involved on a day-to-day basis enough to know what the
specific priorities for the City may be.

Mayor Buck and Councilor Bonar agreed with Councilor Kincaid.

e COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED TO APPROVE THE THREE STRATEGIC
OUTCOME AREAS OF FOCUS AND SUBSEQUENT DEFINITIONS. COUNCILOR
KINCAID SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION PASSED WITH FIVE YES

VOTES.
9. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

Mr. Bennett reported that he, Public Works Director Ken Haley and Parks and Recreation Director
Ture Nycum gave a presentation to the Energy & Mineral Impact Committee for the City’s
Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) grant application for the Kokopelli section of the Riverfront
Trail. He said that the funds are frozen for this cycle, but hopefully the state legislature will
unfreeze those funds. This won’t be made known for weeks or possibly even months.

Mr. Bennett said staff feels that the presentation went very well; there were some very detailed but
positive questions at the end. He noted that Fruita’s application is probably the only recreation
project in the running, which does stand out. Other applications being considered for the grant
funds are for an Opera House and the rest are for sewer lines and roads.

Mr. Bennett said that staff did a good job of explaining in the grant application and presentation
how this wasn’t just a recreation project; it is as much (if not more) an economic development
project. One concern the grant committee had was how much money the City of Fruita is putting in
because the City has a low match.

Mr. Bennett noted that the project is dependent on Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) and DOLA
grant funds and staff talked about all of the funds that have been put into the Greenway Business
Park (which utilized Energy Impact Funds) and the money that the City of Fruita put in for the
Lower Little Salt Wash Trail, a trail that is necessary to connect to the Riverfront Trail. Staff also
talked about all the money that has been put into design that doesn’t get used as a match for DOLA
(it does for GOCO), about the lake donation to the City, and the $350,000 sewer project that the
City will have to prioritize and build when the trail is built.
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Mr. Bennett said he thought the message was heard very well the message that the City of Fruita has
put a lot of money into the project and it is a top priority.

Mr. Bennett also noted that the Lower Little Salt Wash Trail Dedication and a full day of events
were scheduled for the following day. Attending would be four GOCO board members, three
GOCO staff members, the State Trails Program Manager (Tom Morrisey), Riverfront
Commission/Foundation board members, the BLM, Parks and Wildlife and other partners of the

City.

Mr. Bennett said there would be some presentations at the Fruita Community Center and then a bike
ride to the state park before the dedication. Over the Edge is providing bikes, Family Health West
is providing a bus and the Riverfront Foundation provided VIP tickets for the guests.

Mr. Bennett noted that he had handed out to the Mayor and Council members a flyer advertising
Fruita that GJEP will provide at the Outdoor Retailer Show in Salt Lake City. The flyers will be
dropped at 500 booths at the trade show that GJEP narrowed down and that seemed like the best

prospects for the City.

Mr. Bennett noted that most people had just received their copy of the newest issue of the City Link
and there was an article in it asking people to e-mail their position and comments on having the City
Council consider allowing OHV (off-highway vehicles) on city roads. Staff will present of full
report of these responses at the Council workshop on July 26,

Mr. Bennett stated that he would be attending the Municipalities Dinner hosted by the Town of
Collbran on July 28" and that Councilors Bonar, Karisny and Kreie would be attending as well.

10. COUNCIL REPORTS AND ACTIONS
A. COUNCIL REPORTS AND ACTIONS

COUNCILOR KARISNY

Councilor Karisny stated that on June 29%, he attended the 5-2-1 Drainage Authority meeting, at
which the board approved the MS4 IGA, an outreach public participation and inspection. He said
that what was interesting was that just before the motion, Grand Junction City Councilman Duncan
McArthur wanted to be sure that the 5-2-1 fees mirrored the fees of the City of Grand Junction, so
the City of Fruita will now be charged for the services that it will receive through that process.

Councilor Karisny continued that the majority of the meeting was discussing advertising. Cobb &
Associates was in attendance at Commissioner Scott McInnis’ request. The 5-2-1 spends about
$25,000 per year on both passive and active advertising and is required to have two passive and two
active activities for outreach compliance. Passive advertising includes things such as billboards,
television, websites, signs on vehicles and buses, bus shelters, movie theater advertising,
educational materials, and utility bill inserts. Active advertising includes things like the 5-2-1
sponsoring events such as the “River Clean Up,” and the “Children’s Water Festival,” and having a

1-800 number for people to call.
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Councilor Karisny stated that the billboards that Cobb & Associates does are a real “bang for their
buck” because they cost about .70 per 1,000 views. They had 440 total commercials estimated to

cost about $6.80 per 1,000 viewers.

Scott Mclnnis stated that the message on the billboard is unclear and useless and passive advertising
needs to be decreased while active advertising needs to be increased.

Another board member tried to explain that the 5-2-1 is required to have both types of advertising,
Cobb & Associates will come before the 5-2-1 again in November with a follow-up to discuss a
balance of active and passive advertising.

Councilor Karisny also stated that there will be new regulations targeting nitrogen and phosphorus
effective July 1, 2016. The 5-2-1 may do a specific campaign for illicit discharge detection and
elimination and they might target specific sources such commercial, agricultural, fertilizer and

industrial.

Councilor Karisny stated that the 5-2-1 Manager’s Report indicated that irrigation companies are
not interested in taking storm water that may require a need to build additional infrastructure for
storm water. Municipalities are being asked to control nitrogen and phosphorus. The discussion
focused a lot on agriculture creating a lot of the problem, but they are going to municipalities
because they know municipalities can create the funding mechanism to make it happen.

COUNCILOR HARVEY

Councilor Harvey reported that at the Riverfront Commission meeting, they discussed how Mesa
County is on board to complete the 29 Road underpass before the end of the year, which is a big
deal for the Riverfront Trail.

Councilor Harvey continued that the Riverfront Commission continues to look at the voluntary
surcharge program and the possibility of implementing one and a marketing effort to communicate
to more people in Mesa County what the Riverfront Commission/Foundation are actually doing
because there seems to be a lack of understanding from the public.

Councilor Harvey also mentioned that Palisade is getting ready to give a presentation on
recreational marijuana and will be putting a question on their ballot about it.

Mr. Bennett noted that when Palisade last voted on it, the spread between the yeses and nos was
four votes, so a citizen group was going to initiate a petition, but the Town of Palisade said they
would put the question on the ballot in the fall as opposed to having a petition submitted.

Councilor Harvey said the Town of Palisade believes they had some difficulties with the voting
process at their last election, although he didn’t know what those were.

COUNCILOR KREIE
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Councilor Kreie stated that the Associated Governments of Northwestern Colorado (AGNC) board
meeting was scheduled for the following day but he would be unable to attend because he was
instead going to the Lower Little Salt Wash Trail dedication activities.

Councilor Kreie also stated that the Downtown Advisory Board met, but there were not enough
people in attendance for the board to do any real business, so they discussed the Christmas tree lot.
Jeannine Purser is going to get the Special Event Permit application going to have Mulberry Street
closed for that week.

COUNCILOR KINCAID

Councilor Kincaid stated that at the Chamber meeting, they discussed the changes in the layout at
the Farmers’ Market on Saturdays. Some vendors were concerned because they didn’t think they
are getting as much traffic as they used to. The vendors are now placed inside the trees so that

sprinkler heads aren’t being stepped on.

Councilor Kincaid noted that the Museum of Western Colorado would be giving the Council a
presentation at the July workshop meeting about their Strategic Plan for 2016 and beyond.

Councilor Kincaid also noted that in regards to Family Health West partnering with the City of
Fruita to replace the banner on the Co-Op grain elevator, it was explained to Stacey Mascarenas at
FHW that the owners of the grain elevator will not allow the City of Fruita or FHW to put their logo
on it. Another option for the grain elevator is to paint it and City staff and FHW continue to

research the matter.

Councilor Kincaid said that the new tourism website would be launched the following week. He
said he would have more information after the August Tourism Advisory Council meeting about the
future of Fruita’s marketing and promotion plans.

Councilor Kincaid noted that he would be absent from the July Council workshop meeting.

Councilor Karisny said that the issue of the barbed wire at Enoch’s Lake was brought up and that it
hadn’t been maintained for over 20 years. He asked if staff was aware of this.

Public Works Director Ken Haley responded that every time City staff repairs the fencing, people
cut it down and knock it over and he is aware of these issues.

B. EXECUTIVE SESSION — A REQUEST TO CONVENE IN EXECUTIVE SESSION
REGARDING PERSONNEL ISSUES UNDER C.R.S. SECTION 24-6-402(F) (CITY
MANAGER EVALUATION WITH THE CITY MANAGER)

e COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED TO MEET IN EXECUTIVE SESSION TO
DISCUSS ISSUES RELATED TO PERSONNEL ISSUES UNDERSTANDING
THAT DISCUSSIONS OF SUCH ISSUES IN EXECUTIVE SESSION ARE
SPECIFICALLY PERMITTED BY THE STATE’S OPEN MEETING LAW
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C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(F) . COUNCILOR KINCAID SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION PASSED WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

The Fruita City Council convened in Executive Session at 8:57 p.m. The City Council reconvened
into the regular meeting at 9:32 p.m.

e COUNCILOR BONAR MOVED THAT IN LIGHT OF THE COUNCIL’S
SATISFACTION WITH THE CITY MANAGER’S PERFOMRANCE, THAT
HIS CAR ALLOWANCE BE INCREASED BY $100 PER MONTH AND
THAT HIS VACATION ACCRUAL RATE BE INCREASED BY 2 HOURS
PER MONTH. COUNCILOR KINCAID SECONDED THE MOTION. THE
MOTION PASSED WITH FIVE YES VOTES.

11. ADJOURN

With no further business before the Council, the meeting was adjourned at 9:37 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Debra Woods
Deputy City Clerk
City of Fruita
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO:

FRUITA CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR

FROM: DEBRA WOODS, DEPUTY CITY CLERK

DATE: AUGUST 2, 2016

A REQUEST FOR APPROVAL FOR THE RENEWAL OF A TAVERN
LIQUOR LICENSE - MALT, VINOUS, AND SPIRITUOUS FOR
FATJAR CANNERY & BREWHAUS LOCATED AT 152 SOUTH MESA

BACKGROUND

The Tavern Liquor License For FATJAR Cannery & Brewery located at 152 S. Mesa is
up for renewal. Their current license expires on August 25, 2016.

The Police Department report indicates there has been nothing of concern that would
hinder the renewal. There are no current TIPS certificates on file at the City Clerk’s

Office.

The following information is provided as background on the liquor license renewal
process:

Pursuant to State Statutes, the local licensing authority (City Council) may cause a
hearing on the application for renewal to be held. No renewal hearing shall be held until
a notice of hearing has been conspicuously posted on the licensed premises for a period of
ten days and notice of the hearing has been provided the applicant at least ten days prior
to the hearing. The licensing authority may refuse to renew any license for good cause,
subject to judicial review.

This item is placed on the agenda for the Council to determine if there is any cause for a
hearing to be held on the renewal of the liquor license. If there is no cause for a hearing,
the City Council should approve the renewal of the existing license. If there is cause for
a hearing, the City Council should set a date to hold a quasi-judicial hearing to determine
if there are sufficient grounds for suspension or revocation of the liquor license. The
City Council may also temporarily suspend any license, without notice, pending any
prosecution, investigation or public hearing. No such suspension shall be for a period of
more than 15 days.

FISCAL IMPACT

None.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES



The City of Fruita is charged with protection of the public health, safety and welfare.
The review and renewal of liquor licenses ensures that licensed establishments are
operating by the rules and regulations adopted by the City and State concerning the sale
or service of beer and alcoholic beverages.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE COUNCIL

1. Renew the Tavern Liquor License for FATJAR Cannery & Brewhaus located at
152 S. Mesa

2. Schedule a hearing date to determine if there is good cause for the license to be
suspended or revoked.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the recommendation of staff that the Council move to:

RENEW THE TAVERN LIQUOR LICENSE FOR FATJAR CANNERY &
BREWHAUS LOCATED AT 152 S. MESA



DR 8400 (Revised 09/01?2) N——— E B

COLORADOQO DEPARTMENT REVENU ees Uue

LIQUOR ENFORCEMENT DIVISION RETA“‘ LIQUOR OR 3'2 BEER Renewal Fee $y6’(/)0
susMITTO L0 v LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION |goooooe o

= Optional Premise $100 x
Related Resort $75 x

FATJAR CANNERY & BREWHAUS Amount Due/Paid

PO BOX 9 ¥:kesmad( payable {0: Colorado Department of Revenus.
e State may convert your check to a one-time electronic

FRUITA CO 8 1521 banking transaction. Your bank account may be deblted as early
as the same day recalved by the State. If convertad, your check

will not be returned, If your check Is rejected due to insutficlent or

uncollected funds, the Department may collect the payment
amount directly from your banking account electronically.

Licensee Name DBA
FATJAR CANNERY & BREWHAUS LLC FATJAR CANNERY & BREWHAUS
Liquor License # License Type Sales Tax License # Expiration Date Due Date
4704670 Tavern (city) 30026206 08/25/2016 07/11/2016
Operating Manager Date of Birth Home Address
Manager Phone Number Email Address ( © Q..\’\_E,\‘( Koot @ MSN,.THm

territmn 1500 hotmad .CDwm
Street Address Phone Number
152 SOUTH MESA FRUITA CO 81521 9708580701

Mailing Address
PO BOX 9 FRUITA CO 81521

1. Do you have legal possession of the premises at the street address above? [E/YES 3 No
Is the premises owned or rented? [] Owned _Erﬂented* *If rented, expiration date of lease DeEL A 0) rl

140. Since the date of filing of the last application, has there been any change in financial interest (new notes, loans, owners, etc.) or
organizational structure (addition or deletion of officers, directors, managing members or general partners)? If yes, explain in detail
and attach a listing of all liquor businesses in which these new lenders, owners (other than licensed financial institutions), officers,
directors, managing members, or general partners are materially interested. [} YES NO
NOTE TO CORPORATION, LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY AND PARTNERSHIP APPLICANTS: If you have added or deleted any
officers, directors, managing members, general partners or persons with 10% or more interest in your business, you must complete
and return immediately to your Local Licensing Authority, Form DR 8177: Corporation, Limited Liability Company or Partnership
Report of Changes, along with all supporting documentation and fees.

3.  Since the date of filing of the last application, has the applicant or any of its agents, owners, managers, pegys or lenders (other than
N

licensed financial institutions) been convicted of a crime? If yes, attach a detailed explanation. [_] YES O

4.  Since the date of filing of the last application, has the applicant or any of its agents, owners, managers, partners or lenders (other than
licensed financial institutions) been denied an alcohol beverage license, had an alcohol beverage license suspended or revoked, or
had interest in any entity that had an alcohol beverage license denied, suspended or revoked? If yes, attach a detailed explanation.
O YES NO

5. Does the applicant or any of its agents, owners, managers, partners or lenders (other than licensed financial institutions) have a direct
or indirect interest in any other Colorado liquor license, including loans to or from any licensee or interest in a loan to any licensee? If
yes, attach a detailed explanation. ﬂ YES [} NO

bawer Leeate - Suds Beothers R faudony 1
AFFIRMATION & CONSENT =
1 daclare under penalty of perjury in the second degree that this application and all attachments are trus, correct and complete to the best of my knowledge.

Type or Print Name of Ap) |icanUAum067;ed Agent of ﬁuﬁ;sl Title
lecct Q- Mbachones Ml e

Signature Date

. A\AQ&\ W\, 2D ]/
REPORT & APPROVAL\OF CITY OR/COUNTY LICENSING AUTHORITY [

The foregoing application has been examihed and the premises, business conducted and character of the applicant are satisfactory, and we do hareby report
that such licensae, if granted, will comply with the provisions of Title 12, Articies 46 and 47, C.R.S. THEREFORE THIS APPLICATION IS APPROVED.

Local Licensing Authority For R Date
e Gty of Trudo.

v Tile  (O€| BUUL. Attest

AN .

Signature




CITY OF FRUITA
LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL MEMORANDUM
TO: FRUITA POLICE DEPARTMENT
FROM: DEBRA WOODS, DEPUTY CITY CLERK

DATE: JULY 15,2016
RE: FATIJAR CANNERY & BREWHAUS - TAVERN LIQUOR LICENSE

RENEWAL
Licensee: | FATJAR Cannery & Brewhaus
Location: | 152 S. Mesa
Type of License: Tavern

Expiration Date of Current License: August 25, 2016

City Council Hearing Date : August 2, 2016
DUE DATE FOR POLICE REPORT: July29,2016
Employee: Date:

(None on file)

Report of Fruita Police Department

A) Have there been any reported violation(s) of the Liquor or Beer Code in the = Yes
last year?

B) Have there been any incidents reported to the Police Dept in the last year that = Yes @
would pertain to the liquor license and the establishment’s control of alcoholic

beverages and their patrons?

C)  Are there other concems that need to be brought to the attention of the City | Yes
Council?

Please attach documentation to support the above noted violation(s), incidents or
comments.

Signature: D q Q i - { Date:‘_,’ 19- /6

Fax: 858-0210 e-mail: dwoods@fruita.org



AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: FRUITA CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR
FROM: DEBRA WOODS, DEPUTY CITY CLERK

DATE: AUGUST 2, 2016

RE: LITHIC BOOKSTORE & GALLERY - A REQUEST TO RENEW AN
ART GALLERY (LIQUOR) PERMIT FOR LITHIC BOOKSTORE &
GALLERY LOCATED AT 138 S. PARK SQUARE #202

BACKGROUND

The Art Gallery Permit for Lithic Bookstore & Gallery located at 138 S. Park Square
#202 is up for renewal. Their current license expires on August 6, 2016.

The Police Department had nothing to report regarding this establishment. The City
Clerk’s office has not been advised of any issues or concerns related to the liquor
license during the past year. The City Clerk’s office has no current TIPS certificates on
file for employees of Camilla’s Kaffe.

The following information is provided as background on the liquor license renewal
process:

Pursuant to State Statutes, the local licensing authority (City Council) may cause a
hearing on the application for renewal to be held. No renewal hearing shall be held
until a notice of hearing has been conspicuously posted on the licensed premises for a
period of ten days and notice of the hearing has been provided the applicant at least ten
days prior to the hearing. The licensing authority may refuse to renew any license for
good cause, subject to judicial review.

This item is placed on the Consent agenda for the Council to determine if there is any
cause for a hearing to be held on the renewal of the liquor license. If there is no cause
for a hearing, the City Council should approve the renewal of the existing license. If
there is cause for a hearing, the City Council should set a date to hold a quasi-judicial
hearing to determine if there are sufficient grounds for suspension or revocation of the
liquor license. The City Council may also temporarily suspend any license, without
notice, pending any prosecution, investigation or public hearing. No such suspension
shall be for a period of more than 15 days.

FISCAL IMPACT

None.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES



The City of Fruita is charged with protection of the public health, safety and welfare.
The review and renewal of liquor licenses ensures that licensed establishments are
operating by the rules and regulations adopted by the City and State concerning the sale
or service of beer and alcoholic beverages.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE COUNCIL

Renew the Art Gallery Permit for Lithic Bookstore & Gallery located at 138 S. Park
Square #202.

Schedule a hearing date to determine if there is good cause for the license to be
suspended or revoked.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the recommendation of staff that the Council move to:

RENEW THE ART GALLERY PERMIT FOR LITHIC BOOKSTORE &
GALLERY LOCATED AT 138 S. PARK SQUARE #202



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
LIQUOR ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
1375 SHERMAN STREET

SEEk osias e ART GALLERY
PERMIT APPLICATION

2341 ART GALLERY PERMIT $71.25 [INEW X< RENEWAL
1. Applicant Name (i.e. ABC Gallery Inc.) i State Sales Tax Number of Applicant
Lith. e [eoksioee T 64//6'"7 2032252 °) — 20v0

2. Trade Name of Establishment (DBA) . g
Lith:.c Press, LLE  fha [ fhc Boskstore 7 Gallery

3. Address Phone Number
128 5. Pack Sque-e H3oas- 43350724 -1287
Ci Coun Stat zZIP
i Frai ta Y hesa Co Frs)
4. Mailing Address (Number and Street) City or Town State ZIP Code

« Attach a copy of a deed or lease in the exact name of the applying entity only, reflecting possession of the permitted area for at least the minimum
duration of this permit (1 year from date of issuance).

= Altach a diagram of the premises which accurately reflects the area where alcohol beverages will be stored, served, pessessed or consumed.

Pursuant to 12-47-422, C.R.5., Applicant hereby states that it qualifies for an Art Gallery Permit, in order to serve complimentary aicchol beverages,
and certifies to the State Licensing Authority and Local Licensing Authority:

X That it does not sell alcohol beverages by the drink.

r That it will not serve alcohol beverages for more than 4 hours in any one day, no more than 15 days per year as follows:
Date: Aug g+ Date: 0 ;74 Date: seper Ao~ Date: (Oer & 7= Date: ... 2-4
From: 5 _ From: From: 7~ 1 From: . From:
To: To: T =1 To: To: To: F il (i
Date: e Date: Date: Date: Date:
From: Akb I ? From: From: From: From:
To: 7-1 To: To: To: To:
Date: Date: Date: Date: Date:
From: From: From: From: From:
To: To: To: To: To:

——— |
OATH OF APPLICANT

| deciare under penaily of perjury in the second degree that | have read the foregoing application and all attachments thereto, and that all information therein
is true, correct, and compiete to the best of my knowledge.

Signatur‘%’yc W kyte Harvey  [Title g Date /.:,; /7¢

REPORT AND APPROVAL OF LOCAL LICENSING AUTHORITY (CITY/COUNTY)
The foregoing application has been examined and the premises, business conducted and character of the applicant is satisfactory, and we do report that
such permit, if granted, will comply with the applicable provisions of Title 12, Articles 46 and 47, C.R.S., as amended.

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION IS APPROVED.

Local Licensing Authority (Clty or County) = Date filod With Local Authority
Hie (i Fruako. _ /2y b

Signature Tite Okl BudiC Date

i NN O 2

REPORT OF STATE LICENSING AUTHORITY
The foregoing has been examined and complies with the filing requirements of Title 12, Article 47, C.R.S., as amended.

Signature Title Date

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE - FOR DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE USE ONLY
Liability Information

County City Industry Type License Account Number Liability Date License |ssued Through
(Expiration Data)
FROM TO

Cash Fund C(ig Coun
2341-100 (999) 2180-100 (999) 2190-100 (999)
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CITY OF FRUITA
LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWAL MEMORANDUM

- TO: | FRUITA POLICE DEPAR’I'MENT

FROM: DEBRA WOODS DEPUTY CITY CLERK

| DATE: | JULY 26,2016

’ RE: | LITHIC BOOKSTORE & GALLERY ART GALLERY LIQUOR PERMIT
; RENEWAL

- Licensee: thhic Bookstore & Gallery {
' Location: 138 S. Park Square, #202 |

_— _— N " [ I i = |
' Type of License: Art Gallery Permit |
| T 1

| Expiration Date of Current License: August 6, 2016 .
' City Council Hearing Date : August 2,2016

DUE DATE FOR POLICE REPORT. July 29, 2016

Employee. Date:

. (None on file)

, Report of Fruita Police Department

i

A) Have there been any reported violation(s) of the Liquor or Beer Code in the | Yes r No

E | last year?

lB)

()
i i : b
Have there been any incidents reported to the Pohce Dept in the last year that Yes @

would pertain to the liquor license and the establishment’s control of alcoholic
' beverages and their patrons‘?

C) Are there other concerns that need to be brought to the attention of t.he Clty Yes .
Councﬂ‘7 ‘

Please attach documentation to support the above noted violation(s), incidents or
| comments.

i
S a0 R WJL - lD?lfi-;)_t.—ltz |

Fax: 858-0210 e-mail: dwoods@fruita.org
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET e
TO: FRUITA CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR
FROM: MARGARET SELL, FINANCE DIRECTOR
DATE: AUGUST 2, 2016
RE: RESOLUTION 2016-26 FOR SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AND APPROPRIA-

TION FOR SPECIAL EVENTS AND TRAINING

BACKGROUND

This budget amendment appropriates additional funds not anticipated at the time the 2016
Budget as follows:

e Sponsorships of $7,000 from various entities for Mike the Headless Chicken Festival
for supplies, equipment and entertainment expenses

e Grant of $2,100 from the Law Enforcement Forfeiture Fund for reimbursement of
training expenses associated with the New World software.

FISCAL IMPACT

This budget amendment will not have a net fiscal as revenues are available to offset the
additional appropriations.

APPLICABILITY 1Q C11 JALS AND OBJECTIVES
The Budget is a financial plan developed for the purpose of allocating resources necessary
to implement specific policies and strategies to achieve short and long term goals
established by the City throughout the year. This budget amendment works towards
achieving the goals for Quality of Place and Lifestyle through special events that bring the
community together and the provision of quality services to the community by providing
for professional development and necessary training of city personnel.

OPTIONS TO THE COUNCIL;
e Approve the budget amendment as presented or with amendments
e Take no action and return funds intended for the above noted purposes to the

appropriate agencies.

RECOMMENDATION:;

[t is the recommendation of staff that the Council by motion:

ADOPT RESOLUTION 2016-26 AMENDING THE 2016 BUDGET TO APPROPRIATE
FUNDS IN THE GENERAL FUND FOR SPECIAL EVENTS AND PUBLIC SAFETY

TRAINING



RESOLUTION 2016-26

A RESOLUTION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AND APPROPRIATION
FOR THE CITY OF FRUITA FOR THE 2016 FISCAL YEAR IN THE GENERAL FUND

WHEREAS, the City has received sponsorships and donations from various entities for the Mike
the Headless Chicken Festival and it necessary to approiate these funds for additional supplies,
equipment and entertainment costs associated with the festival, and

WHEREAS, the City has received funds from the Law Enforcement Forfeiture Fund and it
necessary to appropriate these funds for New World software training expenses for which these
funds were intended, and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article 8.10 of the Fruita City Charter, the City Manager certifies there
are sufficient funds available for the supplemental appropriations.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL TO
APPOPRIATE FUNDS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: That the 2016 appropriation for the General Fund is hereby increased by $9,100 from
$8,205,900 to $8,215,000 from the following sources for the following uses:

Source of Funds

Law enforcement training reimbursements ........c..cocovreivecrnnvenenissisnssnsniniinni $ 2,100

Festival sponorships and donations...... e smms saiaisssoseinsse i sasmsaiosi 7,000
$ 9,100

Use of Funds

Public Safety Department taining . cvmusissismsssmissssiissimesssosiisossssasins $ 2,100

Special events (MTHC) supplies and entertainment ..., 7,000
$9,100

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL THIS
2nd DAY OF AUGUST, 2016
ATTEST: CITY OF FRUITA

Margaret Sell, City Clerk Lori Buck, Mayor



Fruita, CO 81521
(970) 858-3663
—— www.fruita.org

IgR U OA Chycinka

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: FRUITA CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR

FROM: MARGARET SELL, CITY CLERK/FINANCE DIRECTOR

DATE: AUGUST 2, 2016

RE: ANNUAL REVIEW OF RED FLAG POLICY (IDENTITY THEFT PREVENTION

PROGRAM) ADOPTED BY RESOLUTION 2009-31

BACKGROUND
The City of Fruita adopted a Red Flag Policy on May 19, 2009 as required by the Federal Trade

Commission. The purpose of the policy is to identify, detect and respond to patterns, practices or
specific activities that could indicate identity theft. The City’s Red Flag Policy requires annual review
by the City Council and updating, if necessary. The Council shall consider the following in review and
omending the program:

The City's experiences with identity theft

Update in methods of identity theft

Updates in customary methods used to detect, prevent and mitigate identity theft
Updates in the types of accounts that the City offers or maintains; and

Updates in service provider arrangements.

During the last year the City has not had any incidence of identity theft, suspicious activity or
significant changes in personnel or procedures. Staff is not proposing any changes to the Red Flag
Policy at this time.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.
PLICABILI Cl ALS AND OBJECTI
The adoption, implementation and annual review of the Red Flag Policy assists the City in the goal of
Maintaining and /or Improving the Quality of Service Provided by protecting citizens from identity

theft which could arise from their doing business with the City of Fruita.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE COUNCIL:
Continue with the existing Red Flag Policy

Amend the existing Red Flag Policy.

RECOMMEND 4
No Council action is necessary unless there is a desire to amend the existing Red Flag Policy.

| |COFFRTELMDS01\USERSS | MSTEELMAN\MY DOCUMENTS\DRIVE_D\AGENDA COVER SHEETS\RED FLAG
POLICY ANNUAL REVIEW 2016.D0C 7/28/16
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: FRUITA CITY COUNCIL MAYOR
FROM: KEN HALEY, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

DATE: AUGUST 2, 2016

RE: RESOLUTION 2016-29 TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR PUBLIC
USE OF ENOCH’S LAKE PROPERTY

BACKGROUND

The City of Fruita owns approximately 257 acres of mountain properties on Pinon Mesa south
of Glade Park, which includes a 51-acre parcel that encompasses a 23-acre water storage
reservoir referred to as Enoch’s Lake. The Enoch’s Lake parcel is entirely surrounded by
private property and is the only reservoir owned by the City that is not on, or surrounded by,
National Lands open to the public.

This parcel and the associated water rights were acquired by the Town of Fruita in 1957 for the
purpose of providing a municipal water supply for the Town of Fruita. These water rights were
conveyed through a pipeline system to the Town of Fruita, Over the years, Fruita’s water needs
expanded and the costs of maintaining the water system became less affordable. In 1983, the
City of Fruita entered into an agreement with the Ute Water Conservancy District to provide
domestic water for the City of Fruita and discontinued use of the City’s mountain water rights
within the City limits. These mountain water rights have since been used to provide irrigation
water to properties in the Glade Park area and the City has been reluctant to dispose of these
water rights due to unknown future value that these resources might have.

The City also retains the mountain properties and has allowed public use of these properties at
various levels over the past 20 to 30 years. At the July 19, 2016 Council Meeting, the City
Manager and Police Chief presented the current issues the City is facing in managing the
Enoch’s Lake property as a public use facility and informed Council of measures Staff was
taking to address these issues. At the meeting Council directed Staff to proceed with posting no
overnight camping restrictions effective from August 1, 2016 through the end of the year and to
prepare a Resolution formalizing this action. The July 19, 2016 Council packet contains a full
report by the Police Chief and the minutes from the same meeting cover the public comments

and Council-staff discussion.

FISCAL IMPACT

The long-term plan for mountain properties will be discussed further with Council during the
2017 budget process.



APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Maintaining and performing the core functions of government with a high level of expertise.
OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO COUNCIL

1. APPROVE RESOLUTION 2016-29 TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR
PUBLIC USE OF ENOCH’S LAKE PROPERTY

2. DENY RESOLUTION 2016-29 TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR PUBLIC
USE OF ENOCH’S LAKE PROPERTY

RECOMMENDATION
It is the recommendation of staff that Council:

APPROVE RESOLUTION 2016-29 TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR
PUBLIC USE OF ENOCH’S LAKE PROPERTY



RESOLUTION 2016-29

A RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH REGULATIONS FOR
PUBLIC USE OF ENOCH’S LAKE PROPERTY

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita is dedicated to providing the core functions of
government with a high level of expertise; and

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita owns a 51-acre parcel on Pinon Mesa that is referred to as
the Enoch’s Lake property; and

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita has allowed public use of the Enoch’s Lake property at
various levels over the past 20 years for recreational purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Enoch’s Lake property is entirely surrounded by privately-owned lands
that are potentially impacted by the users of the Enoch’s Lake property; and

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita is committed to managing its properties and facilities in a
safe, effective, and responsible manner; and

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita is interested in developing a long-term plan that addresses
the ownership, use, and management of the City’s mountain properties; and

WHEREAS, the Ordinances for public open spaces and parks established by the City of
Fruita do not apply to the Enoch’s Lake property since it is not within the Fruita City limits.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
FRUITA, COLORADO, THAT THE CITY COUNCIL FINDS AND DETERMINES:

THAT the City Staff be directed to establish regulations for the Enoch’s Lake property that will
include restricting overnight camping from August 1, 2016 to December 31, 2016.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL
THIS 2" DAY OF AUGUST, 2016.

CITY OF FRUITA, COLORADO

Lori Buck, Mayor

ATTEST:

Margaret Sell, City Clerk

K:\2016 CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS\2016 RESOLUTIONS\Resolution 2016-29_Enochs
Regulations.docx
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: Fruita City Council and Mayor
FROM: Community Development Department
DATE: August 2, 2016

RE: Resolution 2016-30, A Resolution of the Fruita City Council
Approving the First Release of the Subdivision Improvements
Agreement for Village at Country Creek Filing Four Subdivision

BACKGROUND:

The City Council approved the subdivision improvements agreement (SIA) for Village at
Country Creek Filing Four subdivision on October 6, 2015. The developer has requested
a first release of the SIA to have the city accept the construction and to begin the two-
year warranty period on the construction.

The required improvements have been inspected by city staff and the improvements
appear to have been completed as required by the subdivision approval and the SIA. The
improvements have been found to be free of defects in materials and workmanship as
required.

A bill of sale for the public improvements that will belong to the city has been provided

as required. Ten percent of the cost of the required improvements for the subdivision will
be retained for the required two-year warranty period.

FISCAL IMPACT

Approving a first release of a SIA has a fiscal impact on the city because the city is then
responsible for maintenance of the public improvements. Ten percent of the costs of all
improvements in the subdivision is held by the city for two year to ensure defects in
materials and workmanship for the improvements will be corrected. Within the two-year
warranty period the city will inspect the improvements and if found to be free from
defects in materials and workmanship, a final release of the funding guarantee can be
requested.

W:\2015 Projects\2015-9 VCC Filing 4 FINAL PLAT\coversheet.1stReleaseSIA.doc



Impact fees are collected to help offset the costs of development. For this development,
impact fees are being collected at the time of Planning Clearance approval for a Building
Permit.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The process of approving and releasing SIAs helps ensure that the city’s goal of requiring
development to pay its own way is met and that residents and taxpayers of the city are not
subsidizing growth.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO COUNCIL

1. Approve Resolution 2016-30, A Resolution of the Fruita City Council Approving
the First Release of the Subdivision Improvements Agreement for Village at
Country Creek Filing Four Subdivision

2. Direct staff to research any area of the improvements on which Council has

concerns or questions.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve Resolution 2016-30, A
Resolution of the Fruita City Council Approving the First Release of the Subdivision
Improvements Agreement for Village at Country Creek Filing Four Subdivision

W:\2015 Projects\2015-9 VCC Filing 4 FINAL PLAT\coversheet.1stReleaseSIA.doc



RESOLUTION 2016 - 30

A RESOLUTION OF THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL APPROVING THE FIRST
RELEASE OF THE SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENTS AGREEMENT FOR
VILLAGE AT COUNTRY CREEK #4 SUBDIVISION
(Application #2015 - 09)

WHEREAS, the developer of Village at Country Creek Filing Four entered into a
subdivision improvements agreement (Resolution 2015-26) recorded in the records of the
Mesa County Clerk and Recorder (Reception #2751818) to guarantee that required
improvements would be completed within a certain time period, and

WHEREAS, the developer has requested a 1% release of the performance
guarantee for the improvements that have been completed and to start the two-year
warranty period, and

WHEREAS, improvements required by the subdivision improvements agreement
for Village at Country Creek Filing Four subdivision have been inspected by city staff
and appear to have been completed as required, and

WHEREAS, a Bill of Sale for the required public improvements that will belong
to the City of Fruita has been provided and is attached as Exhibit A.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF FRUITA, COLORADO:

THAT the required subdivision improvements for Village at Country Creek
Filing Four subdivision are approved for 1¥ release of the subdivision improvements
agreement, subject to 10% of the total cost of improvements being retained for the
required two-year warranty period (as required by the subdivision improvements
agreement).

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FRUITA,
COLORADO THIS 2" DAY OF August, 2016.

ATTEST: City of Fruita

Margaret Sell, City Clerk Lori Buck, Mayor



Type of Improvement Description Quantity Measurement City Use
Streets Periwinkle Lane
Interior to subdivision 420 Lineal feet
Offsite street improvements none Lineal feet
Curbs, gutters and sidewalk 835 Lineal feet
Street signs 0 Each
Street lights 2 Each
Storm Sewer
Lines none Lineal feet
inlets Each
Other
Sewer Lines and Appurtenances:
1})‘ i Lines, Mains Previously | Dedicated | Lineal feet
Manholes Each
Other
20 L0 edicated to City
: Land 5,381 Sq. ft. Dedicoled gn plett
Improvements - 1?,528 Sq. ft. (o.n(_{sg,n.lp g

EXHIBIT A (Res # 2000 - 30)
BILL OF SALE

Village at Country Creek Filing 4

Development Name

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that Sunshine of the Redlands. Inc. as Property owner and
Developer (Property Owner Name AND Developer Name) of the County of Mesa, State of Colorado
(Seller), for and in good and sufficient consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, has bargained and sold and by these presents does grant and convey unto the City of
Fruita, Colorado, a municipal corporation (Buyer), its successors and assigns, the following property,
goods and chattels, to wit:

Transferred FREE AND CLEAR OF ALL LIENS AND ENCUMBRANCES located at: Periwinkle
Lane, Fruita, CO.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto the said Buyer, its successors and assigns, forever. The said
Seller covenants and agrees to and with the Buyer, its successors and assigns, to WARRANT AND
DEFEND the sale of said property, goods and chattels, against all and every person or persons
whomever. When used herein, the singular shall include the plural, the plural the singular, and the use of
any gender shall be applicable to all genders.

2012
= Developer
JENNIFER M MILES
STATE OF COLORADO Notary Public
) Notary 0 20154040682
COUNTY OF MESA ) ty Commission Expires Oct 16, 2019
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _2.| day of ﬂ)jdt {' , 201lp by
j&m [Mmr (Sellers name).

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL
My Commission Expires: 60} \ ) g Notary Public: !
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: Fruita City Council and Mayor

FROM: Community Development Department

DATE: August 2, 2016

RE: Aspen Village Preliminary Plan (Application #2016-15)

and Annexation (Application #2016-14)

Resolution # 2016 - 27, A Resolution of the Fruita City Council
finding that approximately 6.73 acres of property located at 1062 18
road is eligible for annexation into the City of Fruita.

BACKGROUND

This is a request for approval of a Preliminary Plan for a 22 single family detached
residential subdivision on approximately 6.8 acres of land located at the northeast corner
of the intersection of Pine Street and Aspen Avenue. Access to the subdivision will be
from Pine Street with an extension of Laura Avenue to the east. The proposed lot sizes
range between 8,000 and 13,000 square feet. A water detention area will be located at
the corner of Aspen Avenue and Pine Street and will be landscaped.

The current subdivision design consists of three cul-de-sacs with no stub street to
adjacent property, one pedestrian access to the north from the northeast cul-de-sac and a
pedestrian and utility access at the south cul-de-sac. In order to resolve review
comments, a redesign is necessary. The major concern with the subdivision is lack of
pedestrian and vehicular access to adjacent development. A Primary Trail runs along the
north property line and additional land area is needed to accommodate the trail, and
additional pedestrian/bicycle connections are necessary to meet the minimum
requirements of the Code. The Lower Valley Fire Protection District requires a second
access to this subdivision and larger cul-de-sacs. A stub street is necessary to the east to
provide for a future connection to Laura Avenue on the east side of the development.

The applicants had a neighborhood meeting prior to submitting the Preliminary Plan and

information regarding this meeting is included with the Council's information packets. It
appears that the neighborhood's reaction to the proposed development is generally
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positive. At the July 12, Planning Commission public hearing, a few nearby residents
raised questions about irrigation and emergency access. There also were concerns about
the ability of Aspen Avenue and Pine Street to handle traffic generated by additional
development in this area. Staff has received no written public comments at this time.

The proposed Preliminary Plan meets or can meet all approval criteria that must be
considered for Preliminary Plan applications. Although a redesign will be necessary to
adequately resolve all review comments and issues identified in the Staff Report, it does
not appear that a redesign necessarily will be significant enough to warrant additional
review through the public hearing process.

This development also involves an annexation of the property with a Community
Residential zone. The annexation and requested zoning meet all local and state laws and
approval criteria regarding annexations and zoning.

At the Planning Commission meeting, the Commission voted 7-0 in favor of the
annexation with the conditions recommended by staff, 7-0 in favor of the requested
Community Residential zone, and 7-0 in favor of the Preliminary Plan.

The final steps for annexation and zoning (ordinances to annex and zone) typically take

place along with approval of the Final Plat application.

FISCAL IMPACT

Annexation ensures that the city has some control over development which might
otherwise occur outside the city limits and provide a drain on city resources and
infrastructure. Annexation of property requires that the city provide it with city services
(such as police protection and sanitary sewer service). The cost of providing services
varies with each annexation. This Resolution is to set a hearing date to find the property
eligible for annexation which does not create a fiscal impact.

A Preliminary Plan for a residential subdivision has been submitted for approval in
conjunction with this annexation request. Approval of a Preliminary Plan does not create
a fiscal impact to the city at this time. The next step in the development process is an
application for Final Plat approval. With Final Plat approval and the related subdivision
improvements agreement (typically the last step before construction takes place), there
will be a fiscal impact. As a general rule of thumb, residential development usually does
not provide enough direct revenue to offset the cost of services; however, impact fees
will be required to offset cost of development.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The annexation, zoning, and Preliminary Plan meet or can meet all approval criteria and
standards of Fruita’s Land Use Code with the recommended conditions of approval. The
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Land Use Code (along with other regulatory documents such as Fruita’s Design Criteria
and Construction Specifications Manual) implement the City’s goals and policies as
outlined in the City’s Master Plan including the Fruita Community Plan.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO COUNCIL
Resolution:

1. Approve Resolution 2016 - 27
2. Deny Resolution 2016 - 27

Preliminary Plan:

1. Approve the Adobe View North Preliminary Plan with or without conditions.
2. Deny the proposed Preliminary Plan.

RECOMMENDATION

Resolution:
Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve Resolution 2016-27

Preliminary Plan:

Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve the Aspen Village Preliminary
Plan with the condition that all review comments and issues identified in the Staff Report
must be adequately resolved with a Final Plat application.
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RESOLUTION 2016-27

A RESOLUTION OF THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL FINDING THAT
APPROXIMATELY 6.73 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1062 18 ROAD IS
ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION INTO THE CITY OF FRUITA
(Aspen Village, Application #2016-14)

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita has received a petition to annex property which is described and
shown on the attached Exhibit A.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
FRUITA, COLORADO, THAT THE CITY COUNCIL FINDS AND DETERMINES:

THAT a properly constituted petition signed by 100% of the owners of the real property
described and shown on Exhibit A has been submitted to the City of Fruita and an election is not
required under C.R.S. 31-12-107, and

THAT the real property described on Exhibit A has at least 1/6 of its perimeter contiguous to
existing city limits of the City of Fruita, and

THAT annexation of the property complies with all pertinent requirements of C.R.S. 31-12-104,
105 & 106 to be eligible for annexation, and

THAT a notice of the public hearing was properly advertised having appeared once per week for
four consecutive weeks in a local publication, and

THAT the property shown and described on Exhibit A is eligible for annexation into the City of
Fruita.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL, that based on the
above findings, it is the intent of the City of Fruita to annex the real property described and
shown in Exhibit A.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL
THIS 2™ DAY OF AUGUST 2016

ATTEST: City of Fruita

Margaret Sell, City Clerk Lori Buck, Mayor



Exhibit A
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Annexation Site
1062 18 Road
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Attached Legal Description

All of the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 of the NW1/4 of Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute
Meridian;

EXCEPT a triangular piece of land located in the Southeast Corner of said NW1/4 of the SW1/4 of the
NW1/4 of

Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Meridian described as beginning at the Southeast
Corner

thereof;

thence West 475 feet along the South boundary line of the said tract;

thence Northeasterly in a straight line 667 feet to a point on the East boundary line of the said tract;
thence South along said East boundary line to the Point of Beginning;

AND EXCEPT that parcel conveyed in instrument recorded in Book 3879 at Page 292;

AND ALSO EXCEPT that parcel conveyed in instrument recorded in Book 4158 at Page 948.

County of Mesa, State of Colorado



Community Development Department

Staff Report

July 7, 2016
Application #: 2016-14 (Annexation) & 2016-15 (PreliminaryPlan)
Project Name: Aspen Village Subdivision and Annexation
Application: Annexation and Preliminary Plan

Property Owner:  McCurter Land Company, LLC
Representative: River City Consultants, Inc.

Location: 1062 18 Road (northeast corner of Aspen and Pine)

Zone: Currently zoned Agricultural Forestry Transitional (AFT -
County zoning)

Request: This is a request for annexation with a Community

Residential zone and Preliminary Plan approval.

Project Description:

The subject property contains approximately 6.8 acres and is located at the north
east corner of the intersection of East Aspen Avenue and North Pine Street.

Until very recently, there was an old house and a mobile home on the property
but they have been removed so the property currently is vacant.

The applicants are requesting annexation into the city limits with a Community
Residential (CR) zone to allow for development of 22 single family detached
residential lots. The proposed Preliminary Plan shows access to the lots will be
by an extension of Laura Avenue to the east with three cul-de-sacs. The lots are
to be between 8,000 and 13,000 square feet in size. A pedestrian connection is
provided to the existing trail at the north side of the property and another trail
connection, combined with a short utility corridor, is provided to the south to
Aspen Ave. A landscaped water detention pond is to be located at the corner of
Aspen Ave. and Pine St. Pressurized underground irrigation will be provided to
each lot. The development is intended to be constructed in one phase.

The next step in the development process is a Final Plat application. A
resolution to find the property eligible for annexation is scheduled for the August
2, 2016, City Council public meeting. The final annexation and zoning of the
property will be completed along with the Final Plat application.
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Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning:

Surrounding land uses are primarily single family detached residential. The map
below identifies the various zones in this area and the properties that are not
currently within the city limits.

LOCATION AND ZONING MAP
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Review of Applicable Land Use Code Requirements:
ANNEXATION

Section 17.06.040 of the Land Use Code sets out the criteria that must be
considered for annexation requests. The property is within the City's Urban
Growth Area.

Section 17.06.040.A.1 of the Code states that if the property is located
within the City's Urban Growth Area as identified by the Fruita Community
Plan, annexation may be approved only after considering the following
criteria:

a. The annexation meets the requirements of the State Statutes;

This annexation request meets the requirements of state laws. The
property has the required 1/6™ contiguity with existing city limits. It is
within Fruita’s Urban Growth Area and abuts existing urban development.
The city's Master Plan recommends urban development for this area. All
required public facilities and services are available to the property at this
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time. A community of interest exists between the area proposed to be
annexed and the City of Fruita and the property is capable of being
integrated into the urbanizing area. This criterion has been met. These
issues are discussed in more detail below,

b. The area is or can be efficiently served by city utilities and capital
investments, including water, sewer, parks, drainage systems and
streets;

As an enclave within the city limits with urban development currently
existing on all sides, all required utilities are available to the subject
property. There are public parks, trails and an elementary school within %
mile of the development. This criterion has been met.

c. The area is contiguous with existing urban development;

The subject property is contiguous to the city limits on three sides and
those three sides are contiguous with existing urban development - Vista
Valley subdivision to the north, Canterbury subdivision to the east,
Leesdale subdivisions to the west (from the 1950s) and Windsor Park to
the south along with two larger lots still in the County. This criterion has
been met.

d. The area is or can be efficiently served by police and other municipal
services;

Because access to the property is through roads within the existing City
limits, is surrounded by urban development, and all required utilities are
currently available, the property can be efficiently served by police and
other municipal services. This criterion has been met.

e. The development is consistent with community goals, principles,
and policies as expressed in the Fruita Community Plan;

The proposed annexation and requested zone meet the approval criteria
that must be considered for annexations and changes to the Official
Zoning Map as identified by the Land Use Code. The Land Use Code is
one of the primary documents to implement the Fruita Community Plan.
This criterion has been met.

f. The annexation is supported by local residents and landowners;
The annexation meets the goals and policies of the city's Master Plan and

the applicants held a neighborhood meeting regarding their intended
annexation and development. At this time staff has received no written
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comments that would indicate that this annexation is not supported. This
criterion has been met.

g. Water and ditch rights can be provided, as applicable, in accordance
with city policies;

It appears that water and ditch rights can be provided in accordance with
city policy. This criterion has been met.

h. The area will have a logical social and economic association with the
city, and;

Because the property has been enclaved by the city for many years, and
is surrounded by urban development and major roadways, the area will
have a logical social and economic association with the city. This criterion
has been met.

i. The area meets or can meet the existing infrastructure standards set
forth by the city.

To help ensure that infrastructure can be constructed in this area without
great difficulty, staff recommends that 30 feet of right-of-way and 14 foot
wide multi-purpose easements be provided for both Pine Street and
Aspen Avenue. This is a standard requirement of all annexations and/or
development in the City of Fruita and is discussed in more detail below.
This criterion can be met.

Based on this information, the annexation of the subject property meets or can
meet the approval criteria that must be considered for annexations with the
condition that right-of-way and 14-foot wide muiti-purpose easements are
provided for both Pine Street and Aspen Avenue. It should be noted that there
are no current aspects of the property that would be considered legal non-
conforming (aka, grandfathered) after the annexation is completed.

REZONE

Section 17.13.060, Amendment to the Official Zoning Map (Rezone), of the
Land Use Code (2009, as amended) states that the Official Zoning Map may
be amended when the following findings are made:

1. The proposed amendment is compatible with surrounding land uses,

pursuant to Section 17.07.080, and is consistent with the city’s goals,
policies and Master Plan; and
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The Fruita Community Plan (a major portion of the city's Master Pian)
recommends Community Residential (CR) type zoning for this area. The
CR zone is primarily a single family residential zone and the subject
property is surrounded by single family residential development and with
CR zoning and development to the east and west, and Planned Unit
Development zoning for mainly single family residential development to
the north and south. This criterion has been met.

2, The land to be rezoned was previously zoned in error or the existing
zoning is inconsistent with the city’s goals, policies and Master Plan;
or

This criterion is not applicable because the land is not yet in the Fruita city
limits.

3. The area for which the amendment is requested has changed
substantially such that the proposed zoning better meets the needs
of the community; or

Although there have been changes in the area, this criterion is not
applicable because the land is not yet in the Fruita city limits.

4. The amendment is incidental to a comprehensive revision of the
city's Official Zoning Map which recognizes a change in conditions
and is consistent with the city's goals, policies and Master Plan; or

This criterion is not applicable because there is no comprehensive revision
of the Official Zoning Map for this area.

5. The zoning amendment is incidental to the annexation of the subject
property and the proposed zoning is consistent with the city's goals,
policies, and Master Plan.

The requested zoning amendment is incidental to the annexation and, as
explained above, the requested CR zone is consistent with the city's goals
and policies as expressed in the Master Plan.

Based on this information, the requested CR zone meets the approval criteria
that must be considered for a rezone (Official Zoning Map amendment).

MAJOR SUBDIVISION PRELIMINARY PLAN

Section 17.05.070.C of the Land Use Code requires the following approval
criteria to be considered for Preliminary Plan applications in addition to
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compliance with all approval criteria required to be considered for Sketch
Plan applications:

1.

Adequate resolution of all review comments,

As discussed in detail below, it appears that review comments can be
adequately resolved without a significant redesign of the proposed
development. This criterion can be met if all review comments are
resolved with the Final Plat application.

Compliance with conditions of approval on the Sketch Plan, if any.

No Sketch Plan application was submitted or required for this proposed
development. This criterion does not apply.

The following are the approval criteria that must be considered for Sketch
Plan applications:

1.

Conformance to the City of Fruita’s Master Plan, Land Use Code,
Design Criteria and Construction Specifications Manual and other
city policies and regulations;

With some changes, the proposed development can be in conformance
with the city's Master Plan, Land Use Code, and all other city policies and
regulations. The Fruita Community Plan (FCP, a major component of the
city's Master Pian) recommends Community Residential (CR) type zoning
and development for this area. The applicants have requested a CR zone
and the development meets most of the CR zoning requirements (lot size,
setbacks, etc.). The following is @ summary of the changes to the
development which are necessary to meet the minimum requirements for
subdivision development in the CR zone.

Roads to be built intemal to the subdivision are standard local roads with
44 feet of right-of-way, 28 feet of pavement, curbs, gutters, and attached
sidewalks. The only improvements required to adjacent existing roadways
is to remove curb cuts that are no longer necessary, and replace a small
section of missing curb, gutter and sidewalk as identified in the City
Engineer's comments.

Pine Street is classified as a collector roadway which requires a minimum
width of 60 feet. It is unclear how much right-of-way exists for Pine Street
in this area, which is classified as a collector roadway. To avoid potential
future problems, 30 feet of right-of-way for Pine Street should be
dedicated to the public. There may be an issue with dedicated right-of-
way for Aspen Avenue also, so 30 feet of right-of-way also should be
dedicated for Aspen Avenue to avoid future potential problems.
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Review comments from the Lower Valley Fire Protection District (LVFPD)
recommend that the cul-de-sacs meet a minimum 96-foot radius size
which will require at least one cul-de-sac to be bigger. Additionally, the
LVFPD recommends that Laura Avenue be extended to the east edge of
the property so that it can connect to the existing Laura Avenue stub street
on the east in the future. This also is a requirement of the Land Use
Code.

Section 17.43.030.D of the Land Use Code states that all developments
should be planned to provide both vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle
connectivity to adjacent properties. Wherever possible, street stubs to
adjacent parcels and connections for pedestrian/bicycle paths shall be
incorporated into the design of the development. Section 17.43.040.C
requires that cul-de-sacs not exceed 600 feet in length. The roads in this
subdivision are essentially one large cul-de-sac exceeding 600 feet in
length. This issue can be resolved with a stub street somewhere in the
vicinity of proposed Lot 14 to provide a logical connection to the adjacent
property and the existing Laura Street stub farther to the east.

Section 17.39.080 of the Land Use Code requires that there be at least
one on-street parking space for every lot with access from the bulbs. To
comply with this requirement, some of the lot lines around the bulbs may
need to be changed or driveway widths will be required to be limited. As
an alternative as provided in this section of the Code, if one additional off-
street parking space is provided for each dwelling unit, this requirement
can be reduced up to 50%.

Regarding parks, open space, and trails, the proposed development
provides a 10-foot wide pedestrian/bicycle connection to a public trail at

the end of the northeast cul-de-sac, identified as Tract C on the plans
submitted. Tract C also includes a 5-foot wide strip of land along the north
edge of the entire property to encompass an existing pedestrian trail
easement on the subject property. A 20-foot wide utility corridor at the
south end of the property aiso is available for pedestrian and bicycle use.
The applicants have requested credit against the Parks, Open Space and
Trails Impact Fee for providing these transportation connections.

Section 17.29.030.B of the Land Use Code requires trails to be provided:
to link to existing or planned future trails; to provide valuable links to
destinations such as schools, parks and other neighborhoods, and; to
avoid out-of-direction travel by pedestrians and bicyclists. This will require
a trail corridor to be provided at the end of each cul-de-sac. The short trail
corridors are required to be at least 16-feet wide with an 8-foot wide paved
trail. This Code section indicates that the land area required for a public
trail is not eligible for credit against the impact fee and the construction of
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on-site trails necessary to provide an adequate bicycle and pedestrian
transportation network internal to the development are not eligible for
credits against the impact fee.

This section of the Code also requires that corridors for Primary Trails be
at least 30 feet wide. The existing trail on the north side of the property is
classified as a Primary Trail and is in a 20-foot wide corridor. Additional
land area for this trail is necessary so that it is at least 30 feet wide and
should be part of Tract C. As pointed out by the City Engineer, this
additional land area also will avoid fences being buiit too close to the
existing trail pavement.

There is a concern about drainage on the lots along the southeast
property line. Instead of a swale to contain and direct drainage, a
permanent feature, such as an underground pipe with catch basins or a v-
pan, should be used instead to make it clear to future lot owners that a
water drainage system runs along the back end of their property.

Review comments from the City Engineer also point out other technical
concerns with roadway design and irrigation and Grand Valley Power and
the LVFPD also have additional technical issues that must be adequately
resolved with the Final Plat application.

If these issues are adequately resolved with the Final Plat application,
then this criterion can be met.

2 Compatibility with the area around the subject property in
accordance with Section 17.07.080;

Section 17.07.080 of the Code states that for all land uses, “compatibility”
is provided when a proposed land use can coexist with other existing uses
in the vicinity without one use having a disproportionate or severe impact
on the other use(s). The city decision-making body may consider other
uses existing and approved, and may consider all potential impacts
relative to what customarily occurs in the applicable zone and those which
are foreseeable, given the range of land uses allowed in the zone.

There are many single family houses in this area, including some on
refatively small lots to the north and south of the subject property. There
also are houses on relatively large lots to the south (currently outside of
the city limits) which could redevelop with higher residential density. The
proposed single family detached residential subdivision with lots well over
the bare minimum required in the CR zone. The city's Master Plan
recommends Community Residential type of zoning and development in
this area. This criterion has been met.
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3. Adequate provision of all required services and facilities (roads,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parks, police protection, fire
protection, domestic water, wastewater services, irrigation water,
storm drainage facilities, etc);

If all review comments and issues identified in this Staff Report are
adequately resolved with the Final Plat application, this criterion can be
met.

4, Preservation of natural features and adequate environmental
protection;

The subject property had been farmed for many years, and has been
fallow for many years. There do not appear to be any natural features on
the property worthy of protection. The developer intends to save as many
existing trees as possible according to the project narrative.

Stormwater management issues must be addressed and sedimentation
and weed controls will be required as part of the construction process.

This criterion can be met.

5. Ability to resolve all comments and recommendations from
reviewers without a significant redesign of the proposed
development.

Although some redesign will be required in order to meet the minimum
requirements of the Land Use Code and other city regulations, it does not
appear that resolving concerns necessarily leads to a significant redesign
of the development that would require another Preliminary Plan review.

In addition to the review comments identified above, Ute Water and Grand
Valley Power have technical issues which would not require a significant
redesign of the proposal, but which must be resolved with the Final Plat
application. Grand Valley Drainage District and Xcel Energy comments
indicated that they have no concerns with the subdivision as proposed.

This criterion can be met.

Based on this information, the approval criteria that must be considered for
Preliminary Plan applications either has been met or can be met if all review
comments and issues identified in this Staff Report are adequately resolved with
the Final Plat application.

Impact Fees

10
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The following impact fees are applicable to this development:

Transportation Impact Fee: $3,200 per lot

School Land Dedication Fee: $920 per lot

Parks, Open Space, and Trails Impact Fee:  $1,860 per lot

Chip/Seal Impact Fee: $3.85 per square yard of asphalt
on the internal roads

Drainage Impact Fee: $16,913.56 (unless more water

detention is provided to
reduce this fee)

According to the information submitted, the applicants intend to defer the impact
fees until the time of planning clearance for each individual lot. The required
improvements will be guaranteed with a letter of credit.

Review Comments:

All review comments received are included with this Staff Report. All review
comments must be adequately resolved with the Final Plat application.

Public Comments:
No written public comments have been received regarding this application.

On April 25, 2016, the applicants held a neighborhood meeting at Rim Rock
Elementary School to explain the proposed development to surrounding property
owners. According to the information submitted, there were 19 people at the
meeting, in addition to the developers and their representatives, who asked
about house sizes, materials, height and similar questions. There were
questions about emergency access and concemns about the annexation.
Included with this Staff Report is the invitation sent for this neighborhood
meeting, the attendance sheet, and a summary of the meeting.

Staff Recommendation:
Annexation
Staff recommends approval of the annexation application with the condition that

30 feet of right-of-way and 14-foot multi-purpose easements are dedicated for
both Pine Street and Aspen Avenue before the annexation is completed.

Official Zoning Map Amendment (Rezone)
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Staff recommends approval of the rezone to Community Residential with no
conditions.

Preliminary Plan

Staff recommends approval of the Aspen Village Preliminary Plan with the
condition that all review comments and all issues identified in the Staff Report are
adequately resolved with the Final Plat application.

Fruita Planning Commission: July 12, 2016

Fruita City Council: August 2, 2016
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PROJECT:

Petitioner:

CITY OF FRUITA
CITY ENGINEER & PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW SHEET

Aspen Village Subdivision

James McCurter
McCurter Land Company LLC

Reviewer: Sam Atkins

Date: May 16, 2016

REVIEW TYPE: Minor Subdivision X Major Subdivision - Preliminary Plan
(Check One) Lot Line Adjustment Final Plat

Site Design Review Conditional Use Permit

Other:
REVIEW COMMENTS

1. General: This application is for a new single family residential subdivision of 22 lots on 6.846 acres
location on North Pine Street.

2. Preliminary Plan (Sheet C3):

a.
b.

A provision to stub to the west to Laura Avenue should be provided.

With the location of the existing pedestrian trail in the east-west section of Tract C, it appears
there will only be about a foot or two between what is the edge of path and the property line to
the south. This will potentially place a fence too close to the trail. Chapter 17.29 of the Land
Use Code states "The width of land required for local trails must be at least 16 feet for short
connections (such as between cul-de-sacs) and wider for longer connections (such as a trail
behind rear property lines along a block). Vertical clearance on all trails must be at least eight (8)
feet. Horizontal clearance must be at least 3 feet on both sides. An additional strip of land will be
required to be dedicated as part of Tract C to obtain the 3-fi clearance to the south edge of the
trail.

Per the code reference in the above comment, the width of Tract C needs to be 16-ft in width
instead of the 10-ft proposed between lots 10 and 11.

Street light locations should be shown on the plan.

Show location of mail delivery cluster, or call it out. T think there is a pad shown on the plan for
it.

Signage for Stop and street names not shown. End of Road markers shall be placed at Laura
Avenue if just stubbed toward Laura Avenue to the east.

If Laura Avenue is not connected through, then "No Outlet" signage will be required at the
entrance to the subdivision.

There are curb cuts on Aspen Ave. and on Pine St. that are leftover from the old existing house.
Those curb cuts are to be removed and replaced with vertical curb, gutter and sidewalk.
Additionally, there is a section of curb gutter and sidewalk missing on Pine St. just north of the
curb return from the Aspen Ave./Pine St. intersection that needs to be replaced with new ¢.Qurb,
gutter and sidewalk.

W:\2016 Projects\2016-15 Aspen Village Preliminary Plan\Review Comments\City Engineer.docx
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CITY OF FRUITA
CITY ENGINEER & PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW SHEET

3. Drainage Report and Grading Plan (Sheet C-5):

a. The northernmost portion of the site appears to drain to the north to a location on the existing
trail where there are manholes with grated lids. These grated lids are in the existing path which is
not the most desirable, but given that they are already receive nuisance flow from the properties
to the north, it does not make a lot of sense to try and do anything differently for this project.
Can you call out on the plans the existing manholes so that it is clear on the plan that you have
something to drain to? Additionally the drainage report shows all of the north end of the project
draining to the south instead of breaking off some of it to the north. Is this area considered in the
detention release and/or total release rate?

b. The southeast legs of Lots 12-19 have a proposed swale running the entire length of that leg of
the subdivision. An underground pipe with catch basins or other permanently defined feature (v-
pan or curb and gutter) should run this length rather than a earth swale. The pipe and inlets
should run to the downstream edge of the second to last (upstream) lot and have catch basins
every other lot line. The v-pan or curb and gutter would start at the downstream end of the
second to last (upstream) lot and continue to the point at which it would be picked up by a storm
drain.

¢. Calculation for the drainage impact fee for over-detention is based on the recapture agreement
between the City of Fruita and Constructors West, Inc. dated 1/21/2003 for the Cottonwoods
Subdivision. That recapture has expired (10 year limit). The recapture was based on 53 cfs of
over-detention by Cottonwoods Subdivision that could be purchased from other developments
within the Murray Drain drainage basin which lies within the 117 Major Drainage Base (4.09 sq.
mi. as defined by Mesa County). The calculations for recapture vary depending on where the
property is located within the system, but the recapture for this parcel (which is in Area 3) is -
(CDR-0.173) x Developed Acres x $14,591.98. There was not a provision in the recapture
agreement for inflation, but the Engineering Dept. is willing to accept the payment in lieu of
providing the additional detention. The 100-year historic runoff for the project is 1.62 cfs. The
required runoff reduction is 48% of historic which would be 0.48 x 1.62 cfs = 0.78 cfs.
Therefore the new available over-detention from Cottonwoods Sub. Detention facility is 52.22
cfs.

4. Landscape/Irrigation Plan:

a. Verify that the site triangle for the detention area meets the requirements of Sheet 4.71 of the
City of Fruita Design Criteria and Construction Specifications Manual.

b. With lot sizes in the 10K to 12K range, the use of 9 gal/min per unit seems too low. Section 7.2
of the Manual specifies A minimum flow rate of 15 gpm is to be delivered to each lot.

c. Unless approved by all the dry utility providers for the current plan location for the irrigation
main, I would prefer that the irrigation main either be placed in the rear of the lots orin a
separate easement just outside of the 14'MPE. I would accept a 5' easement adjacent to the
14' MPE with the line being placed 1-foot off the MPE.

d. Is it implied that no lot can have a turf area larger than 1900 sf? I assume that with the lot
sizes being in the 10,000 range, some owners are not going to want to be restricted that
much. If this is the restriction, will it be recorded on the site plan or contained within the
CCR's? 1did not see anything in the CCR's that reference the amount of water available to
each lot in gpm or the area restriction for turf.

W:\2016 Projects\2016-15 Aspen Village Preliminary Plan\Review Comments\City Engineer.docx
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CITY OF FRUITA
CITY ENGINEER & PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW SHEET

5. Impact Fees:

a. Transportation Impact Fee: The fee required will be $3,200 per residential unit. This
amounts to $3,200/residential unit x 22 units = $70,400.

b. Chip and Seal Fee Calculation: This is calculated using the surface area of the interior
streets at a rate of $3.85/square yard.

c. Drainage Impact: This fee was calculated by the applicant and resulted in a fee of
$16,913.56. If detention (100 year release of 52% of historic) is provided, there will not
be a Drainage Impact Fee. The fee of $16,913.56 is acceptable for the over-detention
require for this basin.

d. Parks, Open Space, and Trails: The fee required will be $1,860 per residential unit.
This amounts to $1,860/residential unit x 22 units = $40,920.

e. School Land Dedication Fee: The fee required will be $920 per residential unit.

SIA: Engineering has reviewed the submitted draft Subdivision Improvement Agreement Exhibit
B and has no issues.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Engineering and Public Works Departments recommends approval of this Preliminary Plan upon
the satisfactory resolution of the items cited above.

W:\2016 Projects\2016-15 Aspen Village Preliminary Plan\Review Comments\City Engineer.docx
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From: Jim Daygherty

To: Henrv Hemphill

Subject: Aspen Village

Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 9:42:36 AM

Ute Water Conservancy District Date: 17 June 2016

Review Number 2016-15

Review Name Aspen Village

. Water mains shall be €900, minimum DR18 PVC. Installation of all pipe, fittings, valves,
and services, including testing and disinfection shall be in accordance with Ute Water standard
specifications and drawings.

U Developer is responsible for installing meter pits and yokes (pits and yokes supplied by
Ute Water)

® Construction plans required 48 hours before construction begins. If plans change the
developer must submit a new set of plans.

° Electronic drawings of the utility composite for the subdivision, in Autocad.dwg format,
must be provided prior to final acceptance of the water infrastructure.

® Water meters will not be sold until final acceptance of the water infrastructure.

. Abandoned services shall be removed and capped at main.

° Change water line note six to read Fruita and/or Mesa County.

° Provide Plan & Profile for SS for review.

@ Move irrigation to the rear of lots.

e Eliminate the valve to the west at the intersection of Laura and North South cul-de-sacs.
° All fire hydrants shail be moved to the beginning of the radius for the cul-de-sacs.

. Just past the fire hydrants show a reducer and water main as four-inch.

] Wet tap for connection in Aspen shall be an eight on ten wet tap, not an eight by eight by

eight tee and valves as indicated.

From: Henry Hemphill [mailto:hhemphill@fruita.org]

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 9:53 AM

To: daniel.roussin@state.co.us; arthur.valdez@charter.com; Dick Pippenger;
segodfrey.survey@gvdd.org; gvic@sprynet.com; Tim Ryan; Jim Daugherty;
scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com; ed@sandslawoffice.com; Ken Haley; Sam Atkins; Judy Macy; Mark
Angelo

Cc: Dahna Raugh

Subject: Projects for your Review

Hey,

Here are 2 projects for your review. They are set to be annexed as well. Please send me your
comments and indicate project number. Thank you!

Application # 2016-13

Application Name  Adobe View North
Application Type Preliminary Plan
Applicant Adobe View Development
Representative Steve Hej!

Location 965 18 Road



Application # 2016-15
Application Name  Aspen Village
Application Type Preliminary Plan

Applicant McCurter Land Company
Representative River City Consultants- Tracy States
Location 1062 18 Road

Henry Hemphill | Planning Tech. | City of Fruita, CO | (970) 858-0786 |
hhemphill@fruita.org



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

REVIEW SHEET

DATE: JUNE 1, 2016

TO: REVIEW AGENCIES

Application #: 2016-15

Applicant: River City Consultants
Application Name:  Aspen Village
Application Type:  Preliminary Plan

Location: 1062 18 Road
Zone: Unincorporated Mesa County, AFT.
Description: This is a request to approve a Preliminary Plan for a 22 lot single

family residential subdivision

The attached plan has been submitted to your office for review and comment. To
ensure any concerns you have are taken into consideration please comment by JUNE

23. 2016.

RETURN TO THE CITY OF FRUITA COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT
Or e-mail to hhemphill@fruita.org

GVP Comments for 2016-15 Aspen Village Preliminary Plan (Fruita)

1. The project is in the Grand Valley Power (GVP) service area.

2, Single-phase underground power is available for this project,

along East Aspin Avenue.

3. There may be space issues with the irrigation system in the 14’
MPE. A possible conflict with gas line and transformer locations.
A detail of the cross section of the MPE would be useful.

Is the space in Tract B for a power line trench and 3- 3” ducts.
Need GVP electric layout on FINAL Utility Composite Plan.
Showing the locations of streetlights, transformers, junction

oo



boxes, road crossings (number of conduits, type, size, depth &
length) and any other needed equipment.

6. Please make application for service by calling 242-0040, to start
the design process. A cost estimate will also be prepared.

7. Need Final Plat with addresses before going to Contract for
Construction with Grand Valley Power.

8. No trees to be planted over utility portion of Multi-Purpose
Easement.

9. Any Utility / Multi-Purpose Easement that is also used for
landscaping will need to have underground power lines built in
duct system.

10.Irrigation and drainage lines should not be in the utility portion of
the Multi-Purpose Easement.

11.Any relocation of existing overhead power lines, poles,
guy/anchors, underground lines, transformers or any other
Grand Valley Power equipment is at the developer’s expense.



LOWER VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
168 N. Mesa
Fruita, CO. 81521
Phone: (970) 858-3133 Fax: (970) 858-7189

June 15, 2016

City of Fruita Community Development

325 East Aspen

Fruita, CO 81521

Application: 2016-14

Applicant: River City Consultants

Application Name: Aspen Village
Application Type:  Annexation
Location: 1062 18 Road.

Zone:

AFT

Review Comments:

All cul-de-sacs must meet the 96 foot diameter required by Appendix “D” of the
IFC.

Fire Hydrants must be located just prior to entering a cul-de-sac. A hydrant must
be installed at the intersection of Laura Court and Aspen Village Court.

Laura Court should be renamed as Laura Avenue and continue as a through street
and connect with the existing Laura Avenue to the East. If this is not possible the
street should be stubbed out for future connection to Laura Avenue. Note if Laura
Avenue cannot be connected as a through street an emergency access must be
provided at an acceptable location near lots 11, 12, or 13

The second access road shall comply with the requirements of Section 503.2 of
the 2012 IFC.

In lieu of the second access road all residences in the subdivision could be
protected by residential sprinkler systems.

Richard Pippenger
Fire Marshal



Henm Homghlli

From: Hendricks, Scott [scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com]
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 2:06 PM

To: Henry Hemphill

Subject: Application # 2016-15  Aspen Village
Attachments: Land Development Application.pdf

Application # 2016-15

Application Name  Aspen Village
Application Type Preliminary Plan

Applicant McCurter Land Company
Representative River City Consultants- Tracy States
Location 1062 18 Road

| have reviewed this project and have no objections at this time

Completion of this City/County review approval process does not constitute an application with Xcel Energy for utility
installation. Applicant will need to contact Xcel Energy’s Builder’s Call Line/Engineering Department to request a formal
design for the project. A full set of plans, contractor, and legal owner information is required prior to starting any part of
the construction. Failure to provide required information prior to construction start will result in delays providing utility
services to your project. Acceptable meter and/or equipment locations will be determined by Xcel Energy as a part of
the design process. Additional easements may be required depending on final utility design and layout. Engineering and
Construction lead times will vary depending on workloads and material availability. Relocation and/or removal of
existing facilities will be made at the applicant’s expense and are also subject to lead times referred to above. Any and
all existing & future Xcel Energy facilities must be granted easement.

Scott Hendricks

Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature

Planner / Design Department

2538 Blichman Avenue, Grand Junction, CO 81505
P:970.244.2727  F:970.244.2606

E: scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com
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Name of Legal Owner

Name of Legal Owner

Name of Legal Owner Signature Date

STATE OF COLORADO)
) ss.
COUNTY OF MESA )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ’ ‘i day of 4@(} / y 20[&,
My Commission expires: | | / 0l [ﬁg }4 % 4 %
#s
Notary Public
TRACY A, STATES
W:\Farms\All In One- Forms for Pre-App Meetings\Annexation\Land Developiment Application-2009.doc NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY ID #20064045541
My Commission Expires November 6, 2018




Project Narrative
Name: Aspen Village Subdivision
Application: Annexation/Rezone and Preliminary Plan

May 5, 2016
Project Information
Applicant: McCurter Land Company, LLC - Owner
Representative: Tracy States — River City Consultants, Inc.
Location: 1062 18 Road, Fruita, Colorado
Parcel No: 2697-162-00-020
Zoning: Current Mesa County AFT — Proposed Community

Residential (CR) within the City of Fruita

Project Description:

The project is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Pine St. and Aspen
Ave. The project is proposing annexation and zoning to CR within the City of Fruita
limits. It is proposed to create a 22 lot single family detached residential subdivision.
The total acreage of the project is 6.73 acres. The lot sizes conform to the CR zone
district standards, The lots range in size from 8,282 square feet to 12,633 square feet
and is similar to densities in the immediate area the subject property. All of the
setback requirements for the CR zone district can easily be met with lots of this size.
The existing structures will be removed.

Two trail connections totaling 0.14 acres are proposed and the applicant is requesting
credit for these trail connection towards the Public Sites, Parks and Open Spaces
Dedication/Fee. No other open space/trails are proposed with this subdivision. There
is a small detention pond located at the northeast corner of the project which will be
landscaped, providing a pleasing aesthetic for this intersection corner.

Neighborhood Meeting:

A neighborhood meeting was held on April 25, 2016, at Rim Rock Elementary at 6
pm. The minutes, attendance sheets and exhibits that were presented at the meeting
are included with this submittal. Overall, the project was favorably accepted by the
public that attended the meeting.



Annexation and Zoning — Within the City’s Urban Growth Area

Does the annexation meet the requirements of State law (Title 31, Article 12)?

The annexation of the subject property does meet the requirements of Colorado State
Law (Title 31, Article 12). A Petition for Annexation and Annexation Map have been
included with this submittal and the subject property has the 1/6 contiguity with the
City limits required for annexation. The legal description of the annexation,
including right-of-way can be found on the Annexation Map. All land adjacent to the
subject property has been developed, with the exception of the two parcels adjacent to
the southeast.

Can the area to be annexed be efficiently served by urban services and facilities
(police and fire protection, sanitary sewer service, potable and irrigation water,
drainage structures, streets and trails, etc.) and what will the impact be to these
urban services and facilities?

There is water and sewer service available adjacent to the property. The developer
will dedicate road and pedestrian systems within the development. There should be
minimal impact to the provision of police and fire protection services and other
municipal services with this annexation.

The developer/owner owns four shares of Grand Valley Irrigation Company irrigation
water. An Irrigation Design Report is included with submittal. Storage is proposed
as well as a pumped, pressurized system. It is estimated that an additional four shares
of irrigation water will need to be purchased to increase water availability. Please
refer to the Irrigation Design Report. Stormwater detention is proposed for the
subdivision and drainage from the project will be released at less than historical rates
into the existing drainage system.

Is the area to be annexed contiguous with existing urban development?

As explained above, the property has the 1/6 contiguity with the City limits required
for annexation and all land adjacent to the subject property has been developed, with
the exception of the two parcels adjacent to the southeast.

Is the annexation consistent with the City’s Master Plan?

The subject parcel is an in-fill parcel and has ready access to all urban services. The
project and annexation are consistent with the City’s Master Plan including the Fruita
Community Plan. The project provides higher density residential housing near the
downtown area.

Is the annexation supported by local residents and landowners?
The project was accepted favorably by most of the public that attended the
neighborhood meeting on April 25, 2016.

Will the annexed land have a logical social and economic association with the
City?

The annexation and project proposes trail connections and will provide the City with
increased tax revenues.

River City Consulftonts, Inc. — Aspen Village Subdivision and Annexation/Rezone 2



Preliminary Plan

Project compliance with, compatibility with and impacts on:

Adopted plans and policies
The project meets the intent of the 2008 Community Plan, as well as the requirements
of the City of Fruita Municipal Code, updated through December 31, 2013.

Land use in surrounding area including parks and open space

Existing land uses in the area include both townhouses and single-family houses on
lots ranging in size from just less than 3,400 square feet (Vista Valley and Windsor
Park PUD subdivisions to 1.69 acres (County parcel). Rim Rock Elementary School
is located less than one-half mile to the east on J 6/10 Road (Aspen Ave.). Windsor
Park PUD Subdivision, located on the south side of Aspen Ave., contains a small
community park and trail system.

Site access and traffic patterns

Site access is proposed from 18 Road, extending into three cul-de-sacs. The proposed
right-of-way is consistent with Fruita’s street standards, as well as requirements for
fire department access. Both Pine St. and Aspen Ave. are classified as major
collector roadways and will accommodate the traffic from this and further urban
development in the area.

Availability of utilities
All utilities are extended to the site and will be extended into the subdivision. Please
see previous comments regarding irrigation.

Special or unusual demands on utilities
The proposed project will not cause any special or unusual demands on utilities. The
infrastructure is in place to support the subdivision.

Effects on public facilities and services
There should be minimal impact to the provision of police and fire protection services
and other municipal services with this annexation and subdivision.

Site soils and geology

A geologic hazards and geotechnical investigation was performed on the site by
Huddleston-Berry Engineering and Testing. The site is suitable for the proposed
development.

Natural areas
There are several large trees on the property and the developer intends to save as
many of these trees as possible.

River City Consultants, Inc. — Aspen Village Subdivision and Annexation/Rezone 3



RIVERCITY

CONSULTANTS

April 15,2016

RE: Annexation and Major Subdivision of the property located at 1062 18 Road
(Aspen Village Subdivision), Fruita, CO — 22 single-family detached residential lots
on approximately 6.73 Acres

Dear Neighbor:

This letter is to inform you that the property owners of the above mentioned property are
holding a neighborhood meeting to discuss the subdivision and status of this property.
This project is being submitted for review in accordance with the City of Fruita code
requirements in order to obtain approval of the subdivision. The property is currently
zoned AFT in unincorporated Mesa County. It is proposed to annex this property into the
City of Fruita limits with the proposed zoning of CR (Community Residential),

We invite you to attend this neighborhood meeting which will be held at Rim Rock
Elementary, located at 1810 J 6/10 Road, on Monday, April 25, 2016, at 6:00 PM in the
library. This meeting is designed to provide you with as much information as possible
and hear/address your concerns.

Sincerely,

Glany Sl

Tracy States
Project Coordinator




RIVERCITY

EXHIBIT A

ASPEN VILLAGE SUBDIVISION
1062 18 ROAD
FRUITA, CO

SUMMARY OF NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
MONDAY, APRIL 25, 2016
RIM ROCK ELEMENTARY
1810 J 6/10 ROAD @ 6:00 PM

A neighborhood meeting for the above referenced subdivision was held Monday, April
25, 2016, at Rim Rock Elementary School, located at 1810 J 6/10 Road, at 6:00 PM. A
letter notifying the neighbors was sent on April 15, 2016, per the mailing list received
from the City. The meeting was facilitated by Tracy States with River City Consultants,
Inc., representing James and Debra McCurter (McCurter Land Company, LLC), the
project Developers, who were also in attendance. Jeff Mace, the Project Engineer with
River City Consultants, was also present to answer technical questions. There were
nineteen neighbors that attended the meeting. An attendance list is provided as part of
this Exhibit.

The meeting was an informal presentation with a copy of the Composite Site Plan for
Aspen Village presented as an exhibit (attached). Ms. States explained what was planned
for the subdivision and the proposed zoning of Community Residential (CR). Most all of
the attendees were happy that townhomes were no longer being proposed and some were
very excited about the project. The attendees presented questions that were answered by
Ms. States, Mr. Mace and Mr. McCurter.

Most of the questions were regarding the size of the homes and height (would there be
two-story homes), where the fire department would access the site from, would there be
restrictions as far as building materials, etc. (CCRs). Some asked about perimeter
fencing. It was explained that two-story homes are allowed in the proposed CR zone
district and that there would be CCRs to regulate the type of construction allowed within
the subdivision.

There were a few of the neighbors that were not happy about this piece annexing into the
City’s limits. It was asked if the neighbors could be forced to annex as well. It was
explained that with the exception of this property and the two adjoining properties to the
east, that all of the surrounding development was already with the City’s limits. These
concerns came from neighbors that were on larger agricultural properties with farming
activities a little further to the east.

The meeting adjourned at 6:45 PM.
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Monday, April 25, 2016 — Aspen Village SFR/Annexation
Neighborhood Meeting @ 6:00 PM
Rim Rock Elementary
1810 J 6/10 Road, Fruita, CO
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Neighborhood Meeting @ 6:00 PM
Rim Rock Elementary
1810 J 6/10 Road, Fruita, CO

Monday, April 25, 2016 — Aspen Village SFR/Annexation
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il g ?p ontour @ Existing Irrigation Voult parmite requbad 1o perfonn conatiuctlon wihin City l_u'_“ The cantroctor hal be Eolely r plos and 3 o traffic i :4; ::tw;:;,:sm&p-h:}:!mh;oPxﬁwgﬂ;:;:l-;'o:hﬁu specified. All pipa joints shall be 13' jointa unless otherwise opprovad by the city snginesr
4999 Existing Minor Contour ® Existing Irrigation Pump mﬂ;ﬂ,ﬁ.ﬁ.ﬁ:"‘f?ﬁ‘flﬂf:‘e C‘lz‘:dg::‘f-wy nnloct the publlc works duporteest ot BSS-8588 1o ncq.n en excovation in 4 Al servics lins connections to “u "" main shoil be accomplighed with full-body wyes o tens. tapping soddiss wal not be oliowed,
= Existing Edge of Asphall e i ond lesting. shelt ba In strict aceardance with the 1otest stondards 5. AN trenches shotl be per S Trench Datoll (ses Clly of Frulta Datofs). Contractor shall be requirsd to perform ot necessary
S o Existing Fire Hydront ond rowir'munl' adopted by the cuy o! T uite. AN motericts and -umnmmp shafl be subject to inspection by tha Cily of Frukta. The City reserves compaclion tesls through o “'"""’ solls lob.
Existing Edge of Concrete tha right to accepl of reject any such malerils ond workmanghip thot doas not conform to tha City of Frutta's atandords and. spacifications & ;;”“‘“'"'“ ‘Ut::"”::’“*:'fu' :z:“f‘” i tmed balen wlee :‘h“'r:f gl s"“:l“;‘ spacifiad ;"":z’L e i pdd i
R . v isti ] 4. Controclor sholl femiiorize his/herset! with th tdmll(m rsauramanta of the Cily of Frua, The rasits af the reaurred ¢ f tests and o i ol - Ml e e Dl sl iag avar I8 gractar; Mepapred. tod i
Existing Concrete Flowline Existing Valve Eankaclor, plbosy tnu'mo.nﬁ: i aitt dtie peabachnicn Teslig n oL af Ahe. By of Frofa '“lr:d s ﬂmmql s My::'h-uouqmﬂ:"m- . ;nh a Z"IJIhpu:h;:;k;hd green. a‘ndd::::;d;r that ‘S‘r'rnnin: sbove grods, Asbullt :w:;yng“fu vn:l:nl grade of stub—out required prior to bockfill
PR B . " i f % 1 1 . No service lines Ll ly inle y the cliy enginger.
Exf’t'"g Building - Existing Sign :;‘ml- ellm!lzu' .n l“n';n galﬁmﬂ'ﬁfaﬁuﬁ'ﬁﬁ-ﬁ:;?;";w ﬁc’-‘n::::‘mdahmmﬂ untl possing results ors oblained. All uthity lines, g Ih-smv“w :‘ ;maﬂlm“' for all r.q..u;u sawer m; mmq to be ted In the presence of the cily engineer. or thekr representotive. Final ccceptance is
Existing Fence w Gote = Existi 6. Only moleriots on which o procior test can bs performed, ond Sccurate nucleor density tests con be run, ore opproved for uillly trench bockfill unless o be accomplished only after ofl cther infrestructure hay Besn instaled. "‘"““’ """ lines, gan lines, eloctric lines, stc. Video inspection and gir teating
xisting Street Light otherwise operoved by (he sngtiser. (Fowabls M i oceeptobls ) wil be performad after oll compaction of strast mmu- cmu prior to sirsst paving. Fi will clso ba after poving is
Existing Ditch Flowline - 6. It ia the responsiiity ul the conlraclor to contact the n\ly snginesr In ur.Nmou of required Inspections, complsted Lo inmre thot the line ia cleon tests will by the bosis for waing '"’“" “"’W‘“ of the swwer ling extension.
X - Existing Ulility Pole 7. The controctar shoil notlly 1he snginasr s vd which are diferent th thess drawings. Controct 10 Morhules sl tu cpomiructed G2 s wn-the. Chy o Fito SonRory. Sewer Stonderd Datey
Existing Tt D ¥ ° ¥ the g Srd @iifaent..thon -ax-shawm ofl thess Wawligk:: Contructir s ond are to b fl i e il i e BV
xigting Top af Ditch pos shafl nolily the engineer Fmmediately i aite conditions -mnnt @ chonge ln dual 'rﬂm thot shown on (hese drowings. 32 Unun hlli“ﬂ monhalss over axisting uwv- ii:| 'cmtrma is to expose :ml lo:flur .n:v mnlrt.!.n allow the engineer o fleld verify exi:
i . e Existing Guy Wire 8. Algnment, Cenfertive curve dolo, ond statloning Lo ba verifled from opproved subdivision plat bafors consiructipn 9 P! ing Y 8 eng y existing pipe inverls
Existing Sonitary Sewer 9. Locations of existing utliities shown on lhess plons are opprovimate only GComlraclor |8 Lo contoct offected ullily for speciic locations before digging. prier to consiruction of manholes and odjust the invert elevalions, if required. The contractor shofl place type "A" bedding maleridl ond pour the base of the
! ) . P —— ~ @ Existing Ullity Pedestal 19, Prior to beghning Iato¥otion of new underground ulfilles shown on ihale drawings, the contractor lhﬂl ux:avvlc (pwwlt) l'!dlﬂnu utlities ot ol monhels ond complale the monhols o3 per the Clty of Frulla's Senitery Sewsr Standard Delofls. The contractor al the time can nelch out or cut the exiating
9 S L] Y craasing ,2," 1o verHly Ipcation ond slavellon of mxlsting utltles to ensure thal (he crossing con be mada an shown on these drawings. pipa out lo the epring line of the plpe. The controctor sholl control oll five mewage flow and sholl not cliow debriy from the cutting ofher work to enter the
Exlatinu Staim Do ® Existing. Water Meter Wi No amwaymetion, work el e puterad aulad of Jha. 0réjebt. wid s prisaly oty duaf! Wi g ity axatng peine whia the wrk fa Sang don. e conrocter shal adss the Clty when the coneate base w b poced so thal 5 represenots of the Ciy
. . an ~woy shawn on (h&se drowings I ba lhe sols responsibility of the controclor to oblain legal permisaion to occupy properiy other s o
Existing Underground Electric o Existing Survey Mark ::enrx‘l prfh::nlltl if the :nrlroctor delermines thot occess is required. Any damoge to private facllities nuwdv thesa limits shall be repoired by ad :::::‘ TE‘:‘.?“' aanteter - Pipk-tasmrmnes shaft be with rubber ing o ASTM C~923. All metal components shall be
Y er e conlroctor no expense o Lhe owner,
Existing Underground Gas - . 1z Al ?;dh;":; m‘d'h;:ml‘tmdhn aciiviies within existing road right—of—woys shall be perfonmed in accordonce with the requirements of the ogency 14, i:t.:op:m;m: m?ﬂﬂlz::tftme;;;p&mmt unless otherwise opproved by the city engineer. The spoce betwoen concrete grade rings shall be secied
d isti 1 conl e righi—of~wa
y Existing Overheod Power . Fxisting Tronatatier 13, MI lullll‘nalury excesn mwy\;ulhn I‘rm\ either ullily or street construction sholl be spread unifermly across the lots os directad by the owner or 15. Al residentiol sonilory sewer services are to ba 4°¢ PVC SOR-35, unless otharwise specifisd.
“\ Existing Sawer Manhol y o wasla moterial including vegetatlan, roots, concrite, rocks, or other debria sholl ba houlsd from 16. A minimum of one cloy cut—off wall s to be instdled upstreom of euch monhole to prevent groundwater flow through the plpe bedding material
sting Sewe anhole m. pm,“( ny the colltruﬁw L] 'W" e pay. 17. Manhols spacing requirements:
— — — — — Esisting Easement E!istinq Storm Drain Manhale 14, |t shall be the sole responsibiiity of the contrector to ensure thot ol work i n wilh O Sofety and
Hegth administrotion (OSHA) nlas and regulotions. 15 or smafler 400
—--——--——--—  Adjoiner Property Llne ¢ Exiating Storm Droin Inlet 5 qumtiti-l shown on these drowings are satimoles provided o3 on aid to bidder/controctor onfy. Bldder /contractor shall be responsible for scoling 187 or larger 500
in Inle ings ts onillles prior to blading.
16. The cantracter z;‘ ba responsible 107 preporing and permilting the Storm Woter Monogement Plan for disthorgen associated with conatruclion activity, 18, Maximum change in direction in monholes for tines 187 and forger shall be 45
Existing Tree The controctor whofl be responsible for compleling and melling the oppiicotion, poying the permil ln pr aparin m- plon, implsmenting the pion, 19. Swwar linss shall be siroight ond nel curved batwesn marholas, both in line and in grode.
performing i;:-:uo;; 03 required ond perfa/ming ofl required ok ol ccil\dllu Conlect the Colorado Deportment of Public Heotth ond 20. “'v- mﬂtm;n Tw:nl'tw -r:dnh iablpluu, & (;u:;:.p:!. te ﬂn::h::::e) ':;duu; :::r'r'\ﬂ otherwise on the drowings. Where cover ts less than 2' from top
Envirosment /Woter Quality Control Division ot (303) 692- 3800 for inlormation regording the Storm Water Managsment Plan Pragrom, el swwer pps. to om of roddway b tourss, Mo conorgle: ugsd os bl
————GDD————  Proposed Majer Contour T T—— 17. The controcior shotl be scisly responsibl for snsuring thal woler wervice lines and fice hydront feods mast the minimum buridl depth estoblished by 21. Concrate shafl be City of Grand Amction Sp Sactlon 601 Concrate Class 8.
Prapased Minor Contour oject Benchmar the eccepting ogency for InBtaticlions crossing undemaoth blrm- dnm,. drainage u"m“ drainoge ndu and canals. 22. ;gd:lm:\cl-:‘-d' hma‘\oll::' Jmu;th:’I:::‘u:?\? I'r‘git. riser wections, conem, and flal tops, for sanitary sewer manholes, sholl be Typs V or modifiad Type Il
D 18 All meleriols shefl be handled and instoled b atrict nor - i an ghntied
o P Secondory Conirol Points 19. Contractor shail have on d of ot th it | dl ,m, 23.Manhola riser ssctlons, cones, Nlol 1ops. ond grads rings sholl bu precost reinforced concrate conlforming lo ASTM C-478 or AASHTO M—199
Prap Edge of Concrete Rt v s ignad copy of pans k(o b s o 24.Bockf oround manhoies and other structures shall be ploced in 8~ max Wis and compacted to B5% AASHTO T-99.
= Prop ¢ Edge of Aszphalt 25, Al work shafl be in occordance with approved plons ond specificallons.
28.Monhole cone ond fiat top seclions sholl be positioned such that the manhole ring and cover are offset 20'-30° from the upstreom main sewer line inta the
Propaged Cancrete Flowline - Proposed Street Sign ROADWAY NOTES 27. lanhols steps sholl ba Instolled In vertical glignment whh the dng and cover.
—m———m———m——  Praposed Irrigotion Line P o 28 Manhole ring ond cover con be st to mw-} grode, using non—sheink grout to adjust ring wlevation, Groul shal not excesd .15F thickness ond sholl hove o
i brasoeed Sewer Wil Tine [ ] roposed Oetectable Worning Qomes 1. Asphall sholl be compacted o 92%-88% of an occepted super pove design (SX-75) m c;ni:l::”zu:', apphed to dE guut surfoces .w ad fo ths h|ﬂ::dnf the manhole. &wy top :uilrw?“ui'cnmi:. may be deleted, provided non—shrink
= & & i : 2. Prior to poving, ond aller compoclisn of road base, the contraclor shall proof roll the strests with o %l water truck. The proof rofling wi ¥ o el 2 i i,
Proposed Sewer Service Line roposed Irrigotion Service accomplished whila on engnesring mznectar for the Clly Ja present, Arsas which exhbit pumping detrimental 1o the siructur) integrity of m- straets oz
determined by the Clly's inspector wil bs oddressed by the contracter's maleriol engineer. The sireet will be re—tested by proof rolling, following repairs.
—— M sm———  Proposed Storm Drain Line e Proposed Sewer Manhole 3. Centreclor Lo prolect existing ulllitiss ond oppurtenonces. Monholes, curb inlets, ulliily ines, slc., domoped, coverad or filad with dirt or debris by the
% i contractor sholl be cloaned ond repakred to the City of Fruita's stondords, ol no expense to (he cwner.
——¥R————m—————  Proposed Water Main Line Proposed Sewer Sarvice 4. Tha conlroctor shall protect Lhe surfoce of off concrete egainst weather, troffic, groffit! ond similor itema. Any concrate damaged for any recson shail STORMWA TER N OTES
Pr d Woter Service Line be repakred by controclor ot conlroclor's expenae to meat the City of Fruita's specificotions. 1. The controctor sholl natlfy Grand Junction Orainage District 24 h 166 - -
ge Diatr ours. pr uthities and roadway (if appiicable
e Prn;osed Common Utiltiss. Trench = Proposed Cloy Cutoff Wall 5. :::tr:‘l:.m c;ga":::wg:l:::-:ldum or croaspan damaged by compaction equipmant, during or prier te plocing, wil be removed ond replaced by 2 g:: '};"};{"1, wwz Shal ba n with City of Fruite mnﬂdurdb and Sptﬁﬂcuumu cmd sfnnd Hihetion Drainage Diatrict m#’::f’wd )
6. Curb, guiter on ovg pans are 1o have sxpansfon |oints ol woch chonge in herizontol afignment of curb and gutler, but in no cose ot o greater e oy N -
—— . —»— .- —— Proposed Ditch Flowline (0] Eroposed Store Drdly Menkicle distonce apar! than 200" Locola control joints batwsen mxzanslon jeinls ot Intervals not sxcesding 10'. Y i T T et Dbl Banirocior sl Besreiad-iosrattories
- - B, o Storm Dirgin iniet 7. Hondican rampa are 1o be praviced ot all curd rolum and snall be n sccordonce wiih tha American'a With Discbiities Act and Gity of Frulta Standerds. compaction tests through o carilied sol kb, ESRTL o0, natemony
Gpase: orm Urain inle 8. Include bocking of curb ond guitler and/or sidewolk with nolive 11l materid per the Typleo! Roadwoy Section in the unit price bid for embankment. G
g, Hot-mh phaltic te 10 be i dence wilh City of Fruits Stondord fical 5. Controctor to verify oll "Tie—in" grodes prior to ony conmtruction.
o) Proposed Parcel Boundary == Proposed Flored £nd Sectien he !ﬂ‘;:lur pﬂ:rmlTuhmo ;‘nn;::cmar ot o1 Frufla Stenderss. onaSpaciicalians., A o Ssalan’ for te RIagoase B0 st b4 apprizsd 5. Al High Dansity Paiyathylens (MDPE) pige and fiitings up te 246 to be the following:
p d Lot Line 10 proposed povement {3 lo molch exisling povement, exisling povement 1o b- auar cut for the full bass thiskness, Exsling surfocs to be tock A:‘"‘" Sure—Lok s '""*":' P ved gyl - i
P ™ Praposed Pond Outlet Structure coaled balors new czphalt surfocs Is plocsd. Mhe naw asphalt sholl malch and sh with existing spholt edge. No Iip o dapression wil be cllowed . M'mﬁ"*‘ ":' T*“‘m;f"“’ %00 b rwnloreed N i hos Mk M BTH Wil
e Proposed Tract Line as lasted wih o siroighl edge ond shall be repaired by the centroclor if Lhe Imnlithn excoeds 1/4" per 10 tolerance. ? A_”;: 4 ;?":' ‘u’;:“ B :s'a‘"c_""; Al Sow R one- g o the nq migriotisny;
o Proposed Water Service 11. The finish surfoce of the osphal mol must ba ot least 1/4 cbove any odjacent concrete surface. B L;_“”g ‘g" pe.
— === w=w——«<w Proposed Right of Way Line 12 Tralfic signa, control devices, ond povemnent piriping, sholl comply with Monual of Uniform Troffic Control Davices (MUTCD) c_ p,.cu,g n.,.hd. s.‘-_nm., ASTM C-478
[ Proposed Eosement e Proposed Water Meter 13. Controctor o verify oll “Tia=In" grodes prior to any construction ond shofl report ony discreponcies 1o the design enginaar, Plps,
14. Pavement design shod be based upon o geolechnical investigallon repart prepored by o cerlifiad solls lob, ﬂlbﬁicd Pbce zsm com
™ Propodad Fire Hydrant 15, Al generol uss Portiond cement Concrete shall conform te the Clty of Grond Junction ifi 60 1 i s B). All te sholl F. Jolnts, Using Rubbd Gaskats, ASTM C-443
p ydra be mixed, ploce, cured and tested in occordonce with Clly of Fruito strest conatruclion specifications. Al :buchurol work. MI b- COOT Standords 8. Testing of with the ificot shat ba the ity of the Two cartified coples of the test results
- Specifications Tobls 601-1 Closs D, unless olherwiss noted. for each fot or mhmas! prioe to insta’lotion of the material Ruhfnrm concrele pipe shall be testad for sirength by
=) Proposed Asphoit Proposed Water Valve 16. All conerele work withim public righi— M—wy sholl be performed by a Feensed curd, gutter ond skdewslk contraclor. A permit is required ot sach site the ‘l'hnu—l'.dg- Baaring Fui to godncu @ crack of ,01°. Each monulocturer furnishing pipe under thess specifications sholl ba fully equipped to carry out the
whers concrale is removed, citered or ploc teals described in ASTM C—-497. Fallure of ony pipe to meat the test requirements sholl be sufficlent couse for rejection of of pipe of thot size whl:h the teat
| Proposed Concrete L] Proposed Woter Blow Off 17, All concrets romps, sidewoiks, curbs, wltﬂ ond othar concrate work ehail ba underlald with aggregote boss course [clavs &) compocted to ot lsast Bpeciman reprasents.
5% AASHID T-180 moximum densily. See detols for bose thickness. The top 6° of g/ undlr all is sholi be ted to ot lecst 95X of In -kmm during “shipment. or handling may be rejected sven if praviously opproved
- Proposed Woter Thrust Block AASHTO T-88 madmum denshy All soluraled or unsuiloble subgrade mul-ln? shall be removed ond replaced, w. At ofl tims during conslruction, erosion ond sediment conirol shall be maintoined by the devalopsr or their designoted reprasentative,
18. Any sulsling pavement not du‘:mud for r-nw mh & domaged by eonstruction ﬂmll be ruplmd m llnd by cantrocior. Erosion conirol system shall be installed cs groding progressss.
19, Drawing indicales iypical section only. L s may tions or rep g. At shall be opp on an ’EA Ereslon bales shati be strow or hoy, depending on avakabiity.
Individual bosis by the cily enginser or his/her upuuntutive. 3. Ercsion bales sholl ba placed to aveid runoll flowing batween, round or under bales. Boles sholl be anchorod with 2°x2"x4' wooden stokes or 4 reinforcing bars,
20. Accassible curb romps ot inlersections shall be oligned with sireet crosswolks. two per bale (sss Erosion Control Detoil Shest for further Instructions.)
21. An approved curing /eealing compound sholl be opplies o oll exposed concreis surfoce immediately ofter finishing (refer to section 5.6(B)). 14, Negeolive Impocts to downstraom areas (or recelving woters) coussd by the overlot groding to bs monitorsd ond corrected by the developer
22. Al concrale shol be prolected fram freezing for 5 doys offer bllng pioced. No concrete sholl be placed on frozen ground, 15. Muleh shofl be opplied to ochleve o stubbled surfoce lo tha designated oreos to prevent dust ond aid in fimiting wind erosion. Contractor shall hove o woter
23. Minimum spocing between joinls in curb, guiter & sidewclk s 5'. Maxmum spocing is 107 truck made avollable o oualst in coniroliing dust and wingd erosion.
24. Waolar shatl not be odded io concrets surfoces dumg ﬂnlmmg eparations. 16. Constructlon lrofflc enfronces shall hove on oggregale steging pod inatofied per Ercslon Control Detolls.
25, The surfoce of all accessible ramps ond flored sides ehoil b finished with © course broomed taxture perpendiculor to the slope of the ramp. 17. Osialis shown ore schematic only. Adjust as necessory lo Mt fisid conditions.
L.l S T OF ABBREV' ATiON S 26, All handicop ramps, perking slofls and londings sholl conform to the Uniform Federol Accessibiity Standords (UFAS), lgtest editlon, 1B. Concrete sholl conform to the uty of Gmnd Junclion Specifications 801 (Structural Concrete Closs 8)
19. Any existing pavement not desl for removal which |8 domaged by constructien gholl be reploced In~kind the contracter.
ABC A te B ¢ A fi i . ; 0. Monholw riser seclions, conws, nl !upl. and grede rings shall be precust reinforced concrete conforming to C—478 or MS'PTO M-199.
ggregate Bose Course L aw Line PVC Polyvind Chloride 21, BockfMl around manholes, Inlst boxes ond othar structures sholl be placed In 8" iifts and compactad to 5% AASHTO T-98.
AC Aqru GB Grade Break PV Point ef Vertical intersection 22. Al work shall be in accordance wilh opproved plons ond specifications.
AL Alignment GV Gate Volve R Raodius WA TERL'N E CON STRUCT' ON NO TES 23. All concrets work within public right—of—way shall be performed by o Ncmaud curb, gutter ond sidewdlk contractor
BFS Bagin Full Superelevation HDPE  High Density Polyethyiene RC  Reverse Crown . ST s e e Il gt M e i o
BLDG Bullding HOA Home ary Hragopiatinn ROP Remforced C te Pi 1. Al water line truct nce wilh the Utd Woter Disirict Standords ond Specifications. 25, ANl cement used In mortor, noncelln m grode rings, riser seclion, cmu ‘and fiat tops for storm sewsr monholes, sholl be Type V or modified Type
i Gwn . enforc oncrete Pipe 2. Coniractor sholl nofify the m-me\ o hours PRIOR to the beginning of construction. Portiond Cement with less than 3% Tricolcium Aumincle.
BLM Bureou of Lond Monogement HP High Point REQ'D Redquired 3. All trenches shatl be to the r in the Reporl. Contractor sholl be required to perform oll compaction 26, Al wtorm mewer manhoie fids shall be designated "Storm Sewer”
BM Benchmark INC. Incarporoted RiM Rim Elevation tests through o certified solls lab. 27. Monhols ring and cover can ba set to fni grode, using non—shrink grout to odjust ring elevation. Grout sholi not exceed .15ft. thickness. Grout shall be
BNC Begin Nermal Crown NV Invert ROW Right of Way 4. Minimum cover required over lop of now waterlines Is 4'-6" (54 inches). piaced only under the cost ron :ln? No groul shofl be ploced beiween concrete grads rings.
BOC Back of Curb IRR Irrigetion RR Raircad 5. All woler mains {o be DR—1B PVC conforming to AWWA C-900. 28, Steel paving rings are not oliowed for 9Nd¢ odjustmant, unless clherwise opproved by the city enginser
BOW Back of Walk K Desi Coeff N 6. All woler mains ara to be bedded per City Grand Junction Slundwda
ack of Waolk X esign Coefficient SOMH  Storm Drain Man Hole 7. Al sarvics connectlons to be 3/4 inch Typs "K" copper, unless specified otherwise.
BVCE Eeg!nn!ng Vertical Curve Elevation L Length SF Square Feet 8. Ductha iron fillings 1o conform to AWWA C—110.
BYCS Beginning Vertical Curve Stotion LG Level Crown SH State Highwoy 9. Fira Hydrants sholl conform to AWWA C-502.
cac Concrete Box Culvert LF Lineor Feet SAN Senitary Sewer 10, All moteriole, laber and equipment required for testing ond disinfection of woterlines shall be furnished by Contractor. Disinfection of woterlines sholl
CDOT  Colorado Department of Transporiation  LP Low Point SSMH  Sanitary Sewer Mon Hole conform to Ut Woter Oabicl Stargaroe IRRIGATION CONSTRUCTION NOTES
oes Curb, Gutisr. & Sidewdlk LS Lot STA Station 1. Al Nﬁ- bands /ongle points, both hoflzoﬂtd ond verticol, os colied for on the plane ore to be thrust biocksd per the Dlatrict Cetolls and Yechnical
y » 2 Speciflcotions. 1. 4" and larger lrrigation lines ore o be constructed of bell ond t Closs 200 PVC
CL Center Line OR Cla§s LvC Len?lh of Vertical Curve STL Steel 12 0"4 materiod on which a proctor lesl can be parformed ond accurale nuclear densily testz can bs run ors opproved for wateriing trench 2 2" |rr|w‘|:-|’mging=h.' ors to be constructed of Class 200 Pmlp_‘i:z_omnrm service lines ore to be construcled of class 160 PVT
CMP Corrugated Metal Pipe MAX Moximum STR Structure 8 unless otherwise approved by the Engines 3. Pump connaciion risers will bs construcled of Scheduis 40 PVC.
cY Cubic Yard MCGS Mountable Curb, Guiter, & Sidewalk sy Square Yord 13. All water metar pits sholl be localed on nppndl- lot wide of dry viility transformers ond pwdestols. There shall be no dry ulllity tranaformers/pedestals 4, Grodes ond elevalions ore noted only whers the "Mwul.gmu“ slope Is insufficient to insure free draining. Take core te insure that
E Easting Coordinate MCOSM Meso County Survey Morker TAN Lenath of Tangant focated within five fest of any firs hydront. Thess ore utllity/cusiomer /consumer safely lasuas. no high or low poinis ore crected such that the | not fresly drain
EA Each MOS Maximum Design Speed THC Toprock Curbg 14 No privocy fences ore to be ollowed to enclese maler pits or firs hydrants locoted within sireets & rood ROWs and multi-purpose sosements. 5. Angles In irigation lines ore to be constructad and thrust blocked in the some manner os potoble woter lines.
. 6. Bockfilling of krigotion itrenches sholl be in occordance with the Standard Trench Dafo? (Sas City of Frulto datcils).
EFS End F’:l" Superelevation MH Marhole TCE Temporary Construction Easement 7. Al wlve: are :nqb- stondard brass potuble woter globe voive :-»a cast iron voive que:‘ *
EL E!evut_lon MIN Minimurm TFC Top Face Curb 8. Al irrigotion lines ore to hove o minimum of 2° bury {to top of pips).
ELEC Electric MPE Multi—Purpose Eosement ToC Top of Curb
ELEV Elevation MUTCD  MWonual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices TDP Top of Pipe
ENC End Normal Crown N Northing Coardinate Top of Wall
EOA Edge of Asphaolt NO Number 'ryp Typical
EOP Edge of Pavement NTS Not to Scale VG Verticol Curve UTILITY PROVIBERS
ER End of Ragius PC Point of Curvoture VPC Verticol Point of Curvolure
ESMT Easement . . PCC Point of Campoun_d Curvature VP Vertical Point of Intersection DRAINAGE GRAND VALLEY DRAINAGE DISTRICT
EVCE End of Vertical Curve Elevotion P Point of Intersection VPT Vertical Point of Tengency WATER UTE WATER DISTRICT Fi Fi ACCEPTANCE BLOCK
EVCS End of Vertical Curve Station PL Property Line W Water SEWER CITY OF FRUITA The Gy of Frifto reves comslintes guaers complonos @it the Diys Devwispment Slandorss, mublict 1n Ihssa pam Wby bbuiod, sigmed. o34 dutind
EX Existing PLS Professional Licensed Surveyor WSEL Water Surfoce Elevotion GAS XCEL ENERGY T & s o B e T i o o g o AL o i s ey
FES Flored End Section PR Proposed WIR Water ELECTRIC CRAND VALLEY POWER unl s WOW ane year Fom Ma dets o sen Dprhrs
FFE F[n!she.-d Floor Elevation PRC Foiqi of Reverse Curvature a Central Angle (Deita) IRRIGATION GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION COMPANY
FG F!nrshsd Grade PRELIM  Praliminary TELEPHONE CENTURYLINK
FH Fire Hydrant PT Poini af Tangency CABLE TV CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS
Ute Water District Representative Date City of Fruito Development Engineer Dote
A SCALE REVISIONS
. (RO DATE GESCAIFTIOR 5 McCuURrTER LAND COMPANY
| 4C 0 20 40
UNCC - L CONSULTANTS
e 744 orizon Cour, Sute 110 Phona: §70.241.4722 7 s e
o] mmm':“ T Graod R, G, V1500 wwscmstcom | Pk 470,201 8841 Aspen Village Subdivision
W unee.org hefora CONTOUR INTERVAL = 1 FOCT
CALL 2 BUSINESS DAYS IN ADVANCE BEFORE 4 1071-000 | DATE ESSUED: 2010 General Notes & Legend
YOU DIG, GRADE, OR EXCAVATE FOR THE DRAWN BY: mr | HORIZ: T =40 C1
5 s ORIGNAL SHEET SIZE: 22 x 34 CHECKED BY: Jom | VERT: N/A
— — 4




Notles

1. The locaotions of underground utilities os shown hereon ore based on
visible evidence from above ground struciures, markings by the
respective utility componies end/or their locator services, and
drawings provided by the utility componies. No excovations were maode
during this survey o determine exoct locotions and depths of
underground utilities and structures. Actua! locations moy vary
slightly from those gs shown hereon ond odditional underground
utilities rmay exist. Exigtence and locotions of cll underground utitities
ond struclures should be verified prior to any construction on this
property.

2 This site is not affected by a previously determined foadplain.

3. All lots are "Type A" iots {i.e. runoff from the lot drains to the
street) or "Type B" lots {i.e. runoff from the lot drains to the streel
and to the rear lot line).

4. All water meter pits sholl be locoled on opposite lot sides of dry
utifity tronsformers ond pedestals. There shall be no dry utdity
{ronsformers/pedestals located within 5 ft of any fire hydrani. These
ore ulility/customer /consumer safety issues.

5. The legend ond o list of obbreviotions con be found on the general
notes and legend (sheat C1).
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WATER MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

SUPPLY
IRRIGATION PROVIDER
IRRIGATED ACRES 40
FLOW AVAILABLE (GPM) 19
TOTAL AREA BUMMARY
TOTAL LOT/ COMMON ACREAGE 55
IRRIGATED ACREAGE 17
WATER (GPM} NEEDED BASED ON TOTAL AREA il
WATER SCHEDULE & TURF LIMITATION BUMMARY
LOTS WATERING FER DAY 11
DAYS WATERING / LOT / WEEK 3
WATER WINDOW (HOURS) 18
LOTS WATERING AT ONE TIME 5
COMMON AREA IRRIGATION ACREAGE a8
WATER (GPM) NEEDED BASED ON 8CHEDULE & TURF LIMITE PER LOT 43
WORST CASE WATER NEED (GPM) 43
STORAGE REQUIRED
GALLONS 4683
AVERAGE DEPTH (FEET) 7
ACREAGE 00028
SQUARE FEET 128
WATER MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATION

I~ »7000 & <9000 SF =

TURF 8F TURF AC 0.8

GPM GPM Li]

HRS/DAY: HRS/DAY

3| DAYSIWK 3| DAY BANVK
LOT/TIME }
and peak E-T requiements

RuAL PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION TAP
wilH _FLOW REGULAUNG DOLE VALVE

NTS

UTILITY PROVIDERS

GRAND VALLEY DRAINAGE DISTRICT
UTE WATER DISTRICT

POWER
GRAND VALLEY IRRIGATION COMPANY
CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS

THIS DATE.

of these plony doea nal rdieve the developer, controclor, or the engnesr fram conformancs wih
the Clity of Frulto Construction Specifications.

City of Frulla Community Davelopment Diractor

Data

APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION FOR ONE YEAR FROM THIS DATE.
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T5a.83 142 T oo - 84 WF R 05 ":_‘_’_"';“:‘ 4 ‘“‘::tﬁﬂ m‘_::o;.n;“ mu::fv-‘ S Sy ’L”;_“f' 1. The locations of underground utilities as shown hereon are bosed on visible evidence from obove -Q BENCHMARK
= L . ground structures, markings by the respective utlity companies ond/or their locator services, MCSM 1050—1
1 and drawings provided by the utility compaonies. No excavations were mode during this survey to N 1/16 Cor Sec 16=17 TIN R2W
I'I‘GLtlDﬂ determine exoct locations ond depths of underground utilities and structures. Actual locations Intersection of
-T]‘act D 222837 SF = == == = Space - may vory slightly from those as shown hereon and odditional underground utilities may exist. E Pobor Ave & N Pine St
= } 403339 5F Existence and locations of all underground utllities ond structures should be verified prior to ony
e -~ —— —— _— —— - —— —— — [ construction on this property. Northing: £9867.065

Eosiing: 47250.742

2. This site ig not affected by ¢ previously determined floodploin, Elevation: 4520.454

3. Al lots ore "Type A" lots (i.e. runoff from the lot droins o the street) or "Type B" lois (ie.

runoff from the lot droins to the street ond to the reor lot line).

4. Al woter meter pits shall be located on opposite lot sides of dry utility transformers and
pedestals. There shall be no dry ullity tronsformars/pedestals located within 5 ft of ony fire
hydrant. These are utility/cusiomer /consumer safety issues.

5. The legend and a list of abbreviotions con be found on the general notes and legend (sheet
c1).

44.0" Right of Way
6.5 6.5
1.5 Mountable —et 28.0° Asphalt Mountable 1.5
| C, G &S C, G &S |
| . . i
Design 1.5 4.0
Point 1.0'

Road Section
(NTS)

Typical

COOT Class 6
iAqqugolu Bass Course

2.0"

APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION FOR ONE YEAR FROM THIS DATE.

Acceptonce of these plons does nol reline the deveioper, contraclor, or the engineer from conformance with

Typical

- -
- g . s = o Pavement Section el G P Crrushion. SpacTesthns.
/ 2667162 11006 zas;—;g;i-\ /2&9’7-“322“-512-—5(‘! | 2697+ 162-12-002 ; } I - (NTS)
F—h -Eﬁa M R m SEOAR K | FALVAY BT City of Frulto Development Enginsar Date

SCALE
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ORIGINAL SHEET SIZE. 22 x 34

REVISIONS

BY

L NO. | DATE

40 80

DESCRIFYION

River City McCuURTER LAND COMPANY

CONSULTANTS

Prore: $70.241 4722
Fax: 070.245.8841

Aspen Village Subdivision
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Typical Street Cross Sections

C8




SHRUBS

D P!

PLANT LEGEND: TREES

ASPEN VILLIAGE SUBDIVISION:

—_—

NORTH PINE STREET (18 ROAD) T ——

[
i
1

1
) S

I

SYM. | BOTANICAL NAME: MMON NAME: SEZE QUANTITY:|  REMARKS:
@ (MAL) MALUS ‘RADIANT' RADIANT CRABAPPLE 2"CALIPER | 6TOTAL |18 TALL. 15 SPREAD, PINK RED FLOWERS

O (PIN) PINUS NIGRA AUSTRIAN PINE SFT.B2B | GTOTAL |40 TALL. 15 SPREAD, GREEN EVERGREEN
O (PYR) PYRUS 'AUTUMN BLAZE' AUTUMN BLAZE PEAR 2"CAUPER | STOTAL |42 TALL, 25" SPREAD, WHITE SPRING FLOWERS
PLANT LEGEND: SHRUBS

SYM. | BOTANICAL NAME: COMMON NAME: SIZE: QUANTITY:|  REMARKS:

@ |®@em seReens munsERan

AUTROPURPUREA RED-LEAF BARBERRY 5GALLON [12TOTAL |4 FT.TALL, 3 FT. SPREAD, RED FOUAGE

G (CAL) CALAMAGROSTIS 'KARL FOERSTER' | BLUEMIST SPIREA SGALLON |12TOTAL |3FT.TALL, 4 FT. SPREAD, BLUE FLOWERS

@ (CAR) CARYOPTERIS DARK KNIGHT" ISANTI DOGWOOD SGALLON | 3TOTAL |5FT.TALL 5FT. SPREAD, RED TWIGS

o (EU0) EUONYMUS ALATUS COMPACTA DWARF BURNING BUSH 5 GALLON 6 TOTAL | 4'TALL, 4' SPREAD, UPRIGHT, RED FALL COLOR
@ (JUN) JUNIPERUS BLUE CHIF VERTICAL SPARTAN JUNIPER 15 GALLON | STOTAL | 20" TALL, 6 WIDE, EVERGREEN SCREEN SHRUB

DWARF GLOBE SPRUCE
9,:? {PPG) PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA ‘GLOBOSA’| SHORT GRAFT SGALLON | 3TOTAL |3 TALL, 3 SPREAD, BLUE DWARF, SHORT GRAFT
€3 | mme) RosaxmEDILAND FIRE RED GROUNDCOVER ROSE SGALLON |16 TOTAL |2 TALL,4 SPREAD, RED FLOWERS
(VIB)  VIBURNUM DENTATUM 5 TALL, 5 SPREAD, WHITE FLOWERS, BLUE

&) ‘BLUE MUFFIN' BLUE MUFFIN VIBURNUM 5GALLON |12TOTAL |BERRIES, RED FALL COLOR
LEGEND: SITE FEATURES

sYM. | DESCRIPTION: QUANTITY: REMARKS;

—1’\%
/~L_¢~ | coseLE DETENTION BASIH 4000SF | PLACE OVER LANDSCAPE FABRIC FOR COMPLETE COVERAGE
3/4" GREY SCREENED GRAVEL MULCH 7004 8F | PLACE 3" DEEP OVER LANDSCAPE FABRIC THROUGHOUT DESIGNATED AREAS
(B)LARGE | 3%3'Xd'= LARGE , 2X2'K3" = MEDIUM
¥ | LANDSCAPE BOULDER (6) MEDIUM | BURY 2" DEPTH INTO GRADE.
LANDSCAPE NOTES:
1. FOR GRADING PLAN, REFER TO CML ENGINEER DRAWINGS. 7. PLANT MATERIAL WAS CHOSEN FOR ITS SPECIFIC VARIETY,

ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL NOT EXCEED 4:1 SLOPE.

HEIGHT, AND COLOR. ANY PLANT MATERIAL SUBSTITUTIONS
MUST BE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

2. CONTRACTOR TO UTILIZE STOCKPILED TOPSOIL FROM GRADING

OPERATION AS AVAILABLE.
LANDSCAPED.

3. SOIL AMENDMENT:

RECEIVE A BACKFILL MIXTURE OF 1/3 SOIL AMENDMENT
(MIXTURE TO BE 100% DECOMPOSED BARK MULCH) INTO 2/3'S

EXISTING PLANT PIT TOPSOIL. EACH PLA

EXCAVATED 2 TIMES THE WIDTH OF THE PLANT ROOTBALL. SEE

THE DETAIL ON SHEET L-3.

PLACE THROUGHOUT AREAS TO BE 8.
TILL INTO TOP 6" OF SOIL.

ALL TREES, SHRUBS, & PERENNIALS TO 9.

NT PIT TO BE

4. [NSTALL A NEW IRRIGATION SYSTEM FOR THE HOA
LANDSCAPE TRACTS AT THE SITE USING DITCH WATER

IRRIGATION.

AUTOMATIC CONTROLLER.

5. ALL TREES TO BE STAKED WITH 3 STAKES AROUND

PERIMETER PER INDUSTRY STANDARDS.

6. BURY THE LANDSCAPE BOULDERS APPROXIMATELY 2"

DESIGN BUILD BY THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR.
INSTALL A DITCH WATER IRRIGATION PUMP SYSTEM WHERE
SHOWN ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SITE, AND A NEW

BELOW GRADE TO LOOK INTEGRAL IN THE LANDSCAPE.

PLACE 3" DEEP STONE MULCH OVER LANDSCAPE FABRIC
THROUGHOUT THE DESIGNATED AREAS AS SHOWN.

LOCATE AND MARK LOCATIONS OF ALL UTILITES PRIOR TO
INSTALLING PLANT MATERIAL. DO NOT PLANT ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS DIRECTLY OVER BURIED UTILITY LINES, OR ANY TREES
UNDER OVERHEAD UTILITY LINES.

10. WHEN PLANTING TREES OR SHRUBS, THOROUGHLY SOAK
PLANTING HOLE WHILE BACKFILLING. PRUNE DEAD OR
DAMAGED BRANCHES IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLANTING. FERTILIZE
WITH AGRIFORM 21 GRAM PLANT TABLETS, 20-10-5. 6
TABLETS PER TREE, 3 PER SHRUB. & 1 PER PERENNIAL.

11.  ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL CONFORM TO THE AMERICAN
STANDARDS FOR NURSERY STOCK, CURRENT EDITION.

PLANTING SHALL BE DONE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE
ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE CONTRACTORS OF COLORADO
(A.L.C.C.) SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
GUARANTEE [RRIGATION SYSTEM AND ALL PLANT MATERIAL FOR
A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM FINAL ACCEPTANCE. ANY DEAD
OR DYING PLANT SHALL BE REPLACED. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL WINTERIZE IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN FALL AND PROVIDE
SPRING START-UP DURING ONE-YEAR WARRANTY PERIOD.

______ ey | e

| -lle i

IRACT D: TRACT C:
3, LANDSCAPED —lw , OPEN SPACE

"IRRIGATION . %g:ERETE

MENT
i ” CONNECTION
\_ —

IRACT A.
LANDSCAPED

L___I L -‘(’/Z"_Q-Dgrjeuﬂon EASIN/ l " |

|
|
|

— =~ EAST ASPEN AVENUE - - o

i - --

[ |

TRACT A ENLARGEMENT:

e

NORTH PINE STREET (18 ROAD)

TRIANGLE

OPEN SITE <

\ Q
DETENTION BASINLANDSCAPE:

(3) AUTUMN BLAZE PEAR
(6) AUSTRIAN PINE
(3) RADIANT CRABAPPLE

(6) BLUE MUFFIN VIBURNUM
(6) COMPACT BURNING BUSH
(3) DWARF GLOBE SPRUCE

(6) REDLEAF BARBERRY

(12) FEATHER REED GRASS

(8) RED GROUNDCOVER ROSE

(2) BLUE CHIP JUNIPER

(6) LANDSCAPE BOULDERS

Scale 1"=80'

O

North o ey 8 180°

IVISION

TRACT A = LANDGSCAPE DETENTION
BASIN TRACT, 4,000 SF COBBLE
THROUGHOUT BASIN, AND 2,200 SF
GRAVEL TOP PERIMETER

TRACT B = GRAVEL UTILITY
EASEMENT, 2,238 SF GRAVEL

TRACT C = OPEN SPACE
CONCRETE TRAIL CONNECTION WITH
GRAVEL ON EACH SIDE, J6& SF
GRAVEL

TRACT D = LANDSCAPED
IRRIGATION EASEMENT, 2,200 SF
GRAVEL.

IRRIGATIQN MENT APE:
(2) AUTUMN BLAZE PEAR

(3) RADIANT CRABAPPLE

(6) BLUE MUFFIN VIBURNUM

(6) REDLEAF BARBERRY

(8) RED GROUNDCOVER ROSE
(3) BLUE MIST SPIREA

(3) BLUE CHIP JUNIPER

(6) LANDSCAPE BOULDERS

TRACTD
ENLARGEMENT:

ASPEN VILLAGE SUBDIVISION
FRUITA, COLORADO

Julee Wolvenon,

www Julecwolverion.com
61945 Mighthawk Road
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Project Name: __;
Project Location: [ '
Current Zoning District: A
Tax Parcel Number
Project Type: A/r IoY‘
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1-10d - 0 ~02.8 Number of Acres:
Subdivi Sion *hnmhm

Property Owner: Mg'&déf QHJ Mg LL& Developer: 4 ne
Property Own Contact: i .
Address: 1.0 pory. T507 T i

City/State/Zip: é&ﬂﬁr ol D B[SO City/State/Zip: _Arand Jhnchsr, Oo 1502
Phone: 4T - Xobd - plo Fax: Phone: 410 - 240-60% Fax: i

E-mail: mgcur-w_r"s@ lla—‘\oz Csw_ B-mail: @
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Address:
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Owner Rep: E_MZ"% Em Subands, The . i
Contact: Aok ,S: 1

City/State/Zip: (1r#ing ™, s VI G

Phone: 10~
E-mail: (4

at'e,nn‘ﬂ-
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The above information is correct and accurate to tiie hest of my knowlec De.

b LW 4110

Name of Legal Owner Aignature (Member /M on & je r Date
Name of Legal Owner Signature Date
Name of Legal Owner Signature Date
STATE OF COLORADQ)
) ss.

COUNTY OF MESA )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ﬁ* day of épﬂ l 20&,
My Commission expires: , ' / 0 [710'3' % ﬁ ’% ﬂj

Notary Public
TRACY A. STATES
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NOTARY ID #20064045541
My Commission Expires November 6, 2018
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Project Narrative
Name: Aspen Village Subdivision
Application: Annexation/Rezone and Preliminary Plan

May 5, 2016
Project Information
Applicant: McCurter Land Company, LLC - Owner
Representative: Tracy States — River City Consultants, Inc.
Location: 1062 18 Road, Fruita, Colorado
Parcel No: 2697-162-00-020
Zoning: Current Mesa County AFT — Proposed Community

Residential (CR) within the City of Fruita

Project Description:

The project is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Pine St. and Aspen
Ave. The project is proposing annexation and zoning to CR within the City of Fruita
limits. It is proposed to create a 22 lot single family detached residential subdivision.
The total acreage of the project is 6.73 acres. The lot sizes conform to the CR zone
district standards. The lots range in size from 8,282 square feet to 12,633 square feet
and is similar to densities in the immediate area the subject property. All of the
setback requirements for the CR zone district can easily be met with lots of this size.
The existing structures will be removed.

Two trail connections totaling 0.14 acres are proposed and the applicant is requesting
credit for these trail connection towards the Public Sites, Parks and Open Spaces
Dedication/Fee. No other open space/trails are proposed with this subdivision. There
is a small detention pond located at the northeast corner of the project which will be
landscaped, providing a pleasing aesthetic for this intersection corner.

Neighborhood Meeting:

A neighborhood meeting was held on April 25, 2016, at Rim Rock Elementary at 6
pm. The minutes, attendance sheets and exhibits that were presented at the meeting
are included with this submittal. Overall, the project was favorably accepted by the
public that attended the meeting.



Annexation and Zoning — Within the City’s Urban Growth Area

Does the annexation meet the requirements of State law (Title 31, Article 12)?

The annexation of the subject property does meet the requirements of Colorado State
Law (Title 31, Article 12). A Petition for Annexation and Annexation Map have been
included with this submittal and the subject property has the 1/6 contiguity with the
City limits required for annexation. The legal description of the annexation,
including right-of-way can be found on the Annexation Map. All land adjacent to the
subject property has been developed, with the exception of the two parcels adjacent to
the southeast.

Can the area to be annexed be efficiently served by urban services and facilities
(police and fire protection, sanitary sewer service, potable and irrigation water,
drainage structures, streets and trails, etc.) and what will the impact be to these
urban services and facilities?

There is water and sewer service available adjacent to the property. The developer
will dedicate road and pedestrian systems within the development. There should be
minimal impact to the provision of police and fire protection services and other
municipal services with this annexation.

The developer/owner owns four shares of Grand Valley Irrigation Company irrigation
water. An Irrigation Design Report is included with submittal. Storage is proposed
as well as a pumped, pressurized system. It is estimated that an additional four shares
of irrigation water will need to be purchased to increase water availability. Please
refer to the Irrigation Design Report. Stormwater detention is proposed for the
subdivision and drainage from the project will be released at less than historical rates
into the existing drainage system.

Is the area to be annexed contiguous with existing urban development?

As explained above, the property has the 1/6 contiguity with the City limits required
for annexation and all land adjacent to the subject property has been developed, with
the exception of the two parcels adjacent to the southeast.

Is the annexation consistent with the City’s Master Plan?

The subject parcel is an in-fill parcel and has ready access to all urban services. The
project and annexation are consistent with the City’s Master Plan including the Fruita
Community Plan. The project provides higher density residential housing near the
downtown area.

Is the annexation supported by local residents and landowners?
The project was accepted favorably by most of the public that attended the
neighborhood meeting on April 25, 2016.

Will the annexed land have a logical social and economic association with the
City?

The annexation and project proposes trail connections and will provide the City with
increased tax revenues.

River City Consultants, Inc. — Aspen Village Subdivision and Annexation/Rezone 2



Preliminary Plan

Project compliance with, compatibility with and impacts on:

Adopted plans and policies
The project meets the intent of the 2008 Community Plan, as well as the requirements
of the City of Fruita Municipal Code, updated through December 31, 2013.

Land use in surrounding area including parks and open space

Existing land uses in the area include both townhouses and single-family houses on
lots ranging in size from just less than 3,400 square feet (Vista Valley and Windsor
Park PUD subdivisions to 1.69 acres (County parcel). Rim Rock Elementary School
is located less than one-half mile to the east on J 6/10 Road (Aspen Ave.). Windsor
Park PUD Subdivision, located on the south side of Aspen Ave., contains a small
community park and trail system.

Site access and traffic patterns

Site access is proposed from 18 Road, extending into three cul-de-sacs. The proposed
right-of-way is consistent with Fruita’s street standards, as well as requirements for
fire department access. Both Pine St. and Aspen Ave. are classified as major
collector roadways and will accommodate the traffic from this and further urban
development in the area.

Abvailability of utilities
All utilities are extended to the site and will be extended into the subdivision. Please
see previous comments regarding irrigation.

Special or unusual demands on utilities
The proposed project will not cause any special or unusual demands on utilities. The
infrastructure 1s in place to support the subdivision.

Effects on public facilities and services
There should be minimal impact to the provision of police and fire protection services
and other municipal services with this annexation and subdivision.

Site soils and geology

A geologic hazards and geotechnical investigation was performed on the site by
Huddleston-Berry Engineering and Testing. The site is suitable for the proposed
development.

Natural areas
There are several large trees on the property and the developer intends to save as
many of these trees as possible.

River City Consultants, Inc. — Aspen Village Subdivision and Annexation/Rezone 3



PETITION FOR ANNEXATION

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, in accordance with the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965,
Part 1, Article 12, Title 31, Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended, hereby petition the
City Council of the City of Fruita, Colorado, for the annexation of the following described
unincorporated area located in the County of Mesa, State of Colorado, to wit:

{neert-egai-Description-orattach-as Exhibit A.)-

In support of this Petition, the Petitioners state:

1.

It is desirable and necessary that the above-described area be annexed to the
City of Frulta, Colorado.

The requirements of Section 31-12-104, C.R.S., as amended, exist or have been
met, to wit:

a.

Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be
annexed is contiguous with the City of Fruita;

A community interest exists between the area proposed to be annexed
and the City of Fruita;-

The area proposed fo be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near
future; and

The area proposed to be annexed is integrated with or is capable of being
integrated with the City of Fruita.

The requirements of Section 31-12-105 C.R.S., as amended, exist or have been
met, to wit:

a.

In establishing the boundaries of the territory to be annexed, no land held
in identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parcel of real
estate or two or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate, has been
divided into separate parts or parcels without the written consent of the
landowners thereof unless such tracts or parcels are separated by a
dedicated street, road, or other public way;

In estabiishing the boundaries of the area proposed to be annexed, no
land held in identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parce}
of real estate or two or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate,
comprising twenty acres or more (which, together, with the buildings and
improvements situated thereon) has a valuation for assessment In excess
of two hundred thousand dollars for ad valorem tax purposes for the year

W:\Forms\All In One- Forms for Pre-App Meetings\Annexation\Petition for Annexation.doc 1




next preceding the annexatlon Is included within the area proposed to be
annexed without the written consent of the landowner or landowners;

. No annexation praceedings have been commenced for the annexation of
part or all of the subject property to another municipality;

d. The annexation of the area proposed to be annexed will not result in the
detachment of the area from any schooi district and the attachment of
same to another school district;

&, The annexation of the area praposed to be annexed will not have the
effect of extending the boundary of the City of Fruita more than three miles
in any direction from any point of the City's boundary in any one year:

f. If any portion of the platted street or alley is to be annexed, the entire
width of said street or alley is included within the area to be annexed; and

g. Reasonable access shall not be denied to landowners, owners of
easements, or the owners of franchises, adjoining any platted street or
alley to be annexed that will not be bordered on both sides by the Clty of
Fruita. '

4, The Petitioners are the landowners of more than fifty percent (50%) of the area
sought to be annexed, exclusive of streets and alleys.

5. This Petition for Annexation satisfies the requirements of Article 1I, Section 30, of
the Colorado Constitution in that it is signed by persons comprising more than
fifty percent (50%) of the landowners in the area proposed to be annexed who
own more than fifty percent (50%) of said area, excluding public streets and
alleys and any land owned by the City of Fruita.

6. Attached hereto and incorporated by reference is an Annexation Map showing:

a. The boundary of the area proposed to ba annexed including a legal
description of the property:

b. The location of each ownership tract In unplatted land and, if part or all of
the area is platted, the boundaries and the plat numbers of plots or of lots
and blocks; and

3 The contiguous boundary of the City of Fruita and the contiguous

boundary of any other municipality abutting the area proposed to be
annexed.

W:\Forms\All In One- Forms for Pre-App Meetings\Annexation\Petition for Annexation.doc 2




7. All of the petitioners signed this Petition for Annexation no more than 180 days
prior to the date of the filing of this Petition for Annexation.

WHEREFORE, the Petitioners request that the Fruita City Council approve the
annexation of the area proposed to be annexed.

Dated this H’* day of w‘f?ﬂ" .20l

; %&f Property Owner

City Of Fruita )
County of Mesa ) ss.
State of Colorado )

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _m:'day of A;Wa’ , 20 L(a
James £. MeCurter

Witness my hand and official s

TRACY A. STATES
NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY ID #20064045541 %/ d
My Commission Expires November 8, 2018 : . S % ér

by

Notary Piblic
My commission expires: || /Np/ 21§
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AFFIDAVIT OF CIRCULATOR

The undersigned, being of lawful age, beling first duly sworn upon oath, deposes
and says:

That he/she was the circulator of the foregoing Petition for Annexation consisting
of pages, including this page and that each signature thereon was witnessed by
your affidavit and is the true signature of the person whose name it purports to be.

ulator

State of Colorado )
) ss.
County of Mesa )

The foregoing Affidavit of Circulator was subscribed and worn to before me this
day of_gp_ril ,20 |, by _James Z. Ajadlﬁcr .

Witness my hand and official seal.

Ansy A States

Notary Public

My commission expires: [/ / 00@0/3

TRACY A, STATES
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY ID #20064045541
My Commission Expires November 8, 2018
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EXHIBIT A

All of the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 of the NW1/4 of Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 2
West of the Ute Meridian;

EXCEPT a triangular piece of land located in the Southeast Corner of said NW1/4 of the
SW1/4 of the NW1/4 of Section 16, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute
Meridian described as beginning at the Southeast Corner thereof;

thence West 475 feet along the South boundary line of the said tract;

thence Northeasterly in a straight line 667 feet to a point on the East boundary line of
the said tract;

thence South along said East boundary line to the Point of Beginning;

AND EXCEPT that parcel conveyed in instrument recorded in Book 3879 at Page 292;
AND ALSO EXCEPT that parcel conveyed in instrument recorded in Book 4158 at Page
948.

County of Mesa, State of Colorado
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Planning Commission Minutes July 12, 2016

Application #: 2016-14

Applicant: River City Consultants

Application Name: Aspen Village

Application Type: Annexation

Location: 1062 18 Road

Zone: Unincorporated Mesa County, AFT.

Description: This is a request to annex and zone approximately 6.73 acres at the
comer of Aspen Avenue and Pine Street with a Community Residential
Zone.

Application #: 2016-15

Applicant: River City Consultants

Application Name: Aspen Vil]age

i catlon Type: »m‘g T (U it
”; r“‘!&w@; n‘ ) M i ‘;5 (il j,;ﬂ_&f&i!:@r;i.r; il ”ih”!hil Il'"”ﬁ if”{“”
’%I~! Zone: [ ?gl,g Un.m prated Mesa| Iﬁl , AFT. .\i‘ I!iiL
||| Descripticny !;11 . This i Preliminary Plan for a 22 lot sin s family
i’” ;3“ resideri :“! HH
i 1 — | | l
i | Il u! | .

f ' Tracy States-(I’m 'I% 3!}; ; P’ & t coordigiator for R'w‘ ( )J onsultants, \f"lsre

EL doingthce il engi .lﬁtrmg aﬁil i m m owneﬁ;i;hich is McCurter Lapg¢

I F Company; ,"'S is aifﬁ'%zuest for annexatig %I E relimi '. plan. For the anné' ion, the
l!,‘% applica tmeetst g eqmremams as st; in sect:on‘ 604@ &‘the Land Use Cod'f" e

,;‘ t s becn i:we by th@iﬁﬁ] IKruita for man reqmred 30 feet oﬁﬂ:g ht-of-
NL:I;!@W 14 foot ml.il urpose ea%h‘lel{ ﬁ‘lave been prow n thE annexation maps as éhucsted

The owner is requesting a zoning of Community Residential which is consistent with the City’s
goals and policies expressed in the Master Plan. With regards to the Preliminary Plan, the
proposal is for 22 single family residential lots and is compatible with surrounding development.
The subdivision provides for pedestrian connectivity and the trail connections will be adjusted to
meet City requirements. With some redesign, the subdivision can provide future vehicular
connectivity by providing a stub street to Laura Avenue to the east as City Staff is requesting. The
applicant will be purchasing additional water shares. Landscaped detention is provided at the
southwest corner of the subdivision and additional drainage impact fee will be collected from the
developer as well. All review comments will be resolved at the time of Final Plat application.
Aspen Village subdivision will be a covenant controlled community. All fencing will need
approval from the architectural control committee. This applicant has done other nice
developments in Fruita, like Elmwood Heights and the Kokopelli Commercial Subdivision on the
south side of the interstate. Aspen Village will be very similar to Elmwood Heights as far as style
and quality of home.

Dahna Raugh- This development process is similar to the last one (Adobe View North), this is an
annexation, zoning and preliminary plan. This property also had a previous development plan, but
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Planning Commission Minutes July 12, 2016

the current proposal is significantly different from the last one. The last one, the applicants
proposed attached single family residential at a much higher density. I know the neighborhood
was very unhappy with that, and they seem much happier with the newly proposed development.
At this point, Staff has received no written comments from the public regarding the proposal. It
does meet all approval criteria that must be considered for annexations as long as the right-of-way
and multipurpose easements are provided. I do believe most of that has already been dedicated
(shown on the preliminary plan and annexation map). The request for zoning is Community
Residential zone; there are no issues with this request. There are some changes that need to be
made to the preliminary plan. The big changes that will cause a redesign are Laura Avenue needs
to be connected through the site. There are some minor improvements to Pine Street and Aspen
Avenue, basically removing some curb cuts. An additional pedestrian access and a wider
pedestrian access are needed on the north side to connect the cul-de-sacs to the trail on the north.
Some of the cul-de-sacs need to be wider to meet the minimum requirements for fire protection
issues. There needs to be a few changes to the rear of some of the lots but that does not cause a
ﬁ@i . Staff behe'v,cs 111 the review comments and issues ; q @ ,gg Reﬂgn ca
hout HH IFdQSl gn of the projiqscd developmem Il&b g QP ngmﬁig
I appro ;Fthe ann atlon zcliﬁ.ng and the prehmiinary plan as 10 as all the review o@gﬂments
|| and issu identlﬁedi ip the Staﬁ :Report be adeiguat y resolved Wlft,h the Final Plat appl‘%#tlon.

.h

| I
i f ,“‘

PUBLIC d@MMEﬁd‘S | 1;.*:: | !

vt A o L. SBEED, ...
| Bob Ma_]Ol‘# ﬂnhve at ﬂg 1g |0 Road. B concern ew;ith this d¢v¢l “ is that his lit'uﬁgatmn
|l water co SE:from Clﬁiﬁterb ; Hﬂﬁﬁﬁ 1(1 m ;along thie property of the propokﬂd
developm nt. He bdlﬁb.ves that{the irriga Il nﬂln‘ L hlly on tk;t: i)ropeﬁy of the propoéed

: ' ke sun' 'ihat when the d.evelop nt goes in, his ungaih)n line
Htlhe 6 are takemqare of. He j to make sure His 1mgaﬁon system isn’t chan”g#d ina
I ﬁ@g‘m e way. His olhér concern i Abjm privacy fencing along the north side of his property that
would separate his property from someone else’s property.

There was some discussion with the Planning Commissioners about where exactly his irrigation
line is while referencing a map shown on the projector. Bob Major and the planning
commissioners tried to make it clear as to where his irrigation line was exactly and it was
determined that an official survey would need to be done in order to figure out where Bob
Major’s property line was.

The Planning Commissioners also addressed Bob Major’s concerns regarding fencing and Bob
just wants it to be 6 foot privacy fencing. It could be vinyl or wood, it doesn’t matter to him.

Carol Hughes- 1 live at 145 Heatherly Lane. Her concerns are about the traffic on Aspen and

Pine. She is concerned about how much more traffic will be generated and if it will be a safety
issue.
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C.A Arnold- 1075 E Aspen Avenue. C.A. is also concerned about the traffic that will be
generated from this new development. **He spoke about some other things but I was unable to
hear what he was talking about.

Ann Domenicucci- 1220 Wolf Creek Court. Ann is also concerned about the traffic. She said
during school, the traffic is really bad. She said she sat there (trying to turn from Pine Street onto
Black Ridge Drive) for 20 minutes.

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION:

Keith Schaefer- Keith wanted to know about how the Laura Avenue stub street will be designed
and how the developer will address the review comments when it comes to the access issues of

Laura Avenue through the proposed subdivision.
ﬂ siwhen a trafﬁe th should go in whé\n a new

ﬂ%ﬁ] a addresses Ke;mim ﬁg !
}w Qetor- We kJ‘ "' l ;'

| 1 Richar Wanted to
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-\ | 13
it r
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i |

Il s mdlcates Eneed foﬁ

| Janet Brazfi d wa I to kn v\‘f, Eow the I;ill ﬂl@ ié f.tub out; jl affect the design qft‘;.
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Sam Atkins and Tracy States addressed Janet Brazfield’s comments and made it clear that some
of the lots will need to be adjusted to address comments in the Staff Report.

HU
[
AL

1;;Wh0 deternu

- =

‘:—"@:'mm?— =

Tracey States addressed the comments about the Mr. Robert Majors irrigation issues and insured
that his irrigation system will be taken care of and he would not go without.

Mel Mulder said the issue of traffic is nothing to shrug off but this project does meet the
requirements.

Dave Karisny understands that the traffic can be an issue and there is really no way around it. He
made a comparison to the traffic that the High School generates, Dave mentioned that the
applicant has done a good job addressing Staffs comments.

Heidi Jo Elder’s comments were about safety issues with the detention pond being on the corner
on Aspen and Pine.
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Tracey States said that the detention pond will have landscaping all around it and that it will not
actually be holding water all the time. She mentioned that it will actually be a nice amenity on
such a busy corner.

ANNEXATION MOTION

Janet Brazfield- Mr. Chair I move that we approve the annexation application with the condition
that 30 feet of right-of-way and a 14 foot multipurpose easements are dedicated for both Pine
Street and Aspen Avenue to the City of Fruita before the annexation is completed.

Mel Mulder- Second.

7 Yes Votes; motion passes
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resolved with the Final Plat application.
Richard Hoctor- Second.

7 Yes Votes; motion passes.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT

Dahna Raugh talked about how busy the Planning Department is getting about. She also wants to
figure out a time when Planning Staff and the Planning Commissioners can get together to have a
discussion about how the planning process works. It will be after a Planning Commission meeting
within next month or the month after.

VISITORS AND GUESTS

None.
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: Fruita City Council and Mayor

FROM: Community Development Department

DATE: August 2, 2016

RE: Adobe View North Preliminary Plan (Application #2016-13)

and Annexation (Application #2012)

Resolution 2016 - 28, A Resolution of the Fruita City Council finding
that approximately 8 acres of property located at 965 18 Road is
eligible for annexation into the City of Fruita.

BACKGROUND

This is a request for approval of a Preliminary Plan for a 34 lot subdivision on
approximately 12.58 acres for single family detached residential development. The
property is located on the south side of I-70, east of Pine Street, and directly across from
River Rock Court. The Murray Drain borders the west side of the property and the Raley
Drain is piped through the property. The south 4.58 acres of this proposed subdivision is
already in the City of Fruita with a Large Lot Residential (LLR) zone, and the north eight
acres is outside the city limits and is requested to be annexed with a South Fruita
Residential (SFR) zone.

There are three major concerns with this subdivision. The first issue is in regard to the
requested zone. As detailed in the Staff Report, staff recommended LLR zoning instead
of SFR zoning to avoid different zones within the same subdivision. The development
standards between LLR and SFR zoning are almost exactly the same, except LLR zoning
allows a density of three dwelling units per acre without a density bonus and requires a
minimum 10,000 square foot lot size, while SFR zoning allows up to three dwelling units
per acre only with a density bonus but allows lots as small as 7,000 square feet. The
developer intends to provide a Transferred Development Right (TDR) for a density bonus
to justify a density of approximately 2.7 dwelling units per acre.

The developer requests the SFR zone because a few of the lots may need to be smaller
than 10,000 square feet in order to adequately resolve review comments. With this new
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information, staff supports the SFR zone for the annexed property. The differences
between the two zones are not significant, and the SFR zone will allow the proposed
density of residential development while still resolving outstanding issues. The Master
Plan and the Land Use Code can support either the SFR zone or the LLR zone with the
understanding that a density bonus (the TDR) is needed to justify the proposed density.

Another major concern with this subdivision is the requirement from the Grand Valley
Drainage District that a water retention area for water quality control purposes be
provided. This will require the lots to be rearranged to accommodate a drainage facility
at the southwest corner of the property. Additionally, the subdivision's connection to
Pine Street needs to shift to the north so that it lines up with River Rock Court. This also
will cause the lot lines to be rearranged. All lots were originally intended to be 10,000
square feet in size or larger, but resolving the drainage and road connection issues will
require a few of the lots to be less than 10,000 square feet in size (so the SFR zone works
better because of these issues). Although resolving review comments will cause a
redesign of the development, staff believes that the issues can be resolved without a
significant redesign necessitating another review by review agencies.

The proposed annexation, zoning (either LLR or SFR), and Preliminary Plan meet or can
meet all approval criteria and standards that must be considered with the condition that all
issues identified in the Staff Report and all review comments are adequately resolved
before the annexation is completed and with the Final Plat application which is the next
step in the development process for this project.

At this time, no written public comments have been received. At the July 12, 2016,
Planning Commission public hearing, a couple of people from the subdivision to the
south spoke out against the developer. There were no specific concerns regarding the
proposed development, but the people from the adjacent subdivision indicated that they
believe that developer has broken promises and should not be permitted to develop the
land until their concemns have been satisfied. Nothing has been provided to staff
regarding disputes between the developer and nearby property owners.

At the Planning Commission meeting, the following recommendations were made:

Annexation: Motion to approve with the condition that 30 feet of right-of-way be
dedicated for Pine Street and a 14-foot wide multi-purpose easement be provided along
Pine Street. The vote on the motion was five in favor and two abstentions. Staff
understands the one Commissioner abstained due to technical difficulties with his
computer so he was unable to sufficiently review the development, and the other
Commissioner abstained because this was his first day on the Planning Commission and
he did not feel knowledgeable enough to provide an opinion.

Zoning: Motion to approve South Fruita Residential zoning (to allow lots to be less than

10,000 square feet, but at least 7,000 square feet). The vote on the motion was three in
favor, two opposed (no specific indication was to why the no vote) and two abstentions,
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Preliminary Plan: Motion to approve with the conditions recommended by staff along
with the strong recommendation that the developer provide information to the Council
showing how resolving the issues will change the layout of the subdivision. The vote on
this motion was three in favor, three opposed and one abstention. It appeared that the no
votes were based on the belief that resolving issues would lead to a significant redesign
necessitating another public hearing before the Planning Commission.

The developer was not in favor of continuing the meeting until August to allow the
Planning Commission to review a redesign Preliminary Plan before making a
recommendation to the Council. Staff does not believe that a redesign necessarily would
be significant enough to justify an additional public hearing. Staff does not expect that
the redesign will need to be sent out to review agencies for another review, and the public
didn't seem to have any concerns regarding the subdivision design. Although some
members of the Commission wanted the developer to provide a redesigned development
to the Council, staff advised against this. There is not enough time for a redesign to be
reviewed by staff before it is presented to the Council, and in the past, the Council has
approved redesigned developments that were as problematic as the original design. This
puts staff, developers, and some service providers in a difficult position when trying to
resolve problems that ostensibly were approved by the Council.

Although this development may not be required to go back through the public hearing
process to discuss the redesign, the next step in the development process is a Final Plat
application which requires additional extensive review by staff and others. Staff reviews
Final Plat applications and, as part of the review process, some service providers sign the
construction drawings, all public utility providers review the Final Plat application at a
Utility Coordinating meeting, the County Surveyor provides a peer review of the plat,
and several others are involved in these final steps before a plat is recorded and
development approved for construction. The required subdivision improvements
agreement (SIA) is reviewed and approved by the City Council at a public hearing.

The final steps for annexation and zoning (ordinances to annex and zone) typically take
place along with approval of the Final Plat application.

FISCAL IMPACT

Annexation ensures that the city has some control over development which might
otherwise occur outside the city limits and provide a drain on city resources and
infrastructure. Annexation of property requires that the city provide it with city services
(such as police protection and sanitary sewer service). The cost of providing services
varies with each annexation. This Resolution is to set a hearing date to find the property
eligible for annexation which does not create a fiscal impact.

A Preliminary Plan for a residential subdivision has been submitted for approval in

conjunction with this annexation request. Approval of a Preliminary Plan does not create
a fiscal impact to the city at this time. The next step in the development process is an
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application for Final Plat approval. With Final Plat approval and the related subdivision
improvements agreement (typically the last step before construction takes place), there
will be a fiscal impact. As a general rule of thumb, residential development usually does
not provide enough direct revenue to offset the cost of services; however, impact fees
will be required to offset cost of development.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The annexation, zoning, and Preliminary Plan meet or can meet all approval criteria and
standards of Fruita’s Land Use Code with the recommended conditions of approval. The
Land Use Code (along with other regulatory documents such as Fruita’s Design Criteria
and Construction Specifications Manual) implement the City’s goals and policies as
outlined in the City’s Master Plan including the Fruita Community Plan.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO COUNCIL

Resolution:

1. Approve Resolution 2016 - 28
2. Deny Resolution 2016 - 28

Preliminary Plan:

1. Approve the Adobe View North Preliminary Plan with or without conditions.
2. Deny the proposed Preliminary Plan.

RECOMMENDATION

Resolution:
Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve Resolution 2016-28.

Preliminary Plan:

Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve the Adobe View North
Preliminary Plan with the condition that all review comments and issues identified in the
Staff Report must be adequately resolved with a Final Plat application. Staff
recommends that the annexed property be zoned South Fruita Residential.
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RESOLUTION 2016-28

A RESOLUTION OF THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL FINDING THAT
APPROXIMATELY 8 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 965 18 ROAD IS
ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION INTO THE CITY OF FRUITA
(Adobe View North, Application #2016-12)

WHEREAS, the City of Fruita has received a petition to annex property which is described and
shown on the attached Exhibit A.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
FRUITA, COLORADO, THAT THE CITY COUNCIL FINDS AND DETERMINES:

THAT a properly constituted petition signed by 100% of the owners of the real property
described and shown on Exhibit A has been submitted to the City of Fruita and an election is not
required under C.R.S. 31-12-107, and

THAT the real property described on Exhibit A has at least 1/6 of its perimeter contiguous to
existing city limits of the City of Fruita, and

THAT annexation of the property complies with all pertinent requirements of C.R.S. 31-12-104,
105 & 106 to be eligible for annexation, and

THAT a notice of the public hearing was properly advertised having appeared once per week for
four consecutive weeks in a local publication, and

THAT the property shown and described on Exhibit A is eligible for annexation into the City of
Fruita.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL, that based on the
above findings, it is the intent of the City of Fruita to annex the real property described and
shown in Exhibit A.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL
THIS 2nd DAY OF AUGUST 2016

ATTEST: City of Fruita

Margaret Sell, City Clerk Lori Buck, Mayor
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All that certain portion of the 5% N4 SEJ4 NEY% of Section 20, Township One North, Range Two West of the Ute Meridian, in the City of Fruita, County of Mesa, State of Colorado
as described at Reception Number 2579937 in the Office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder, said portion being more particularly described, as a result of survey, by the
following perimeter:

Commencing at a Mesa County Survey Marker for the E1/4 Corner of said Section 20, from whence a Mesa County Survey Marker for the N1/16 Corner of said Section 20 bears
N00®24'42"E for a distance of 1319.56 feet; thence N0Q°24'42"E for a distance of 659.78 feet to the point of beginning; thence S89°55'37"W, on the northerly line of Adobe View
Subdivision, as recorded in Plat Book 19 at Pages 396-397  in the Office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder, for a distance of 1145.67 feet to the centerline of the Murray
Drain; thence continuing on said centerline for the following five courses and distances:

1. N29°08'04"E for a distance of 69.15 feet;
2. N25°07'39"E for a distance of 102.84 feet;
3. N27°32'11"E for a distance of 31.30 feet;
4. N30°28'41"E for a distance of 92.84 feet;
5- N29°34'59"E for a distance of 79.13 feet;

thence N89°55'58"E for a distance of 970.08 feet to a point on the easterly line of said Section 20; thence S00°24'42"W for a distance of 329.77 feet to the beginning.
Contatning approximately 8 acres.

This legal description written by Jodie L Grein PLS-38075 for Rolland Consulting Engineers 405 Ridges Blvd. Suite A, Grand Junction, Colorado 81507.



Fruita Community Development Department
Staff Report
July 7, 2016

Application #: 2016-13

Project Name: Adobe View North Subdivision
Application: Annexation and Preliminary Plan
Property Owner:  Adobe View Development Company, LLC
Representative: Steve Hejl

Location: 965 18 Road and the lot directly to the south

Zone: AFT (Agricultural, Forestry Transition) in the county (north
side) and Large Lot Residential (LLR) in the city (south side)

Request: This is a request for approval of an annexation of

approximately eight acres with an South Fruita Residential
(SFR) zone, and Preliminary Plan approval for a 34 lot
subdivision on a total of approximately 12.6 acres.

Project Description:

This property is located on the west side of Pine Street (18 Road) approximately
600 feet south of the frontage road along I-70. The Murray Drain runs along the
west edge of the proprety. There are three parcels: one is approximately four
acres in the city currently zoned Large Lot Residential (LLR); another parcel is a
0.58 acre triangle on the west side of the Murray Drain also zoned LLR; and an
eight acre parcel zoned AFT (Agricultural, Forestry Transition) in the county. The
eight acre parcel is requested to be annexed into the city with a South Fruita
Residential (SFR) zone. The properties currently are vacant.

This approximately 12.6 acres of land is proposed to be subdivided into a total of
34 single family detached residential lots measuring between 10,000 and 14,000
square feet in size. The development density equates to approximately 2.7
dwelling units per acre. It appears that the development is intended to follow the
LLR zoning standards. A Transferred Development Right has been acquired to
justify this development density in this area.

There is a large drainage easement for the Raley drain which is piped and
generally follows the alignment of the proposed Fruitaland Avenue which is
intended to provide access to this subdivision from Pine Street. Kayenta Way
will be extended to the north.
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This subdivision (or very similar) was approved by the city in 2008, but economic
conditions caused the development to be delayed. The city updated the Master
Plan in 2008, and amended the Land Use Code in 2009 to implement the Master
Plan. Because of these changes, the approval of the subdivision expired.

The next step in the development process is a Final Plat application. The
property is scheduled to be found eligible for annexation at the August 2, 20186,
City Council public meeting. The annexation and zoning of the property typically
is completed with the approval of the Final Plat application.

Surrounding L.and Uses and Zoning:

Surrounding land uses are primarily single family detached residential and limited
agricultural land uses. The map below identifies the various zones in this area
and the properties that are not currently within the city limits. School District 51
owns a 13+ acre property to the west.

LOCATION AND ZONING MAP
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH

Review of Land Use Code Requirements:

ANNEXATION

Section 17.06.040 of the Land Use Code sets out the criteria that must be
considered for annexation requests. The property is within the City's Urban
Growth Area.

Section 17.06.040.A.1 of the Code states that if the property is located
within the City's Urban Growth Area as identified by the Fruita Community
Plan, annexation may be approved only after considering the following
criteria:

a. The annexation meets the requirements of the State Statutes;

This annexation request meets the requirements of state laws. The
property has the required 1/6™ contiguity with existing city limits and is
enclaved by the city. It is within Fruita's Urban Growth Area and abuts
existing urban development to the south. The city's Master Plan identifies
this area for urban development. All required public services and facilities
are available to the property including sanitary sewer service. A
community of interest exists between the area proposed to be annexed
and the City of Fruita and the property is capable of being integrated into
the urbanizing area. This criterion has been met. These issues are
discussed in more detail below.
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b. The area is or can be efficiently served by city utilities and capital
investments, including water, sewer, parks, drainage systems and
streets;

Because the subject property is within the city's Urban Growth Area and is
enclaved by the city, it can be efficiently served by city utilities and capital
investments. All required utilities are readily available to the property.
Pine Street (18 Road) provides the primary access to the property. There
also are public parks and trails within ¥z mile of the property and School
District 51 owns a 13+ acre property to the west. This criterion has been
met.

C: The area is contiguous with existing urban development;

The subject property is contiguous to the city limits on three sides and is
enclaved by the city. Urban development exists to the south (Adobe View
south subdivision) and the northeast {River Rock subdivision). This
criterion has been met.

d. The area is or can be efficiently served by police and other municipal
services;

Because access to the property is through roads within the existing city
limits and all required utilities are currently available, the property can be
efficiently served by police and other municipal services. This criterion
has been met.

e. The development is consistent with community goals, principles,
and policies as expressed in the Fruita Community Plan;

This annexation request complies with the criteria that must be considered
for annexations as identified in the Land Use Code. The Land Use Code
is one of the primary documents used to implement the Master Plan, and
the Fruita Community Plan is a significant part of the city's Master Plan.
This criterion has been met.

f. The annexation is supported by local residents and landowners;
At this time, no public comments have been received regarding this
annexation request and the request meets the goals of the city's Master
Plan. This criterion has been met.

g. Water and ditch rights can be provided, as applicable, in accordance
with city policies;
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From the information submitted, it appears that water and ditch rights can
be provided in accordance with city policy. This criterion has been met.

The area will have a logical social and economic association with the
city, and;

Because the property is within the Urban Growth Area, is enclaved by the
city limits, and access to the property is through the city limits, the property
has a logical social and economic association with the city. This criterion
has been met.

The area meets or can meet the existing infrastructure standards set
forth by the city.

The subject property is currently vacant and meets the city's infrastructure
standards. Development of the property must meet the city's
infrastructure standards and staff has no reason to believe that the
standards cannot be met. To help ensure that infrastructure can be
constructed in this area without great difficulty, staff recommends that 30-
feet of right-of-way be dedicated to the public for Pine Street and a 14-foot
wide multi-purpose easement be provided along Pine Street to
accommodate public utilities. This criterion can be met.

Based on this information, the annexation of the subject property meets or can
meet the approval criteria that must be considered for annexations with the

condition that right-of-way and a multi-purpose easement be provided for Pine
Street. It should be noted that there are no current aspects of the property that
would be considered legal non-conforming (aka, grandfathered) after the
annexation is completed.

REZONE

Section 17.13.060, Amendment to the Official Zoning Map (Rezone), of the
Land Use Code (2009, as amended) states that the Official Zoning Map may
be amended when the following findings are made:

1.

That the proposed amendment is compatible with surrounding land
uses, pursuant to Section 17.07.080, and is consistent with the city's
goals, policies and Master Plan; and

The proposed SFR zone is compatible with surrounding land uses. There
are a few SFR zones in the area to the west, and the LLR zone exists to
the south and east. The LLR zone is very similar to SFR zone. The main

W:\2016 Projects\2016-13 Adobe View North Preliminary Plan\StaffReport. AVN.doc



differences between the two zones are that the SFR zone allows a
minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet and a density of up to three dwelling
units per acre with a density bonus, and the LLR zone allows a minimum
lot size of 10,000 square feet and a density of up to three dwelling units
per acre without a density bonus.

Because the property owners have intended the subject property as a
continuation of the Adobe View subdivision development to the south
which is already zoned LLR, along with 4.6 acres of vacant land already
zoned LLR for this development, staff recommends that the subject
property be rezoned LLR instead of SFR.

The city's Master Plan recommends SFR type zoning for this area, and
because LLR zoning is so similar to SFR zoning, it appears that the LLR
zone will be consistent with the city's goals and policies and Master Plan.

This criterion has been met.

2. That the land to be rezoned was previously zoned in error or the
existing zoning is inconsistent with the city’s goals, policies and
Master Plan; or

The land currently is zoned Agriculture Forestry Transitional (AFT) by the
County and this does not appear to be a zoning error, but the AFT zone
requires large lots and allows a wide range of agricultural land uses which
is inconsistent with the city's goals, policies and Master Plan
recommendations for this area. This criterion has been met.

3. That the area for which the amendment is requested has changed
substantially such that the proposed zoning better meets the needs
of the community; or

The emerging development pattern in this area is smaller lots and mainly
residential land uses. These changes and the annexation necessitate a
different zone to accommodate the development planned for this area.
This criterion has been met.

4, That the amendment is incidental to a comprehensive revision of the
city's Official Zoning Map which recognizes a change in conditions
and is consistent with the city's goals, policies and Master Plan; or

This criterion does not apply because there is no comprehensive revision
of the Official Zoning Map taking place.

5. That the zoning amendment is incidental to the annexation of the
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subject property and the proposed zoning is consistent with the
city's goals, policies, and Master Plan.

This zoning amendment is incidental to the annexation of the property. As
identified above, the proposed SFR zone is consistent with the city's
goals, policies and Master Plan, but to avoid confusion, the property
should be zoned LLR instead of SFR. The LLR zone is consistent with the
city's goals, policies and Master Plan. This criterion has been met.

The approval criteria that must be considered for a rezone have been met. The
property could be rezoned to either SFR or LLR and still meet the approval
criteria required to be considered for a zone change; however, staff recommends
that the property be rezoned to LLR to avoid two separate zones within the same
subdivision and across single lots in the development proposed with this
annexation.

MAJOR SUBDIVISION PRELIMINARY PLAN

Section 17.05.070.C of the Land Use Code requires the following approval
criteria to be considered for Preliminary Plan applications in addition to
compliance with all approval criteria required to be considered for Sketch
Plan applications:

1. Adequate resolution of all review comments,
As discussed in detail below, it appears that review comments can be
adequately resolved without a significant redesign of the proposed
development. This criterion can be met if all review comments are
resolved with the Final Plat application.

2, Compliance with conditions of approval on the Sketch Plan, if any.

No Sketch Plan application was submitted or required for this proposed
development. This criterion does not apply.

The following are the approval criteria that must be considered for Sketch
Plan applications:

1. Conformance to the City of Fruita's Master Plan, Land Use Code,

Design Criteria and Construction Specifications Manual and other
city policies and regulations;
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With some changes, the proposed development can be in conformance
with the city's Master Plan, Land Use Code, and all other city policies and
regulations.

There is a zoning issue involved with this proposed development. The
Fruita Community Plan (FCP, a major component of the city's Master
Plan) recommends SFR type zoning in this area. This proposed Adobe
View North development is intended to mirror the existing Adobe View
subdivision to the south. The development to the south and the four acres
on the south side of the subject property currently are zoned LLR. The
LLR zone allows a maximum density of three dwelling units per acre with
minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet. The SFR zone has a base
density of two dwelling units per acre but an increase to three dwelling
units per acre are permitted with a density bonus (Chapter 8 of the Land
Use Code). The LLR zone does not provide for density bonuses.

If the eight acres of land on the north were zoned SFR and no density
bonus provided, the maximum density permitted across the entire 12.6
acre property would be 29 dwelling units. The applicants propose the
SFR zone on the north eight acres to allow a density bonus with the use of
a Transferred Development Right (TDR) to raise the density from two to
three dwelling units per acre. The maximum number of residential lots
then would be 37. Thirty-four lots are proposed.

Here is the math:

4.6 acres zoned LLR allowing 3 dwelling units to the acre = 13.8 lots

8 acres zoned SFR allowing 3 dwelling units to the acre = 24 ots

24 + 13 = 37 dwelling units (lots)

Thirty four dwelling units (lots) are proposed across 12.6 acres which
makes the density of residential development approximately 2.7 dwelling
units to the acre.

Although the density bonus standards of Chapter 8 of the Land Use Code
require that the first density bonus points come from the Housing Variety
category and that the land be zoned SFR, staff believes that the Land Use
Code supports the LLR zone and the use of the TDR to increase density
in this particular circumstance. Chapter 9, Transfer Development
Rights/Credits, indicates that a transferred development right can be used
in all zones that allow a density bonus, and additional density bonuses are
available under the provisions of Chapter 8, Density Bonuses.

The property owners' intent was/is to have the existing and proposed
Adobe View subdivisions match and function as one coherent
development with the same or similar covenants, and a very similar
Preliminary Plan was approved in 2008. Over 1/3 of the subject property
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already is zoned LLR in anticipation of this future development to allow
three dwelling units per acre. Based on this information, staff believes that
the Land Use Code could support an exception to the requirement that the
first density bonus points come from the Housing Variety category. The
TDR allows density to be increased by one dwelling unit per acre with the
proposed density being approximately 2.7 dwelling units per acre.

To avoid unnecessary confusion and problems with different zones in a
single subdivision, and potentially different zoning across individual lots,
staff recommends that the annexed property be rezoned to LLR so that
the entire subdivision has the same zoning, understanding that the TDR is
required to justify the LLR zone instead of the SFR zone as recommended
by the city's Master Plan.

Regarding parks, open space, and trails, the Murray Drain abuts the
property on the west side. Fruita's Master Plan identifies this area for a

Primary Trail. The developer intends to dedicate this drain area to Fruita
for a trail along with a pedestrian/bicycle access from Kayenta Way.
Fruita currently owns the land over the drain to the south and a portion of
the drain farther to the north. Because there is no trail there now, and
there currently are no links to the north and south or into other
neighborhoods at this time, trail construction is not required. Other than
this future trail and the sidewalks which will be provided along the streets,
there is no other bicycle or pedestrian transportation infrastructure
required for this subdivision.

There is a 0.58 acre piece of property on the west side of the drain which
is intended to be given to School District 51 or Fruita. The property abuts
land belonging to the school district and staff recommends that the land be
given to the school district. There does not appear to be a legal access to
this piece of land and if the school district does not accept the property,
the access issue must be resolved with the Final Plat application.

Irrigation water will be provided to each lot with an underground
pressurized irrigation system. The existing irrigation vault at the southeast
corner of the property currently serves the south Adobe View subdivision.
Staff understands that this vault is to be used and maintained between the
existing and proposed Adobe View subdivisions in exchange for improving
the delivery system to the storage facility and site improvements to the lot
that will contain the vault as part of the proposed subdivision construction.

Roads to be built intemal to the subdivision are standard local roads with
44 feet of right-of-way, 28 feet of pavement, curbs, gutters, and attached
sidewalks. Additional pavement along with curb, gutter and sidewalk will
be provided on the west side of Pine Street. These off-site improvements

W:A2016 Projects\2016-13 Adobe View North Preliminary Plan\StaffReport. AVN.doc



are eligible for credit against impact fees and will be calculated with the
Final Plat application.

There is a concem about the location of the Fruitland Avenue connection
to Pine Street. As identified in review comments from the City Engineer,
spacing of intersecting roadways along collector roadways is required to
be at no less than 300-foot intervals (Section 17.43.080 of the Land Use
Code). River Rock Court intersects with Pine Street approximately 150
feet north of the proposed Fruitland Avenue intersection with Pine Street.
The roadway connection into the proposed subdivision must line up with
River Rock Court in order to meet the minimum requirements of the Code.

Review comments from the Grand Valley Drainage District (GVDD)
require that this development provide detention for stormwater drainage.
This is based on a new requirement from the State Department of Public
Health and Environment (CDPHE) which took effect on July 1% of this
year. Because this development application was submitted before the
new rule went into effect, staff does not believe the new rule should be
applied to the proposed development. Although staff recommends that
stormwater be permitted to be directly discharged into the drainage
system if there is capacity in the system, the Murray Drain is controlled by
the GVDD whose permission is needed in order to direct stormwater into
the drain. This issue must be resolved with the Final Plat application.

Additional review comments from the City Engineer and comments from
Ute Water and the Lower Valley Fire Protection District point out other
technical issues which also must be resolved.

If these issues are adequately resolved with the Final Plat application, this
criterion can be met.

2. Compatibility with the area around the subject property in
accordance with Section 17.07.080;

Section 17.07.080 of the Code states that for all land uses, “compatibility”
is provided when a proposed land use can coexist with other existing uses
in the vicinity without one use having a disproportionate or severe impact
on the other use(s). The city decision-making body may consider other
uses existing and approved, and may consider all potential impacts
relative to what customarily occurs in the applicable zone and those which
are foreseeable, given the range of land uses allowed in the zone.

The proposed single-family residential development is compatible

(including scale, height and bulk) with surrounding land use and the
emerging development pattern in the area. The city's Master Plan

W:\2016 Projects\2016-13 Adobe View North Preliminary Plan\StaffRepori. AVN.doc
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supports this and similar development in this area. This criterion has been
met.

3. Adequate provision of all required services and facilities (roads,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parks, police protection, fire
protection, domestic water, wastewater services, irrigation water,
storm drainage facilities, etc);

If all review comments and issues identified in this Staff Report are
adequately resolved the Final Plat application, this criterion can be met.

4. Preservation of natural features and adequate environmental
protection;

The subject property had been farmed for many years and has been
vacant for a number of years. There do not appear to be any natural
features worthy of protection on the subject property. Stormwater
management issues must be resolved and sedimentation and weed
controls will be required as part of the construction process. This criterion
can be met.

5. Ability to resolve all comments and recommendations from
reviewers without a significant redesign of the proposed
development.

Although providing on-site stormwater detention, along with the need to
realign the development's roadway connection with Pine Street will require
the development to be redesigned, staff believes that this is possible
without a significant redesign necessitating a revised Preliminary Plan
review before a Final Plat application is made. This criterion can be met.

Based on this review, the proposed development meets or can meet all approval
criteria that must be considered for Preliminary Plans if all review comments and
issues identified in the Staff Report are adequately resolve with the Final Plat
application.

Impact Fees

The following impact fees are applicable to this development:

-Transportation Impact Fee is $3200 per residential lot.
-School Land Dedication fee is $920 per residential lot.
-Parks, Open Space, and Trails impact fee is $1,860 per residential lot.

11
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-Chip Seal Fee is $3.85 per square yard of surface area of the interior streets
(and will be calculated with the final plat).

-Drainage Impact Fee is calculated to be $16,560.29 (unless a detention
area is developed, in which case, there would be no Drainage Impact
Fee).

Review Comments:
All review comments received are included with this Staff Report. All review

comments must be adequately resolved with the Final Plat application.

Public Comments:

No written public comments have been received regarding this development.

Staff Recommendation:
Annexation
Staff recommends approval of the annexation application with the condition that

30-feet of right-of-way is dedicated for Pine Street and a 14-foot multi-purpose
easement is dedicated along Pine Street before the annexation is completed.

Zoning

Staff recommends that the annexed property be zoned Large Lot Residential
(instead of the requested South Fruita Residential zone).

Preliminary Plan

Staff recommends approval of the Adobe View North Subdivision Preliminary
Plan with the condition that all review comments and issues identified in this Staff
Report be adequately resolved with the Final Plat application.

Fruita Planning Commission: July 12, 2016

Fruita City Council: August 2, 2016

12
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CITY OF FRUITA
CITY ENGINEER & PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW SHEET

PROJECT: Adobe View North Subdivision

Petitioner:

Adobe View Development, Steve Hejl
Rolland Consulting Engineers, Kent Shaffer

Reviewer: Sam Atkins

Date: May 16, 2016

REVIEW TYPE: Minor Subdivision X __ Major Subdivision - Preliminary Plan
(Check One) Lot Line Adjustment Final Plat

Site Design Review Conditional Use Permit

Other:
REVIEW COMMENTS

1. General: This application is for a new single family residential subdivision of 34 lots on 8.03 acres
location on South Pine Street.

2. Preliminary Plan (Sheet 3):

a.

b.

ae

FR o

Handicap ramp needs to be shown on west side of Kayenta Way at intersection of Fruitland Ave.
since the trail connects to that western walk.

Fruitland Avenue should be aligned with River Rock Court. Pine Street is classified as a
collector and per the City of Fruita Design Criteria and Construction Specifications Manual,
Chapter 4, Street System Standards, 4.2 Street System Design Criteria, G. Control Standards for
Collector Streets, spacing of intersecting streets (that are not major streets) shall be at intervals no
less than three hundred feet (300"), provided that access cannot be obtained from a lower
classification street.

6" HDPE storm drain callout in Block 1, Lot 6 should be removed.

Will a portion of the GVDD easement be vacated? There are some locations where the easement
is significantly into a building setback.

Show location of mail delivery cluster.

Signage for Stop, street names, end of road is not indicated.

Location of proposed street lights is not shown.

Show dry utilities in MPE.

3. Drainage Report and Grading Plan (Sheet 11):

a.

Drainage calculations show C values and areas for the Rational Method runoff. Reference was
made to the latest SWMM which uses percent impervious to calculate the C-values. Was this
how they were calculated?

Calculation of the drainage fee is acceptable at $16,560.29. City of Fruita will allow direct
discharge provided the downstream facilities have the capacity without causing flooding under
the design storms. The City is also aware of the review comments made by GVDD regarding
water quality and detention. It would be the City's position that direct discharge would be
allowed as stated above, but the receiving drainage facility is GVDD's. Additionally, the water

C:\Users\hhemphill\AppData\Local\Microsoff\Windows\Temporary Internet
Files\Content.Outlook\308I53GR\Adobe View N Subd Pre-Plan Review 2016.docx
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CITY OF FRUITA
CITY ENGINEER & PUBLIC WORKS REVIEW SHEET

quality component would not be a requirement of the City.
¢. Idon't see the purpose of the 3-ft berm along the back of lots in Block 3. Is there a reason for

proposing this?
4. Impact Fees:

a. Transportation Impact Fee: The fee required will be $3,200 per residential unit. This
amounts to $3,200/residential unit x 34 units = $108,800.

b. Chip and Seal Fee Calculation: This is calculated using the surface area of the interior
streets at a rate of $3.85/square yard.

c. Drainage Impact: This fee was calculated by the applicant and resulted in a fee of
$16,560.29. If detention is provided, there will not be a Drainage Impact Fee.

d. Parks, Open Space, and Trails: The fee required will be $1,860 per residential unit.
This amounts to $1,860/residential unit x 34 units = $63,240.

SIA: Engineering has reviewed the submitted draft Subdivision Improvement Agreement Exhibit
B and has no issues.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Engineering and Public Works Departments recommend approval of this Preliminary Plan upon
the satisfactory resolution of the items cited above.

C:\Users\hhemphill\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet
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LOWER VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
168 N. Mesa
Fruita, CO. 81521
Phone: (970) 858-3133 Fax: (970) 858-7189

May 31, 2016

City of Fruita

Community Development Department
325 East Aspen
Fruita, CO 81521

Adobe View North
Location: 965 18 Road, North of Adobe View

Review Comments:

1.

Fire Hydrants shall be located as shown on Utility Composite plan dated
4/12/16, sheet 110of 24.

Fire hydrant pumper connections shall be equipped with a five inch non
threaded sexless connection and metal cap (commonly referred to as
Storz). The two and one half inch butts shall be furnished with National
Standard Threads.

A fire flow of 1000 gpm measured at 20 psi residual is required at each fire
hydrant.

Street address numbers shall be at least 4 inches high or larger so that they
may be read easily from the street. Numbers must contrast with the
background upon which they are installed.

Richard Pippenger

Fire Marshal



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

REVIEVW SHEET

DATE: JUNE 1, 2016

TO: REVIEW AGENCIES

Application #: 2016-13
Applicant: Steve Hejl
Application Name:  Adobe View North
Application Type:  Preliminary Plan

Location: 965 18 Road
Zone: Unincorporated Mesa County, AFT.
Description: This is a request to approve a Preliminary Plan for a 34 lot single

family residential subdivision

The attached plan has been submitted to your office for review and comment. To
ensure any concerns you have are taken into consideration please comment by JUNE

23, 2016.

RETURN TO THE CITY OF FRUITA COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

Or e-mail to hhemphill@fruita.org

Not in the GVP service area.



Hong Hemehlll
m

From: Hendricks, Scott {scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com]
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 1:54 PM

To: Henry Hemphill

Subject: Application # 2016-13 Adobe View Development
Attachments: development app.pdf

Application # 2016-13

Application Name  Adobe View North
Application Type  Preliminary Plan

Applicant Adobe View Development
Representative Steve Hejl
Location 965 18 Road

| have reviewed this project and have no objections at this time

Completion of this City/County review approval process does not constitute an application with Xcel Energy for utility
installation. Applicant will need to contact Xcel Energy’s Builder’s Call Line/Engineering Department to request a formal
design for the project. A full set of plans, contractor, and legal owner information is required prior to starting any part of
the construction. Failure to provide required information prior to construction start will result in delays providing utility
services to your project. Acceptable meter and/or equipment locations will be determined by Xcel Energy as a part of
the design process. Additional easements may be required depending on final utility design and layout. Engineering and
Construction lead times will vary depending on workloads and material availability. Relocation and/or removal of
existing facilities will be made at the applicant’s expense and are also subject to lead times referred to above. Any and
all existing & future Xcel Energy facilities must be granted easement.

Scott Hendricks

Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature

Planner / Design Department

2538 Blichman Avenue, Grand Junction, CO 81505
P:970.244.2727 F:970.244.2606

E: scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com




LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION
Project Name: Adolse U&Lnni‘*\n
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Project Location: LT

Current Zoning District: _* o pndy AE T Requested Zone: ¥, LLRK
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Property Owner: Mw@mDevelopen SAme

Property Owner: Contact:
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Wﬂﬁt SO L ig (5 Dat
N Ay Aeth I7HE] i

s onre S
i
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Name of Leg@bwner Signature ) Date
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) ss.
COUNTY OF MESA )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 29 2dayof .0, 200 4
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. gl A (7 \VJ‘;{_{M 7
Notary Public
LINDA G. WILSON
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF COLORADO

NOTARY ID #19934011282
My Commission Exoires Augus: 21, 2017

/|

2R S i rh b !



LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

Project Name: Adabe Ueiw Mﬂ“*‘\»\ Zubdin 2séana

Project Location: Qs 18 Kos X
Current Zoning District: _ AfT ~ L. L. R, Requested Zone: _ L.L.R. - tod

Tax Parcel Number(s): see Le\ew Number of Acres: __ @ 12, (3
Project Type ml\>;ﬁ ,md;gﬁ hmn - VrRl.< 2 Plai,

Property Owner: Adolie \1teuy 'D?-\!Q«Lgﬂr—beveloper amsE
Property Owner: Contact:
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E-mail: _mmprs@ W S . oA E-mail: __ kemT@ Cceq{s. comn

The above mformatlon is correct and accurate to the besl of my knowledge

MMMM
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Name of Legal Ovner Signa Date
— SAMUEL M. TollEs M -G/ E
Name of Legal Owner 7 Signafure 7( Date

STATE OF COLORADO)

COUNTY OF MESA ; >

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _A_z_—_day of _r }f/{ { ; 20'&6_,
My Commission expires: Ey o pa ?

), el
Notary Public

Tar Pageel Nowsadsecs;

LINDA G. WILSON
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PROJECT NARRATIVE
FOR

ADOBE VIEW NORTH SUBDIVISION
Annexation and Preliminary Plan

Prepared for:
Adobe View Development Company LLC.

P.O. Box 903
Rangely, CO 81648

Prepared by:
Rolland Consulting Engineers LLC

405 Ridges Blvd. Suite A
Grand Junction, CO 81507

April 29, 2016



Project Description

The project site is located at 965 18 Road in Fruita, Colorado. The proposed project is a 34 lot,
residential single family home subdivision on an approximate 8.03 acre parcel combined with an
adjoining 4.02 acre tract from a previous subdivision, The allowable density for the 2 tracts (4.02
acres) zoned Large Lot Residential, 3 lots per acre, (LLR) is 10,000 sg. ft minimum, which equates
to 12 lots. The northern portion of the site 8.03 acres is recommended for South Fruita Residential
(SFR) zoning and equates to 8 acres x 2 lots = 16 lots, for a total of 28 lots.

The developer is proposing to add Transfer Development Rights (TDR) of 6 Lots to bring the total
to 34 lots for a proposed overall gross density of 2.69 units per acre. The lots will be approximately
0.23 to 0.32 acre in size. The proposed project will be named Adobe View North Subdivision. The
8.03 acre parcel is presently zoned AFT in Mesa County. The Developer is requesting annexation
into the City of Fruita with a proposed zoning of South Fruita Residential (SFR) and add a TDR.

The property is within the Urban Growth Area and is adjacent on three sides to existing City of
Fruita boundary which easily exceeds the required 1/6 contiguity to that boundary. This project
adjoins the existing Adobe View Subdivision along the south boundary creating a natural and
logical extension of urban services and economic association with the City.

The developer proposes to use a Plat hold for SIA guarantee.

Owner Information
The owner of the 8.03 acre parcel and the 4.02 acre tract is:

Adobe View Development Company LLC.
P.O. Box 903
Rangely, CO 81648

Existing site data
The existing parcels are vacant of any structures and has historically been used for irrigated
agricultural production.

Compatibility, and Impact

The Project complies with the future land use plans and policies for this area. The requested site
zoning, after annexation will be South Fruita Residential (SFR). The current zoning of properties to
the east are Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Community Residential in the City of Fruita.
The zoning to the south is Large Lot Residential. The zoning to the west is Community Residential.
The property to the North is zoned Mesa County AFT.

All public utility facilities are in close proximity. The extension of these utilities into the site will be
done as a part of the subdivision development. The Developer is proposing to Plat and construct the
entire subdivision in one filing.

The project is compatible and consistent with existing surrounding land use. It will be the same type
and scale of development as the Adobe View Subdivision to the south. There is a proposed
residential development to the east and Mesa County Valley School District recently acquired
property adjacent to the west boundary for future school development.
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Transportation and Traffic

Access to the subdivision will be from 18 Road (Pine Street) on the east and Kayenta way on the
south. All internal roads will be the 44 foot wide right-of-way urban section per the City of Fruita
Standards. This section has a 28 foot wide asphalt mat and 6-1/2 foot rollover curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on both sides of the road. The new subdivision plat will create 14' wide multipurpose
easements along all right-of-way frontages for utility locations.

Along 18 Road (Pine Street) frontage, the developer is proposing half-road improvements of
widening the asphalt an approximate 15 feet with 7 foot wide vertical curb, gutter, and sidewalk
along the west side of the road, matching that which has been constructed with Adobe View
Subdivision to the south.

In addition to pedestrian sidewalk on both sides of all proposed streets, there will be a land
dedication along the western boundary of the project to the City of Fruita for the purposes of a
bicycle and pedestrian trail. The trail will connect on the south with existing Karp Ave. and extend
north to northwest corner of the site (approximately 1,000 feet).

All utilities are available to the site. Utility providers are as follows:

Fire - Lower Valley Fire Department

Water (Domestic) - Ute Water Conservancy District

Sewer - City of Fruita

Gas & Electric - Xcel Energy

Phone - Century Link

Cable - Charter Communications

Irrigation - Grand Valley Irrigation Company
Drainage- Grand Valley Drainage District (GVDD)

Sanitary Sewer

A 8 inch Sanitary sewer will be extended from the current north end of Kayenta Way near the
southwest corner of the site. The sanitary sewer will be part of the City of Fruita sanitary sewer
system.

Domestic Water

Domestic water is provided by Ute Water. This project will connect to an existing 8" Ute Water line
in Kayenta Way near the sanitary sewer connection and also to an existing 8” stub on the west side
of Pine St.(18 Rd) to provide a looped system. The water lines internal to the subdivision will be 8
inch and 6 inch lines.

Drainage

Drainage from this site flows to the southwest comer of the site. All roads and drains will be
graded so that the drainage continues to go to the southwest corner of the site. The drainage will
then go directly into Murray Drain System undetained, which is preferred by the Grand Junction
Drainage District due to this sites’ proximity to the Colorado River. The Murray Drain System is
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the historic drainage path for this site. In lieu of detention, the developer is proposing to pay the
drainage fee as calculated by the City.

FEMA Flood Hazard

The site elevation is above the 500-year FEMA flood hazard elevation. FIRM Map
(08077C0438F), dated July 06, 2010 shows this area as outside the 500-year floodplain.

Irrigation Water

Landscape irrigation water will be from Headgate IR 140 of the Grand Valley Irrigation Company.
The project will add additional 15 shares for a total of 35 shares of irrigation water. All lots will be
serviced by an underground irrigation system. There has been an agreement made with the Adobe
View Subdivision HOA for the joint use and maintenance responsibility of their existing storage
facility in exchange for improving the delivery system to the storage facility and site improvements
in the tract containing the storage facility.

Fire Protection

There is an existing 10” Ute Water line in Pine Street and a 8” line stub from Adobe View
Subdivision (south) the project will connect to. The water line within Adobe View North
Subdivision will be a combination of 6” and 8” Ute Water lines. Fire hydrants within Adobe View
Subdivision will be installed in accordance with the requirements of the Lower Valley Fire
Protection District.

Historic Preservation

None.

Noise, Dust and Odor

1. The project will comply with federal and state air emission standards.

2. The project will comply with state noise statutes.

3. The project will replace the existing ground with landscaped homes and City of Fruita Standard
Residential Street Section.

4. A Storm Water Management Plan will be part of the construction plans. This plan will address
the construction and post construction process.

Open Space

2 tracts to be created with the Adobe View North Subdivision plat totaling 0.38 acres will be
dedicated to the City of Fruita for trail purposes. Additionally, the existing 0.58 acre tract may be
dedicated to the City of Fruita or the school district for open space purposes.

Natural Features and Environmental Protection

There are some large trees in the northwest corner of the property, which most likely will be
preserved and would be between the rear of the west lots and the tract dedicated to the city for trail
purposes.
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] 32200} 151.68 150.28" N 763441 W 2675924 T mobts ADOBE  VIEW | SUBDIVISION TRunh, O D152 H 1 LEV.=4507.73 (NAVD 88|
cZ 372.000 | B1.55 8133 N 674902 W 143040 RECEDTION NUASER DyyEdis ki Al i
c3 32200 | 7013 BR.95" N 6919'21" W 1Z2B'a4" BENCHMARK
T4 A78.00°_| 38.21" ELFIN S 2602'13" W [P
[ 922.00 | 57.77 s7.0E ze-'1_'__'s 08" E 0¥ 35723" ARFA SUMMARY ] MC/SM ,70437}:—1 5
CE 278.00 | 136.75" 35387 T5EENT" E 281050 . E1/4 CORNER SECTION 20
(i 12260 | 3395 319 BZT15D1" E 1573807 _| LEGEND: DESC: ACRES PERCENT TIN, R2W, UM.
[+ ] 20.00° B.08" 5.64° B3I 24 W 461 12 MESA COUNTY R MAR ELEVATION = 4507.73
c 50.00" 297'5' 98.30:7 4505735" E T4E43 14" Q SURVEY KER LOTS (34) 8.08 75.3% BASED ON NE5 BM KMO23%
e 5 e T 2k W ;;f?,_._gg' (B} FOUND 5/8 INCH REBAR & CAP PLS-18459 TRACT A 0.05 0.4% (NAVD E8)
0 T sta7 gragort | esoater © FOUND 5/8 INCH REBAR & CAP PLS-14113 RACTB i S
C14 20.00° 9.45" 5.40" A0 12° W 711 40" DEDICATED R.O.W. 2.60 21.6%
= Ry Ty e Fipie 1 SET 5/8 INCH REBAR & CAP PLS—1B469 (CITY OF FRUITA)
= — T T T TEa¥ ]
: T i L e — ROMW.  RIGHT OF WAY TOTAL 12.08 100.00%
C 78.00 | 2886 28.94" N B705'20" D55a05" | -
£ e T o iy S ETETN i GJDD GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT DENSITY (34 LOTS)= 2.82 LOTS PER ACRE
c2a 32200 158,35 158.76" 558437 28°10°37° I ] I
€21 __| 32200 | £9.44" 59.31" 680408 1722
[ 32200 | 88.81" 85,63 EZOZAT 15451 6" UTILITY PROVIDERS: | |
€2 78.00° 123.17° 140.77° 44°40°40 Br2E 44" i
UTILITY COMPANY PHONE NUMBER st ket | AROEE WEW NORTH
CURVE TABLE FOR CENTERLINE RIGHT-OF-WAY G Ty B e B Rt v s o SUBD'V;{S‘O;’
T T T S el T T i i er Di 1 { - Crand Junction, CO 81507
S TR P e e s e vy . e L ELIMINARY  PLAN
[ 900.00 | 56.39" %38 N 263506" E 0¥ 35'23" arter Cable Company (970) 210-2550 Fax, 13970) 21lzed
[ 300.00_| 148.69" 14737 TTR057 E 262610 Xcel Energy (Electric) (ROD) 895-1999 Wi soegieom
CC4 100.00° | 157.92" 142.01" 44'40°40" E 2844 Grand Valley [rigation District————————(970) 242-2762 |
< 19009 ;ls.z‘gj ;;E’ s80visT € azeey Xcel Energy (Gas) — {800} 628-2121 £S5 [P Ess o ess | Paszie | ™73
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Junction Lincoln DeVORE doted 1/18/2007 (or iotest addendum)

SUBDIVISION

T "L1 ! rl 1
127 CMP [ 2
N 8'55'417 E 969.98" -\\ i
939.08" ) | | s
F_.
____________________________ 10" DRAIRAGE. AND |IRRIGATION. EASEMENT 3 i | [ |
A
Ld
BLOCK 4 ; LOT 7 LOT 4
# LOT 6 LOT 5 4
LOT 4 ,‘x ‘Ow‘Tsua. - 10002.0 sQ. FT. 10003 sQ. 10125 <Q. FT. BLOCK 2
10469 SQ. FT. TYPE “A" TYPE "A" — 13185 SQ. FT.
TYPE "B | 14| MULTIPURPOSE EASEMENT TYPE "A” i i SE—————
| S ... M | D . E » =4506,19
4 — H 3
_ ADOBE VIEW WAY 0% BT
0 40° ]
E S TR DV TRE —CITER TANE WAl % ‘U’ ﬁ
LI ] =3
______________________________________________ > (2
LaT 4 5 [ s
14" MULTIPURPOSE 1 (€
LaT 3 11438 5Q. FT 1143799, [FT: BLOCK 3 ! EMENT —1 - c,;
LRkt 12014 sQ. FT. \ \ LOT 2 o g
TYPE A" yr ADOBE VIEW DEVELOPMENT TYPE "A" \ 1 12684 SQ FT I ‘
TYPE "A TYPE "A" i ) | RIVER ROCK
o e o TYPE "A | ‘ TYPE "A” M S8 gl—— COURT
B.03 ACRES I 5 i i s s
" I t |
TxFR A' ! eerelf 0 K| ﬂ
DA €, T2 ! + o EX. SAN MH
RECIFIGH HUMBER 2474308 i e e = RiM=10.25
B A Y - - - A i - A S e Rl S S [ e ! | & r INV.IN(E)=99.85
]- ArT _‘,;":',f;’f COUNTY) ; i : p INV.0UT=95.50
10" DRAIMAGE AND IRRIGATION |EASEMENT } ; ! LOT 1 : I f
LOT 8 LOT | i BLOCK 2 1 = !
LOT 12 LOT 11 LOT 10 e A 10655 sa. FT. | . | ieszsa Fr ﬁ
10888 SQ. FT. 10901 5Q. FT. 10901 SQ. FT. TYPE "A" TYPE "A" BLOCK 3 ! ! ! -l-
wan \
12797 sQ. FT. DRANACE, EASEMENT ?{Jﬁ,‘g@a . TYPE "A : ! : 40.00° ROM.
N235’122;}7'E g — TYPE "A" Lty TYPE A 14' MULTIRURPOSE EASEMENT R ;4)' N S ‘
o v e e e e T T e e e A e e S S ST e PN T 14"
TRACT B / B o5 B’ %“E‘:%%Nﬂpﬁsszsm
% ] 0 = O o 1] —r <
i SR . =gy — = —-
V UED.M: 2 ] EX. jm MH
[ E— p_avENUES T oa SN
AL =02,
3 7 A T 8 ::;gu;:wnau”
] ST
14" MULTIPURPOSE EASE| Efr:r R I 14" MULTIPURPOSE | EASEMENT ﬁ" a?u‘ woia
A =l etk § ! # |, o aneeoocom
& LOT 2 LoT 3 TYPE 8" LoT 7 LoT 8 3 STORAGE l ’ ? ™
¢ 12328 s?._Fr. 11760 SO. FT. LOT 4 LOT 5 LOT 6 BLOCK 1 11750 SQ. FT g 5}_ 10 ;?cr | ?5"
p TYPE 8 TYPE 8" e 11760 sQ. FT 11760 50. FT. ii7o0 SB. AL e 8" 8|f 3=t k1
. 2667 =201-37-00 RS TYPE "B TYRE "B TYPE "8" o ! TRACT © :g*‘g l “ i
,f’ 10' DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATIO oo VE% Sien i MRl g
v LOT 5 7 EASEMENT ‘RECERTON MO, 2148309 l:B- HDPE STORM ow Hos o ? 4
BLOCK 3 PR o i e, (S Slii] [ e (ISRt (BN | l
& , TRAIL EASEMENT o ORWOD BENCE— T —— o —— T T G T o e e [ e e e ey T e oy 9= H @ Ex. FH
/ RECEPTION NO. 2145308 89 w .00 ,
BLL%E Kr 41 4 %‘015 M4 #gggﬁgR
LoT 12 LOT
Lot 13 Lor 11 LoT 10 g [ SECTION 20
s s e oo © raoms o L s o » conzs s © m::“‘m; o P TIN, R2W, UM.
ESti i, SEFR ) . | 1o TEEvim4507.73 (vavo
Lo ) T cgives o = . AVD 88
: BENCHMARK
OVERLOT GRADING NOTES: TABLE FOR DRAINAGE TYPE BY LOT MCSM #4871
1. mﬂgﬁﬁnﬁﬂ W%UWS SHOWN ARE LOT BLOCK TYPE LOT BLOCK TYPE ,ﬂé 4m“§i‘_553“0'¢ 20
FRL OR CUT TO THESE ELEVATIONS 1 1 B 1 3 A ELEVATION = 4507.73
2 1 p 2 3 A BASED ON N&S BM KMO231
(NAVD 88)
LOT GRADING NOTES: S = 3 3 :
CLERK AND RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE
1. MINIMUM TOP OF FOUNDATION ELEVATION SHALL BE 0.5 FT. 5 1 B 5 3 A
ABOVE ADJACENT FINISHED GRADE. & 1 B § 3 A This Instrument wos filed for recerd in the office of the Mese County Clerk ond
= o= 2. MINIMUM SLOPE AWAY FROM TME HOUSE SHALL BE 8% 7 1 B T 3 A Recorder ot o'clock at __.M, an this day of
§ ﬁ FOR AT LEAST 5 FT, B8 1 B 8 3 A AD., 20__, in Book No. in Page(s) Ne.
2 3. SWALES SHALL TYPICALLY HAVE A MINMUM SLOPE OF 1X. 1 2 A ] 3 A cation Jhib e K
2 § 4. MINIMUM FOP OF FOUNDATMION ELEVATION PROVIDED ARE ¢ 2 A 10 3 A .
FOR TYPICAL HOUSE LAYOUTS. SOME HOUSE LAYOUTS
g g 3 2 A 1 3 A
MAY REOUIRE HIGHER FINISHED FLOORS. 4 2 A 12 3 A
: H 5 2 A 33 A TESX TOUNTY CTERR JND RECORIER
2 ™ ; ] 2 A 3 4 B T |
¥ 1 Beven P8 & & 7 fEC P~ 7
1) The City of Fruit jres thot oll subdivisi inesred &
H; ) B§ ) fn.und?t‘iozl 3:;3;.33?"?% nt;\:Loih mginurhrgwr.!poﬂ' by Grand q 2 A 4 4 B ! e ADOBE VIEW NORTH
B 8% Rolland Camsuiting Enginnrts, LLC

2) Permanent structures including slobs, curbing, and roised ACCEPTED FOR RECORDING 405 Ridges Blvd. Suite A
%/ SIDEWALK P o | lendscaping which oﬂ;ut the gﬂﬂ‘l of stprr; gwntcr ur'I not ollowed Crnd unzfin, COSING COM POS'TE SITE PLAN
== —sma = = s = in idantified droinoge easements. CALL UTIUITY NOTIFICATION Voice: (970) 243-8300
bl STREET CENTER OF oY OF FRUTTA CGNEER Fac (970) 2011273
TYPE 'A’ LOT GRADING TYPE 'B' LOT GRADING 3) Structures such as fences ond occessory building units requirs a — www.regj.com
City of Fruita Plonning Cleoronce. CALL 2 BUSINESS DAYS IN ADVANCE
BEFORE A 3
TR Y ARG OF (NDCROAGUND. TATE €55 [ PEss | ess [ oAezi6 | s
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GENERAL NOTES

HERE SHALL APPLY TO ALL SHEETS.
2 H'ECONTWDRBWJ.WHF\'INEWWM&«MWRWDEBEWNIMWNNSTRUW AND SHALL BE RESPONSIELE FOR OQHTAMING THE NECESSARY
PERMITS REQUIRED TO PERFORM CONSTRUCTICN WITHIN CITY MICHT—OF-WAY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING AND IMPLEMENTING A
CONVROL PLAM FOR ALL COMSTRUCTON ACTVITES IN CITY MICHT-OF-WAY. CONTACT THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT AT 58-9538 TO ACQUIRE AN EXCAVATIOH IN
RIGHT-OF ~WAY PERMIT AND TO SUGMIT A TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN,
3. MESTALLATION OF NEW IMPROVEMENTS, INCLUDMG MATERIALS, COMSTRUCIION, PERFORMANCE. AND TESTING, SHALL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAILS] STANDARDS
AND REQUIREMENTS ADOPTED BY THE CITY OF FRUMTA. AL MATERIALS ANTH WORKMANSHP SHALL BE SUBJECT TO INSPECTION BY THE GITY OF FRUMA. THE GITY RESERVES THE
RIGHT TO ACCEPT OR REJECT ANY SUCH MATERIALS AMD WORKMANSHIF THAT DOCS MOT CONFORM TO THE CITY OF FRWTA'S STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIGNS.
4. CONIRACTOR SHALL FAMILARIZE HIS/MERSELF WITH THE GEQTEOMNICA, IESIING REGUREMENTY O THE CITY OF FRUTA. THE HESULIS UF [HE REQUAED NT'ES OF IESTS
AMD NUMBERS OF PASSING TESTS SHALL BE FURNICHID TO THE OTY FOR VIRIICATION SIFORE FINAL ACCEPTANCE WILL DE GRANTED. ALL FAILING TESTS SHAL BE BROUGHT
10 THE IMMEDIATE ATTEMTION OF THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS/WIR REPRESONTATVE, AND RETISTS SWMALL BE PERFORMED UNTIL PASSING RESULTS ARE OQHTANED. AL UTRTY
UNES, INCLUDING SERWICE UNES FALUNO WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIOHT-OF-WAY OR PUBLIC EASEMINTS SHALL BE TESTED.
5. (ALY MAILKIALS ON WHIGH A PROCIOR RﬂWEHIWMUWKMI’l NUCLEAI DENSHY TAS1S CAN DE RUM AHE NPPHOVED FOR UTILIIY RENCH BACKFILL

GDN!RACIW SHALL NOTIFY THE CAGINFER BMMCUIATELY I SHIT CONDHTIONS WARRANT A CHANGE I DCSIGN FTROM THAT SIOWH ON THESE DRAWINGS.
B, ALIGNMENT, CENTERLINE GURWE DATA, AND STATIONING TO AF VERIFIED FROM APPROVED SUBDMSION PLAT BEFIMIE CONSTRUCTEN,
w‘lﬂﬁ OF EXISTING UTILIMES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS ARE APPRIXIMATE ONLY, CONTRACTOR IS TO CONTACT AFFECTED UTILITY FOR SPECIFIC LOCATIONS BEFORE

10. PRIOR TO BEGINNING INSTALLAROH OF NEW UNDERGROUND UTLITIES SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXCAVATE (POTHOLE) EXISTING UTILMES AT AL
CROSSING POINTS TO VERIFY | OCATION AND FLFVATIKON OF EXISTING UTHMIES YO ENSURE THAT THF CROSSIRG CAN BE MADE AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS,

11, NQ CONSIRUCHON WORK SHALL OE PERFORMED CUISIDE OF THE PROMEC] OWMER'S PROPERTY BOUNIMRY EXCEPT WITHIN COMS‘IRI.K‘.iiOH EASEMENTS, PERPETUAL
EASEMENTS, AND RIGHT=OF -WAY SHOWN O THESE DRAWINGS. M SHALL BE THE SOLE RESPORSIBILITY OF THE COWTRACTOR TO OHTAM LEGA. PERMISSION TO OCCUPY

¥ NEOCUN[IWM!M DETERMINES. THAT ACCESS 15 REQUIRED. ANY DAMAGE T0 PRIVATE FACLITIES OUTSIDE THESE LIMITS SHALL BE

ACTMITIES WITHIN XSTING ROAD RIGHTS-OF -WAY SHALL BE PERFORMED I ACCORDANGE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE AGEWCY

O

13, ALL SANSFACTORY EXGESS EXCAVATION FROM EITHER UTIATY OR STREEY CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE SMAEAD UNIFORMLY ACROSS THE LOTS AS DIRECTED GY IHE CWNER OR
HIS/HIR OESIGHATID REPRESENTATV. ALL UNSATISFACTORY OR WASTE MATERIAL INCLUDING VEGETATION, ROOTS, CONCRETE, ROGKS, OR OTHER DLBMIS SHALL BE HAULED FROM
THE PROVECT BY THE CONTRACIOR, NG SEFERATE PAY.

14 [T SHALL BE THE SOLE RESPONSIBIUTY OF THE DONTRACTOR §O ENSURE THAT ALL CONSTRUCTION WORK IS ACOOMPLISHID IN ACCORDANCE WITH OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY
AND HEALTH ADSIMSTRATION {0SHA) RIAES AND REGULATIONS.

15, AL UUANTITIES SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS AKE ESTIMATES PROVIDED AS AN A TO BODER/GONTRACTOR (NLY. EUDDER/CONTRACTOR SMALL BE RESPONSISLE FOR
SCAUNG ORAWINGS TO VERFY QUANTIRES PRIOR TO BIO(NNG.

16. [HE COMTRACTOR SHALL Of RCSPONNBLE FOR PRIPARING AKD PIMMITING THE STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR LISCHARGES ASSOCIATED WITH CONSIRUCTION
ACTVITY.  THE CONTRADTOR SHALL RF RESPONSHLE FOR COMCLETING AMD MAILING THE APPLICATION, PAYING THE PERMA FEE, PREPANING THE PLAN, MPIEMENTING THE PLAN,
PERFORMNG INSPECTIONS AS REQUIRED AND PERFORMING ALL REDUIRED CLOSE OUT ACTMVTIES. CONTACT THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENT/WATER QUALITY. CONTROL OMSION n{:oa) 892-3500 FOR PIFORMATION REGARDING THE STORM WATER MAMAGEMENT PLAN PROGRAM

17, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL O SOLELY RESPONSIRLE FUIR ENSUTNG THAT WATER SERVICE LINES AND FIRE HYDRANT LEADS MEET FHE MINIMUM BURWL DEPTH ESTAGLISHED RY
THE ACCEPTING AGEMCY FOR INSTALLATIONS CROSSING UNDERNEATH BORROW DITCHES, DRAMAGE DITCHES, DRAMAGE SWALES, AND CANALS.

18, AL WMATERWLS SHALL Bf HANOLED AND WSTALLED ¥ STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER'S PECOMMENDATIONS.

19. CONTRACIOR SHALL HAVE ONE SIGNED' COPY OF PLANS AT THE JOB SHE AT AL TGS,

AN BVCLD

ErASEG W08 STABARES RN DAT SAR/E
BRI DBATE (A48

CATY OF FRUITA g
DEFARTMENT mt:‘ur:m T

ne
GEMCRAL NOTES EHCET: 144

FASEMENT NOTES:

1. A CONTINOUS MULTI-PURPOSE EASEMENT SHALL 8E PROVIDED ON 30TH SIDES OF ALL ROAD RIGHTS~OF-WAY.
THIS EASEMENT SHALL BE RESERVED FOR PURPOSES INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE
OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, TRAFFIC CONIROL SIGNS AND SIGNALS, STREETSCAPE, STREET IREES AND SPRINKLING SYSTEMS,
EARTH RETAINING STRUCTURES AND SURFACE SLOPING OR GRADING REQUIRED FOR STREET CONSTRUCTION. UTILITY
COMPANIES AND/OR THE CITY OF FRUITA SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO PLANTINGS, IRRIGATION
SYSTEMS, FENCES OR OTHER APPURTENANCES LOCATED OR CONSTRUCTED WITHIN THE MULTI-PURPOSE EASEMENT
WHEN SUCH DAMAGE RESULTS FROM THE INSTALLATION AND/OR REPAIR OF UTIHITIES WITHIN SAID MULTI-PURPOSE
EASEMENT.,

2. IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION LINES SHALL BF LOCATED IN A SEPARATE TRENCH LOCATED ON THE HOUSE SIDE OF
THE JOINT UTILITY TRENCH, OR AT THE BACK LOT LINE.

3. PROPERTY OWNERS MAY | ANDSCAPE THE FULL WIDTH OF THF MULTI-PURPQSF FASEMENTS. SPRINKLING SYSTEMS
INSTALLED WITHIN MULTI-PURPOSE EASEMENTS SHALL NOT BE GREATER THAN 18" DEEP.

4. ALL FIRE HYDRANTS AND WATER METERS SHALL REMAIN UNOBSTRUCTED AND ACCESSIBLE AT ALL TIMES. NO
FENCES, PLANTINGS, STRUCTURES OR QTHER OBSTACLE SHALL BE LOCATED WITHIN 4’ OF ANY FIRE HYDRANT, WATER
METER, OR UNLITY PEDESTAL. NO FENCES OR OTHER OBSTRUCTION SHALL BE LOCATED ON THE STREET SIDE OF
ANY FIRE HYDRANT OR WATER METER.

3 EORED BV
—— =

oTY OF ITA TCvae 100 WAGARSS ATVIKN | OAR: D/8/08 T CT T
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT bt - —————————fm EASEMENT NOTES s v ST e cx
= e S i—=

! . ob
12" AGGREGATE BASE t:ouatsﬁ—x InmaAnOn /
i DELVERY MAIN k)

ONSITE
JOINT UTILITY TRENCH 20 I SATION
DISTRIBUTION
PINE STREET SECTION
N.TS.
44" RIGHT—OF —WAY
x 28 =
] 1.5° 1.5" Q
14' z|[} b5 14° 1 14" 65 1|= 14 .
MULTI~PURPOSE COMBI- COMBI- MULTI-PURPOSE
EASEMENT NATION | xe \iiiaiM HBLP. CENIER: LINE NATION EASEMENT
e GRADING € LG
& SW & SW
MINIMUM 9" CLASS 6 AB.C
ST SECTION — IDNTIAL

N.T.S.
P NT s i

1. SEE GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION BY UNCOLM DEVORE DATED 1-18-07 (OR LATEST ADDENDUM} FOR
COMPLETE PAVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS.

2. SCARIFY, ADJUST MOISTURE, AND RECOMPACT 10° SUBGRADE TO AT LEAST 90% OF ASTM D-1557
BETWEEN 2% BELOW TO 2% ABOVE THE OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT.

3. [T IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TC CONFIRM THAT POSMWVE ORAINAGE TOWARD THE PROPOSED
CURB & GUTTER WL BE PROVIDED PRIOR TO CONSTURCTION, BASED DN ACTUAL EXIST ASPHALT GRADES
AT YIME OF CONSTRUCTION,

FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL NOTES:
1. BEFORE STRIPPING OF THE SITE IN PREPARATION FOR OVERLOT GRADING, THE SURFACE IS TO BE PREWETTED TO
CONTROL DUST.

2. ANY STOCKPILES OF STRIPPED MATERIALS ARE TG BE PERIODICALLY SPRAYED WITH WATER OR A CRUSTING AGENT
TG STABILIZE POTENTIALLY WIND—-BLOWN MATERIAL.

3. HAUL ROADS BOTH INTO AND AROUND THE SITE ARE TO BE SPRAYED AS NEEDED TO SUPPRESS DUST.

4. AS NOTED ON THE SITE-SPECIFIC STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, OR GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN, GRAVEL
PADS ARE TO BE CONSIRUCTED AT THE ENTRANCES TO THE SITE TO HELP IN REMOVING MUD FROM THE WHEELS OF
IIAULAGE TRUCKS BCFORE THEY ENTCR CITY STREETS (SCE CROSION CONTROL DLCTAIL SHECT).

5. TRUCKS HAULING IMPORT FILL MATERIAL ARE TO BE TARPED TO AID IN THE CONTROL OF AIRBORNE DUST.

6. DURING HIGH WIND EVENTS (20 TO 30 MPH SUSTAINED) CONSTRUCTION ACTMITY SHALL BE LIMITED OR CEASED
IF DUST CANNOT BE CONTROLLED BY WETTING.

Gy OF FRUITA T3 TCVIRBE 3008 EUMBARET REEWON | DAY /U708 - TRE e TR BRELD
KIACIDATALN, e S ——"* DUST CONTROL L™ DATE DRI
ENGINEERING DEPARTHENT g P e s it
e

o I [ [

i Q f
=
Fallond Conaulting Engipeess, L1

ADOBE VIEW NORTH
SUBDIVISION
GENERAL NOTES
AND TYPICAL SECTIONS

35 Ridges Blved Suite &
Crand |unction, COS81307
Vaice: (970) 243-4300
Faxt (970) 43-1273
WWW.ISEg]com
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ADOBE VIEW NORTH SUBDIVISION
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Know what's below,
| before you dig.
CALL UTEITY NOTHICATION CENTER OF
COLDRADO CALL 2 BUSINESS DAYS IN
ADVANCE BEFORE YOU DG, CRADE,
OR EXCAVATE FOR THE MARKING OF
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g J o
/ A Lo 1
/ A . BLOCK 3

N B9'S55'41" £ 969.98'

. oames_ s Boy | me g—g gz
. — e — — W e — - —
Ty . 7 B %o, J e R e e e e e e e
Y 10" DRAINAGE AND | IRRIGATION EASEMENT “
5
LOT 5 b
ifur\ 4 4 LOT & | LOT 5

_______ MSEIE (P] (N .. [

\ | rﬁ{

4
| 147 MULTIPURPOSE EASEMENT

P —— s —— KT
i _ A A
—— -Ll‘
‘.“""‘w*@tﬁprn;slz“ziii 71 "““"J““""""“\:"L""""
(] 1 ~
LOT 2 £ LoT 4 | ©OT 5
\ LoT 3
\ ~ |
Al ~ ~
| . \ oy
v il
', \ .
\ 1
\
e L == e e ——
o : _l Szt s fepmbe e
AFT ~ (MEZ4 COUNTY)
10" DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATIDN | EASEMENT X
5
LOT &
or 11 4 LOT 10 \?\ Lov 9

fURPOSE EASEMENT

Rk =4500.09

£X SN WA~
INV.IN(N)=95,23 7

4 P / / = ‘_" "f

INVIN(E)=95.16 1
mviouTa95.i1 | 7 E -\ W

- v 17 —_— Tt 2 e R
S & r-g\a7!’ L/ — e R R S D

~ \4! & -

o z COS --WA

e

¥

L

I{_.H

~thY, 12°CHP
«4508.19

50°' 100' 150"

SCALE: 1" = 50°

LEGEND AND ABBREVIATIONS

OR:E-

RECEPTION NUMBER 2145305

e f :
:. .
B e

S I —— e )

Py —— e —— oA
=TS BySS'ITTW 75200~

e e S
1 i Y
= ]
W W —— W — W —|—rw -

/ e / as % . —

L) e SRS AP — | —— |-

J s ;

! 'y :

UTILITY PROVIDERS: AREA SUMMARY

UTILITY COMPANY PHONE NUMBER i, ARES PERCEMT
City of Fruita (Sanitary Sewer}————. {970) 858-9558 LOTS (34 Single Fomily Residentiol} 9.08 75.4%
Ute Water Distri {570) 242-7491 TRACT A (Open Spoce) 0.05 0.4%
e s bl el TRACT 8 (Open Space) 033 2%
Xecel Encrgy (Electrich (300) §95-1999 DEDICATED R.O.W 259 215%
Grand Valley Lrigation District—————— (970} 242-2762 (CITY OF FRUMA)
Xoel Energy (Gas) {800) 628-2121 TaTAL 12.05 T00.0%

APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTICN
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MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER

SET 5/B INCH REBAR WITH ALUMINLUI

k FOUND 5/8 INCH REBAR WITH CAP,
1 1 STAMPED PE, PLS 14113
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LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

Project Name: AC{OL‘Q Uﬁr\u nof*‘\n

Project Location:

— 5 18 Roack
Current Zoning District: _ oyndy AET Requested Zone: P L
Tax Parcel Number(s): _ 2 &L97- éo]- o ~o43 Number of Acres:

Project Type: — BrirSsentyond e

Property Owner: MKMMFMDGWIOPW SAME
Property Owner: Contact:

Address: BO, be > Address:

City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip:

Phone: ®4"0- Fax; = Phone: Fax:

E-mail; K Hesl Q CEINGIA  NET E-mail: -
-' fi A 14 i‘l"l- II::'%_- T i’: G

'i" ';_,.m U BT Oy G

THes ﬁim,\.ﬂuH«xm@(ﬂqu-w {;" Jencdl
Hem,ﬁ-rm-g-u{;ﬁ_rl:-m“xﬁﬁmw-mn s
Owner Rep: S Engineer;
Contact: Contact:
Address: H Rl Address:
Ciry/State/Zip: (& 2. CO alans City/State/Zip:

Phone: QFy-2){o~ [331 Fax: :
E-mail: y)]”pdemg,,sﬂ. COWA E-mail:
| ;‘ " ' Tilg ']E;Izb“lm.k)wm‘m T e f G

U [ e propes /rﬂréﬁxf-‘z’a‘ebﬂ" pplicationiisy
The above mformatmn is correct and accurate to the best of my know!edge

Mﬁ%ﬂ%mr o.lle .
LT o

, , Y-2% 4
Name of Leg@bwncr Signatuse Date
—AMUEL “TolLE Yy M Z-IG9-/4
Name of Legal Owner : Signéture = Date
STATE OF COLORADOQ)
) ss.

COUNTY OF MESA )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 74 dayof 4.4, » 200 /¢,

My Commission expires: DT R |— 1

Notary Public

LINDA G. WILSON
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF COLORADO
NOTARY ID #1893401 1282
My Commission Expires Augus: 21 2017
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LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

Project Name: Adabe Ueiw MNovti Zubdvw 2séova
Project Location: Qs 18 IKos A

Current Zoning District: _ AT ~ L L. R, Requested Zone:
Tax Parcel Number(s): ~ee Lalow Number of Acres:

Project Type: _&.)-!&_al.:_d&g}_-a& VRl v Plan,
[

Property Owner: M e \ltew) ggﬂe-beveloper Bam S
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[
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City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip:

Phone: -3 %07 Fax: Phone: Fax:
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Owner Rep: Engmeer. RC,_E_

Contact: - Contact: _ genyv Gaklex

Address: 2346 B M Address: e e v
City/State’Zip: & .5, City/State/Zip: &R o 8i85a7

Phone: 976 - 2{ Phone: _pu=- 339@ Fax: _24-127T%

E-mail:

PR |y
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Name of Legal Owner 7 Signafure 7{1 Date

STATE OF COLORADO)
) ss.
COUNTY OF MESA )
T . . TA | 6

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 7= day of APk . p_gé, .

My Commission expires: & F-21-140 Y \ >
/}4“;-«»1‘-[:— 4 / LQA'.—C

Notary Public

Tar Pageel Nosadbsees;

LINDA G. WILSON
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405 Ridges Blvd. Suite A
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April 29, 2016



Project Description

The project site is located at 965 18 Road in Fruita, Colorado. The proposed project is a 34 lot,
residential single family home subdivision on an approximate 8.03 acre parcel combined with an
adjoining 4.02 acre tract from a previous subdivision. The allowable density for the 2 tracts (4.60
acres) zoned Large Lot Residential (LLR) is 10,000 sq. ft minimum, which equates to 20 lots. The
northern portion of the site 8.03 acres is recommended for South Fruita Residential (SFR) zoning
and equates to 8 acres x 2 = 16 lots.

The total allowed number of lots is 36 but only 34 are being proposed for an overall gross density of
2.69 units per acre. The lots will be approximately 0.23 to 0.32 acre in size .The proposed project
will be named Adobe View North Subdivision. The 8.03 acre parcel is presently zoned AFT in
Mesa County. The Developer is requesting annexation into the City of Fruita with a proposed
zoning of Planned Unit Development with the standards of LLR zoning applying.

The property is within the Urban Growth Area and is adjacent on three sides to existing City of
Fruita boundary which easily exceeds the required 1/6 contiguity to that boundary. This project
adjoins the existing Adobe View Subdivision along the south boundary creating a natural and
logical extension of urban services and economic association with the City.

Owner Information
The owner of the 8.03 acre parcel and the 4.02 acre tract is:

Adobe View Development Company LLC.
P.O. Box 903
Rangely, CO 81648

Existing site data

The existing parcels are vacant of any structures and has historically been used for irrigated
agricultural production.

Compatibility, and Impact

The Project complies with the future land use plans and policies for this area. The requested site
zoning, after annexation will be Planned Unit Development. The current zoning of properties to the
east are Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Community Residential in the City of Fruita. The
zoning to the south is Large Lot Residential. The zoning to the west is Community Residential.
The property to the North is zoned Mesa County AFT.

All public utility facilities are in close proximity. The extension of these utilities into the site will be
done as a part of the subdivision development. The Developer is proposing to Plat and construct the
entire subdivision in one filing.

The project is compatible and consistent with existing surrounding land use. It will be the same type
and scale of development as the Adobe View Subdivision to the south. There is a proposed
residential development to the east and Mesa County Valley School District recently acquired
property adjacent to the west boundary for future school development.

A6216nar pplan.doc Page I of 3



Transportation and Traffic

Access to the subdivision will be from 18 Road (Pine Street) on the east and Kayenta way on the
south. All internal roads will be the 44 foot wide right-of-way urban section per the City of Fruita
Standards. This section has a 28 foot wide asphalt mat and 6-1/2 foot rollover curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on both sides of the road. The new subdivision plat will create 14' wide multipurpose
easements along all right-of-way frontages for utility locations.

Along 18 Road (Pine Street) frontage, the developer is proposing half-road improvements of
widening the asphalt an approximate 15 feet with 7 foot wide vertical curb, gutter, and sidewalk
along the west side of the road, matching that which has been constructed with Adobe View
Subdivision to the south.

In addition to pedestrian sidewalk on both sides of all proposed streets, there will be a land
dedication along the western boundary of the project to the City of Fruita for the purposes of a
bicycle and pedestrian trail. The trail will connect on the south with existing Karp Ave. and extend
north to northwest corner of the site (approximately 1,000 feet).

All utilities are available to the site. Utility providers are as follows:

Fire - Lower Valley Fire Department

Water (Domestic) - Ute Water Conservancy District

Sewer - City of Fruita

Gas & Electric - Xcel Energy

Phone - Century Link

Cable - Charter Communications

Irrigation - Grand Valley Irrigation Company
Drainage- Grand Valley Drainage District (GVDD)

Sanitary Sewer

A 8 inch Sanitary sewer will be extended from the current north end of Kayenta Way near the
southwest corner of the site. The sanitary sewer will be part of the City of Fruita sanitary sewer
system.

Domestic Water

Domestic water is provided by Ute Water. This project will connect to an existing 8" Ute Water line
in Kayenta Way near the sanitary sewer connection and also to an existing 8” stub on the west side
of Pine 5t.(18 Rd) to provide a looped system. The water lines internal to the subdivision will be 8
inch and 6 inch lines.

Drainage

Drainage from this site flows to the southwest corner of the site. All roads and drains will be
graded so that the drainage continues to go to the southwest corner of the site. The drainage will
then go directly into Murray Drain System undetained, which is preferred by the Grand Junction
Drainage District due to this sites’ proximity to the Colorado River. The Murray Drain System is

A62I6nar pplan.doc Page 2 of 3



the historic drainage path for this site. In lieu of detention, the developer is proposing to pay the
drainage fee as calculated by the City.

FEMA Flood Hazard

The site elevation is above the 500-year FEMA flood hazard elevation. FIRM Map
(08077C0438F), dated July 06, 2010 shows this area as outside the 500-year floodplain.

Irrigation Water

Landscape irrigation water will be from Headgate IR140 of the Grand Valley Irrigation Company.
The project will add additional 15 shares for a total of 35 shares of irrigation water. All lots will be
serviced by an underground irrigation system. There has been an agreement made with the Adobe
View Subdivision HOA for the joint use and maintenance responsibility of their existing storage
facility in exchange for improving the delivery system to the storage facility and site improvements
in the tract containing the storage facility.

Fire Protection

There is an existing 10” Ute Water line in Pine Street and a 8” line stub from Adobe View
Subdivision (south) the project will connect to. The water line within Adobe View North
Subdivision will be a combination of 6” and 8” Ute Water lines. Fire hydrants within Adobe View
Subdivision will be installed in accordance with the requirements of the Lower Valley Fire
Protection District.

Historic Preservation

None.

Noise, Dust and Odor

1. The project will comply with federal and state air emission standards.
2. The project will comply with state noise statutes.
3. The project will replace the existing ground with landscaped homes and City of Fruita Standard

Residential Street Section.
4. A Storm Water Management Plan will be part of the construction plans. This plan will address
the construction and post construction process.

Open Space

2 tracts to be created with the Adobe View North Subdivision plat totaling 0.38 acres will be
dedicated to the City of Fruita for trail purposes. Additionally, the existing 0.58 acre tract may be
dedicated to the City of Fruita or the school district for open space purposes.

Natural Features and Environmental Protection

There are some large trees in the northwest comer of the property, which most likely will be
preserved and would be between the rear of the west lots and the tract dedicated to the city for trail

purposes.

A6216nar pplan.doc Page 3 of 3



PETITION FOR ANNEXATION

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, in accordance with the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965,
Part 1, Article 12, Title 31, Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended, hereby petition the
City Council of the City of Fruita, Colorado, for the annexation of the following described
unincorporated area lecated in the County of Mesa, State of Colorado, to wit:

(Insert Legal Description or attach as Exhibit A.)

In support of this Petition, the Petitioners state:

1.

it is desirable and necessary that the above-described area be annexed to the
City of Fruita, Colorado.

The requirements of Section 31-12-104, C.R.S., as amended, exist or have been
met, to wit:

a.

Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be
annexed is contiguous with the City of Fruita;

A community interest exists between the area proposed to be annexed
and the City of Fruita;

The area proposed to be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near
future; and

The area proposed to be annexed is integrated with or is capable of being
integrated with the City of Fruita.

The requirements of Section 31-12-105 C.R.S., as amended, exist or have been
met, to wit:

a.

In establishing the boundaries of the territory to be annexed, no land held
in identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parcel of real
estate or two or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate, has been
divided into separate parts or parcels without the written consent of the
landowners thereof unless such tracts or parcels are separated bya
dedicated street, road, or other public way;

In establishing the boundaries of the area proposed to be annexed, no
land held in identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parcel
of real estate or two or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate,
comprising twenty acres or more (which, together, with the buiidings and
improvements situated thereon) has a valuation for assessment in excess
of two hundred thousand dollars for ad valorem tax purposes for the year

W Forms FORMS Applications Petition for Annexation doc ]



next preceding the annexation is included within the area proposed to be
annexed without the written consent of the landowner or landowners:

c. No annexation proceedings have been commenced for the annexation of
part or all of the subject property to another municipality;

d. The annexation of the area proposed to be annexed will not result in the
detachment of the area from any school district and the attachment of
same to another school district;

e. The annexation of the area proposed to be annexed will not have the
effect of extending the boundary of the City of Fruita more than three miles
in any direction from any point of the City's boundary in any one year;

f. If any portion of the platted street or alley is to be annexed, the entire
width of said street or alley is included within the area to be annexed; and

g. Reasonable access shall not be denied to landowners, owners of
easements, or the owners of franchises, adjoining any platted street or
alley to be annexed that will not be bordered on both sides by the City of
Fruita.

4. The Petitioners are the landowners of more than fifty percent (50%) of the area
sought to be annexed, exclusive of streets and alleys.

8, This Petition for Annexation satisfies the requirements of Article Il, Section 30, of
the Colorado Constitution in that it is signed by persons comprising more than
fifty percent (50%) of the landowners in the area proposed to be annexed who
own more than fifty percent (50%) of said area, excluding public streets and
alleys and any land owned by the City of Fruita.

B. Attached hereto and incorporated by reference is an Annexation Map showing:

a. The boundary of the area proposed to be annexed including a legal
description of the property:

b. The location of each ownership tract in unplatted land and, if part or all of
the area is platted, the boundaries and the plat numbers of plots or of lots
and blocks; and

c. The contiguous boundary of the City of Fruita and the contiguous
boundary of any other municipality abutting the area proposed to be
annexed

W: Forms FORMS Applications Petition for Annexation. doc 2



7. All of the petitioners signed this Petition for Annexation no more than 180 days
prior to the date of the filing of this Petition for Annexation.

WHEREFORE, the Petitioners request that the Fruita City Council approve the
annexation of the area proposed to be annexed.

e
Dated this_ O day of Mm/} 2046
5 . "" / 7
e =3 F 7/ f i /
/,,«" _ ' T 4 /,/ / / [/
fasr D gy, Lt A, [loy
Property Owner ;’ Property Owner
L '-\ y / /
City Of Fruita )
County of Mesa ) ss.
State of Colorado )
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5 - day of M(l«bh, 206 by

Samnuel . TD\L%, + Hiethh A, Hz:}l

Witness my hand and official seal.

g LINDGAY ALLEN
NOTARY PURLIC - STATE OF COLORADO =
My kiantiicaion § 20154016765
Dl N2l 201 otary Public

My commission expires:

}‘“Pﬂ'l xE, 2ot 1

W Forms FORMS: Applications Petition for Annex:ttion doc A



MESA COUNTY

- ANNEXATION SITE

ADOBE VIEW DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, LLC
2697-201-00-043
965 18 RD

/

4

LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND CERTIFICATION OF OWNERSHIP

We, Adobe View Development Company, LLC, the owners of 100% percent
of the following described property. excluding any public streets and alleys, to wit:

AH that certain portion of the 5% N'% SEY NEY of Section 20, Township One North, Range Two West of the Ute
Meridian, in the City of Fruita, County of Mesa, State of Colorado as deseribed at Reception Number 2579937 in
the Office of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder, said portion being more particularly described, a6 a resuli of
survey, by the following perimeter

Commencing at & Mess County Survey Marker for the E1/4 Comer of said Section 20, from whence a Mesa
County Swrvey Marker for the K1/ 16 Comer of sad Section 20 bears NOO®24'42°E for a distance of 1319.56 feer,
thence NOO*24'42"E for a distance of £59.78 feet to the point of bemnning, thence SE9°$537"W, an the northery
line of Adobe View Subdivision, os recorded in Plat Book 19 at Pages 196-397  inthe Office of the Mesa
County Clerk und Recorder, for a distunce of 1145.67 fet to the cemerline of the Murray Drain; thence
continuing on said centerline for the following Five courses and distances:

l. N29°08'04°E for a distunce of 69.15 feet;

2. N25"07'39"E for a distance of 102.84 feet,

3. N27"32'L1"E for a dastance of 34530 feet:

4. N30°2E'41"E for a distance of 92 H4 feet

5. N29°34'59"E for a distance of 79 13 foel;
thence NR9"55'54"E for a distance of 974.0F feet to a point on the easterly line of said Section 20; thence
500°24'42"W for a distance of 329,77 fect to the beyinning.

have by these presents laid oul and platted 1he same as shown hescon und designate the same as
Adobe View North Anncxation 1o the City of Fruita, County of Mesa, Staie of
Colorado,

EXECUTED this duy of ,20,

STATE OF COLORADO )
)ss
COUNTY OF )

The foregoing certification way acknowledyed before me this day of

220, by
Winess my hend and official seal.
My commission expires:

Naotary Public

CITY COUNCIL CERTIFICATE

(Council of the City of Fruita, Colorade, by Resolution Number . duly
adopted on the day of ,20____, found and determined that
annexation of the property designated herein complies with the requirements contmned in Article
12, Title 31, CR.S., us amended, and that suid property is chyible for annexation to the Caty of
Fruita.
The City Council of the City of Frunia, Colorade, by Ordinance Number . duly
adopted on the dayof .20, didanncx the property herein
deseribed to the City of Fruita, Colorado.

Mayor

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

I , & regastered lund surveyor licensed under

the laws of the Swie of Colorado, do hereby certify that this survey was made under my direct
supervision and that the formation hercon 15 correct o the best of my knowledge and belief, and
that no less than ope-sixih {1/6) of the penimeter of the area as shown hereon is contiguous with the
existing boundaries of the City of Fruita, Colorado. 1 further certify that the external boundaries of
the property shown on this Plat have been monumenied on the ground.

EXECUTED this day of .20

Remstered Land Surveyor
TITLE CERTIFICATE
. does hereby certify that [ have examined
the title to all lands shown on this Plat and that title to such lands is vested in
free and clear of all liens, taxes, and encumbrances,

EXECUTED ihis day of 20 ’

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

This Plat approved by the City of Fruita Planning Commission the day of
0 .

ADOBE VIEW NORTH
i SUBDIVISION
G o COBTET ANNEXATION MAP

Voice: (70) 243-8300
Fax (970) 2411273 IN THE SE1/4 NE1/4 SECTION 20
Www Toegcom TIN, R2W, OF THE UTE MERIDIAN
MESA COUNTY, COLORADC

Coasulting Englarers. ELC
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July 12, 2016

The Planning Commission asked Dahna to explain the process of how the decision of this project
will be made. Dahna explained the process of how this project will be on the Planning
Commission’s agenda for August 9™ and that there will be no decision or discussion of this
project tonight (July 12, 2016).

CONSENT ITEMS

Approval of the minutes
June 14, 2016 Planning Commission meeting

Mel Mulder made a motion to approve the minutes.
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Application Name
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Description

Application #:
Applicant:
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Application Type:
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Adobe View Development

Adobe View North

Annexation

965 18 Road

County, AFT

This is a request for the approval to annex and zone approximately 8.03
acres into the Fruita City Limits. The applicants have requested a South
Fruita Residential zoning.

2016-13

Adobe View Development

Adobe View North

Preliminary Plan

965 18 Road

Unincorporated Mesa County, AFT.

This is a request to approve a Preliminary Plan for a 34 lot single family
residential subdivision.
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Planning Commission Minutes July 12, 2016

Steve Hejl- I am the representative for Adobe View Development Company, this project was
approved in 2008 and then scraped so we are starting it over again. It is basically the same as the
southern part, or original, Adobe View subdivision. It will look and be just like Adobe View and
it will have the same restrictive covenants. The only thing that I differ from Staffs
recommendations is the zoning; we would like to stay with the South Fruita Residential zone
instead of Large Lot Residential. This would allow us more flexibility with our lot sizes. Coming
back this time, we encountered some issues with the Grand Valley Drainage District. We will
have to do detention for clean water quality. Also, the City Engineer has brought up an issue with
our access point. I am not sure we will be able to fix the access point issue without moving it to a
different location in the subdivision. Other than that, we agree with everything else that Staff has
recommended.

Dahna Raugh- As Mr. Hejl said, this project was almost exactly approved 8 years ago before the

.ihat time we have Master Plan, And
lopment matd l h m

.w y went south. |
[l m s were tryis g m‘l it P to have this cxlé
g ‘lﬂ
H)iBut I unders hh

'. s10n sof W@ de;l  move it ary
r trﬁiate for the L L The zoan
mﬁg& f}nd roo ;; for onsite detention 2
il ‘

|

lorder toéépp the same number ¢fjlots,

I the new on i oposﬁ
|l They will ﬁ et wgﬁ Il@l r0j
I l the issue réﬁ{ kr is fi #ns proj

| |
f the roadwq away fm’;-ﬂ where
1

they ar gto hame to makelf : e8

i ﬁ f ﬁs projectﬂi ‘already z b s lots sizes nlé? féss than 10,000 square feet ifjs
il Eﬁgﬁri Qigmal propos lin front offy Ere are no lots smaller than 10,000 square feet.|li2
the Master Plan supports South Fruita Residential zoning, Staff also supports Large Lot
Residential zoning and to avoid have to different zones in the same development, Staff is
recommending Large Lot Residential zoning. They need to make the lots smaller to deal with all
the review comments, so Large Lot Residential zoning doesn’t work because of lot size. So the
applicants are asking for South Fruita Residential to get the 7,000 square foot lot size. Staff
understands, however it makes the zoning a little messy but I think we can deal with it. As stated
in the Staff Report, you can either zone the annexed property South Fruita Residential or Large
Lot Residential because the Master Plan supports it either way. The development meets all
approval criteria that must be considered for annexations and for the zone that they have
requested and for preliminary plans as long as all review comments and issues identified in the
Staff Report are adequately resolved.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
Boyd Powell (975 Karp Avenue)- Boyd is the Vice President of the Adobe View Homeowners

Association. Boyd made a comparison to lot size from the Adobe View subdivision that has
already been developed and the proposed new Adobe View North development.
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Planning Commission Minutes July 12, 2016

Gary Clayman (928 Mancos Way) — “Over the years we have had a lot of business dealings with
Mr. Hejl. Over the years we found that he was not a true and honest person. I have records for
you showing, over years and years, of the business deals that we have had with him that he has
not followed up with or not completed what he said he would do.”

Gary Clayman talked about how Mr. Hejl told him that the lot sizes in the new subdivision were
going to be the same size as the lots in the original Adobe View subdivision. Gary also talked
about how he and Mr. Hejl discussed the improvements of the irrigation system. Gary wants Mr.
He;jl to follow up on their business agreements before the new subdivision gets started.

Doug Van Etten invited anyone else from the public to come and talk about this project. No other
comments were made.

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION

i Eﬁgl}gmﬁ‘ i sny- Davgl m u# that everything ab@ut this prOJ?:t MHLH Mle thg HM“WH lﬂ
{1l propos d L 2008 whbh the ec tﬁ;‘;)my ultlmatelykjllqd the project,/And now that the prqj tis
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Dahna Raugh- Commissioner Karisny it sounds like you are having a problem with the approval
criteria for a preliminary plan that requires the ability to resolve all comments and
recommendations from reviewers without a significant redesign of the proposed development?

Dave Karisny- That’s correct.
Heidi Jo Elder- What is the confusion or the problem with the different zoning in the subdivision?

Dahna Raugh- So 4.5 acres is already in the city limits and is already zoned Large Lot Residential
which allows 3 dwelling units to the acre and minimum lot size is 10,000 square feet. That gives
them a certain amount of lots right away. The other 8 acres, is currently in the county and needs
to be annexed and zoned. If it is the Large Lot Residential zone, the 10,000 square foot lot sizes
are going to be a problem because they don’t have enough land to get the same number of lots,
move the roadway, and add onsite detention and still accommodate a large underground drain that
runs through the property. In order to make it work, they will need the South Fruita Residential
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zoning for the 8 acres set to be annexed so that some smaller lots can be created. It doesn’t
change the density; it is not an issue of more lots or less lots, It’s an issue of jiggling things
around so that you can accommodate for the changes that need to be made.

Heidi Jo Elder- Are there any other subdivisions that have two different zones?

Dahna Raugh- Not to my knowledge. But South Fruita Residential and Large Lot Residential are
very similar. So although, we would expect a little bit of confusion but I think we can handle it.
The City is willing to go either way with the zoning.

Keith Schaefer- Where is the drainage easement?

Dahna Raugh put up a picture of the Preliminary Plan to show Keith Schaefer where a large
underground drainage pipe is. She also explained that the drain pipe is about 100 foot easement
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Janet Brazfield- So is there irrigation water available to the new subdivision?

Dahna Raugh- With the information we have and with the proposed preliminary plan, yes there is
irrigation water available. Some of the existing irrigation structures used for the Adobe View
subdivision is intended to be used for the Adobe View North subdivision. So when the Final Plat
is ready turned in, City Staff makes sure there is an irrigation system and irrigation water
available to the property. We also make sure that the things being constructed as done according
to the plans that have been approved. If there is a problem between the developer and the HOA,
somewhere along the line the city will become aware of it before everything is released from
requirements. The city try’s to insure there is a functional irrigation system.

Janet Brazfield- I agree with Mr. Karisny, I don’t see enough here to make a comprehensive
decision. So I would recommend it be delayed.

Richard Hoctor- Dahna, when you say it would be messy, is this what you were talking about?
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Dahna Raugh- The messy I was referring to was, if the City Council annexes the property with a
different zone than the 4.03 acres that is already zoned. That could make it a little messy, the
north half of the subdivision would have a zone with its own set of rules and regulations and the
south half would have a different set of rules. I think the zoning line is going to hit right at the
proposed street, Fruitland Avenue. So the developer will have to be careful with how he develops
the lots that hit in that area.

Richard Hoctor- Okay, thank you.
REBUTTAL:

Steve Hejl confirmed that the zoning would be different from the north half and the south half,
(The north being South Fruita Residential and the south being Large Lot Residential).
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think it would be reasonable to expect about 3 lots that will have to be altered in order to address
the changes that need to be made. I would be ready to make a recommendation tonight.

Dahna Raugh- I just want to make a quick point. The Land Use Code and State Law require
applications to be approved within certain time frames. So I understand the Planning Commission
is talking about potentially continuing this project for a month, but it is on your agenda and if you
would like to continue it, you would need the applicant to agree on record to that continuance. If
the applicant does not want to agree to the continuance and wants the Planning Commission to
make a decision tonight, there is always the option for denial.

There was discussion about how the Planning Commission would want to make a motion. There
was also discussion about how the configuration of the subdivision would change and what
needed to be changed and if it were going to be a significant redesign. Sam Atkins (City
Engineer) explained to the Planning Commission that the design of the subdivision would not
need a significant redesign and the configuration would be similar to the Preliminary Plan.

Page6 of 13



Planning Commission Minutes July 12, 2016

Dave Karisny- Would the petitioner be willing to table this until the next meeting and provide use
with more details and a better sketch addressing the changes?

Steve Hejl- I don’t believe so.
Dave Karisny- Okay. It was worth asking,
ANNEXATION MOTION:

Dave Karisny- Mr. Chair, I recommend to the City Council that we approve the Annexation
application with the condition that the 30 feet of right-of-way is designated for Pine Street and a
14 foot multipurpose easement be dedication along Pine Street before the annexation is
completed.
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Janet Brazfield votcd no, she feels it should be zoned Large Lot Res:dentlal
Keith Schaefer voted no, no reason was given.
2 No Votes; 3 Yes Votes; 2 Abstentions

NOTE: The abstentions have the same effect as a “no” vote because a majority or two thirds vote
of the members present is required to pass the motion.

PRELIMINARY PLAN MOTION:

Dave Karisny- Mr. Chair, I recommend to the City Council approval of the Adobe View North
subdivision Preliminary Plan with the condition that all review comments and issues identified in
the Staff Report be adequately resolved with the Final Plat application. I would strongly suggest
that the petitioner has a way to express to the City Council the required changes and how it relates
to the current sketch plan.
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Heidi Jo Elder- Second.

Keith Schaefer- I think as a Planning Commission, we are not doing our jobs if we just approve
this Preliminary Plan based on what we have so far. Our job is to get the plan, refine it and
approve it and send it to City Council as far as I’'m concerned. Without the final plan, I am not

going to approve anything.

Richard Hoctor- The petitioner says that he will ‘try’ to have the final sketch. I would be more
inclined to see the final sketch before I could do an informed vote.

Doug Van Etten- I think it is important to understand the content of Mr. Karisny’s motion. What
we are sending to City Council is a recommendation. We are sending a good faith vote based on
the motion and what the petitioner will bring to City Council.
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meets all the City requirements, meets all the approval criteria that the City Council has imposed
on the project, and when Staff is satisfied that all the criteria have been met, the only thing that
goes back through a public hearing is the City Council approval of the Subdivision Improvements
Agreement (the contract between the City and the developer that guarantees the improvements
will be made). The Planning Commission will not see this again unless one of two things happen;
you continue it and the applicant agrees to it, or if the applicant runs into some big problem and
decided on his own free will that he is going to back up and do a significant redesign and
resubmit the Preliminary Plan.

Janet Brazfield voted no because she would like to see as close to a final sketch as possible in
order to give a good recommendation to City Council.

3 No Votes; 3 Yes Votes; 1 Abstention

Doug Van Etten read the next hearing items on the agenda as follows:
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

TO: Fruita City Council and Mayor
FROM: Community Development Department
DATE: August 2, 2016

RE: Ordinance 2016-09, An Ordinance Amending the Official Zoning Map of
the City of Fruita by Rezoning Approximately 0.65 Acres of Property
Located at 433 and 503 East Aspen Avenue from Community Residential
to Planned Unit Development

BACKGROUND

At the July 5, 2016, City Council public hearing, the request to rezone the Sacred Heart
properties from Community Residential (CR) to Planned Unit Development (PUD) was
discussed. The initial motion was to deny the request for the zone change based on the rezone
not meeting the city's Master Plan and the rezone not meeting the intent of PUD zoning. The
vote on the motion was three in favor of denial and one against the denial. After some
additional discussion, the question was reconsidered and instead of denial, the question was
continued to the August 2, 2016, City Council public hearing. The following is the
coversheet provided to the Council at the July 5, 2016, City Council public hearing, Also
attached along with the Staff Report, review comments, and applicant information is a copy of
the covenants applicable to the parish hall building at 433 E. Aspen Avenue.

The subject properties are located at the northeast and northwest corners of the intersection of
Aspen Avenue and Maple Street. The property on the east side contains the Sacred Heart
church building which is approximately 2,713 square feet in size on the main floor and there
is also a basement. The church was built in 1921. The house on the property to the east of the
church was built in 1911 and is approximately 1,658 square feet in size. It appears that the
house and the church sit on two separate lots. The parish hall for the church sits on the
property to the west. The building is approximately 3,767 square feet in size and was built in
1941.

The applicants request a rezone from CR (Community Residential) to Planned Unit
Development (PUD) to allow commercial as well as the residential and other land uses
permitted in the CR zone. A PUD zone is defined as a zone which allows for modification of
the normal use, density, size or other zoning restrictions for a development for the purposes
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identified in Section 17.17.010 of the Land Use Code (a copy of this section of the Code is
attached). As per the project narrative, the reason the rezone is requested is because the
church is moving to a property on north 17.5 Road and believes that the zone change to allow
for commercial uses "is paramount to the successful completion of the new Sacred Heart
church."

A PUD Guide is required to be provided for all PUD zones to identify the requested
modifications to otherwise applicable zoning requirements. Because buildings currently exist
on the subject properties and no new construction is planned at this time, the PUD Guide for
this proposed PUD zone consists of an aerial photograph of the properties and a list of
permitted land uses. The PUD Guide indicates that the listed uses will follow the Land Use
Code requirements (building setbacks, building heights, signs, fences, parking, lighting, etc.)
for development in the CR or Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) zones including the need for a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for some uses. The following uses are proposed for this PUD
zone in addition to the uses already permitted in the CR zone (attached is a list of uses
permitted in the CR zone):

-indoor recreation and entertainment, exhibition, and meeting areas less
than 10,000 square feet in size

-commercial parking

-general offices, including drive through uses

-medical/dental/vision/massage/chiropractic/hearing clinics

-funeral homes/mortuaries

-food service, restaurant, catering

-general retail sales, indoor operations

Many of the land uses proposed are or could be incompatible with the surrounding historic
single family residential neighborhood. All surrounding property is zoned CR and there are
no commercial land uses in the area other than the Chamber of Commerce located to the south
which is in a Community Services & Recreational (CSR) zone. Contrary to the applicant's
statements, there have been no zone changes or changes of land use in this area for many
decades. The only change staff can find nearby is the Visual Eyes building one block to the
west which replaced a funeral home that had been in operation for over 50 years.

Single family houses on relatively small lots are directly adjacent to the subject properties
with no ability for the residential properties to buffer noise, light, traffic, and other impacts
typically created by commercial land uses. Additionally, the existing buildings on the subject
property cover most of the land so there is no ability to provide a buffer towards residential
land uses and almost no off-street parking is available except the gravel areas at the rear of the
properties. Although the existing church and related uses cause a lot of motorized traffic
impacts to the neighborhood on a regular basis, the characteristics of the traffic generated by a
church is significantly different from traffic generated by many of the uses proposed for this
PUD zone, including pedestrian traffic.

Commercial uses typically create more continuous traffic than a church use. The behavior of
pedestrians coming out of a church is typically different from pedestrians coming out of a
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commercial use such as an events center, especially with alcohol service. These potential
negative impacts reduce the value of the surrounding residential property. Contrary to the
project narrative, extending commercial uses into the residential area east of downtown does
not create a buffer between residential and commercial land uses.

It should be noted that with this PUD as proposed, if the buildings are demolished, the
property could be redeveloped with the uses listed in the PUD Guide which could be even
more problematic than commercial uses in the existing buildings.

Based on this information, the PUD zone as proposed is not compatible with the surrounding
single family residential neighborhood. Additionally, the PUD zone as proposed is not
consistent with the city’s Master Plan. With the update to the Fruita Community Plan (FCP)
in 2008, this area was not identified for future extension of the downtown commercial area.
The Fruita Community Plan (FCP) recommends that the downtown district be expanded to the
north, south and west (policy ES 1.5 from the FCP). The subject properties are to the east of
downtown.

In December of 2014, the Fruita City Council adopted a more detailed downtown plan with
the Civic Center Memorial Park and Downtown Streetscape Improvements Master Plan. This
plan also did not identify a community need or desire to extend the downtown commercial
area to the east. If commercial uses are permitted on these properties, there is an expectation
that more property in the area, especially between the existing DMU zone and the subject
properties, also will be rezoned to allow commercial development.

There currently is an overabundance of zoning for commercial uses (the DMU zone) in the
downtown area which covers large areas of historic single family residential neighborhoods.
This large area of zoning for commercial land uses jeopardizes the residential and historical
character of the area by creating a disinvestment incentive for existing single family
residential land uses and buildings. Extending more commercial zoning to the east could
increase disinvestment in Fruita's historic residential neighborhoods and buildings. Stretching
commercial zoning and land uses into a wider area dilutes the power of downtown as a
destination while reducing the value of the adjacent residential properties. As pointed out in
the last paragraph of the applicant's project narrative, the proposed zone change has the
potential to fundamentally change the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Regarding specific sections of the FCP, policy NH 3.2, Compatibility, states that in
determining changes to parcels of land adjacent to existing residential developments, the
character of existing neighborhoods will be considered. Policy NH 3.3, Infill, states that the
city will follow specific design standards for infill development and redevelopment, with an
emphasis on protection of existing residential neighborhood character. Policy NH 3.4,
Preservation, states that the city encourages the preservation of our existing residential
neighborhoods. Attention should focus on older and historic structures, through renovation
and repairs, to maintain these housing options and preserve community character. Where
possible, infill and redevelopment projects should minimize effects to these neighborhoods.
Additionally, Policy ES 1.16 - Revitalization, recommends targeted redevelopment and
revitalization of existing areas in downtown (emphasis added).
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As indicated by the project narrative, the applicants believe that commercial uses should be
permitted to ensure that the existing buildings will not eventually blight the area, and the
properties are being marketed for commercial land uses. There is no evidence that
commercial uses will prevent the building from being unused and falling into disrepair. There
is no guarantee that commercial uses will be successful in these buildings and with higher
property taxes for commercial land uses coupled with potential problems with meeting
building codes for commercial uses, the zone change as proposed could accelerate the
buildings falling into disrepair. Commercial zoning also provides an incentive to demolish
buildings to allow for new commercial construction.

Although almost everyone would like to see the church buildings remain and be used in a way
that would not adversely affect the adjacent residential neighborhood, this is a difficult
situation. Staff supports some sort of expansion of uses for the unique church building and
parish hall, but the house on the east side, which sits on a lot separate from the church, should
keep the existing CR zone the same as adjacent single family houses.

Based on the above analysis, staff recommends that the following uses be permitted in the
PUD zone for the church and parish hall:

-all uses permitted in the CR zone with only the following uses requiring approval
of a CUP:
-public safety and emergency response services
-other community services
-basic utilities other than underground facilities
-telecommunications facilities, towers and support structures
-medical, vision, massage, hearing and dental clinics
-indoor recreation and entertainment (including an events center)
-general offices
-food service, restaurant, catering

No drive-through land uses should be permitted. The PUD Guide should identify that no
additional parking will be required for changes of use in the existing buildings. A condition
of the PUD zone should require that the buildings remain in substantially the same form (not
demolished but certainly able to be maintained and remodeled to meet building codes), or else
the uses permitted on the property revert to the uses then permitted in the CR zone. The PUD
Guide should clarify that commercial development will follow the design standards for
development in the DMU zone's downtown core, and residential development or other uses
permitted in the CR zone will follow the development standards for CR zoning, including
density of residential development.

To ensure no confusion with the PUD zone, the PUD Guide also should be amended to
replace the aerial photograph with a site plan drawing so that when recorded, the site plan is
legible.
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At the June 14, 2016, Planning Commission public meeting, many members of the church
spoke out in favor of the rezone. Surrounding residents and property owners also were in
attendance but were not in favor of the rezone. Residents and property owners voiced
concerns about the negative affect the zone change could have on their neighborhood. The
Planning Commission voted 5-0 to approve the zone change as recommended by staff (as
identified above).

Written comments have been received prior to the Planning Commission meeting from
Fruita's Historic Preservation Board identifying concerns about the negative affect the zone
change could have on this historic residential area and the historic buildings. Staff has since
received two additional letters regarding this zone change. All three letters are included with
the Council's information packets.

FISCAL IMPACT

The rezone from CR to PUD has the potential to reduce property values in this neighborhood.
With the recommended conditions of approval, the potential negative impacts may be
reduced. Fiscal impacts can be further evaluated when/if a development application is
submitted to change the use of the subject property.

APPLICABILITY TO CITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

This rezone could be considered to be in compliance with the approval criteria identified in
the Land Use Code that must be considered for rezone requests as detailed in the Staff Report.
The Land Use Code (along with other regulatory documents) implements the City’s goals and
policies as outlined in the City’s Master Plan including the Fruita Community Plan.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO COUNCIL

1. Approval of Ordinance 2016-09, An Ordinance Amending the Official Zoning Map of
the City of Fruita by Rezoning Approximately 0.65 Acres of Property Located at 433
and 503 East Aspen Avenue from Community Residential to Planned Unit
Development, with or without amendments.

2 Denial of the proposed Ordinance

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council move to approve Ordinance 2016-09, An Ordinance
Amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Fruita by Rezoning Approximately 0.65
Acres of Property Located at 433 and 503 East Aspen Avenue from Community Residential
to Planned Unit Development with the condition that the PUD Guide be amended as outlined
in this coversheet and the Staff Report, and incorporating any amendments required by the
City Council.
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ORDINANCE 2016-09

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF
FRUITA BY REZONING APPROXIMATELY 0.65 ACRE OF PROPERTY LOCATED
AT 433 AND 503 EAST ASPEN AVENUE FROM COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL TO
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
(Sacred Heart Rezone, Application #2016-07)

WHEREAS, the subject properties are shown and described in attached Exhibit A, and

WHEREAS, the city received an application by Bishop of Pueblo, the owners of the
subject properties, to rezone the subject properties from Community Residential to Planned Unit
Development (PUD), and

WHEREAS, a PUD Guide which contains information regarding the uses, setbacks,
density and other development standards for the Sacred Heart PUD is attached as Exhibit B, and

WHEREAS, at their June 14, 2016, public meeting, the Fruita Planning Commission
recommended approval of the application to rezone the subject properties to a PUD zone with
conditions, and

WHEREAS, public hearings was held by the City Council on July 5, 2016, and August
2,2016, and

WHEREAS, the requested rezone to PUD meets the approval criteria that must be
considered for a rezone pursuant to Section 17.13.060 of the Fruita Land Use Code and the
approval criteria that must be considered for PUD zones as per section 17.17.030 of the Fruita
Land Use Code.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF FRUITA COLORADO AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1:

THAT the Official Zoning Map adopted pursuant to Section 17.02.020 of the Fruita Land
Use Code (2009, as amended) is hereby amended and that the subject properties shown and
described on the attached Exhibit A, containing approximately 0.65 acre, are hereby rezoned
from Community Residential to Planned Unit Development.

THAT the PUD Control Guide, attached as Exhibit B, establishes the uses, densities and
other zoning and development standards for the Sacred Heart PUD zone.



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE FRUITA CITY COUNCIL, THIS
2" DAY OF AUGUST, 2016.

City of Fruita

ATTEST: Lori Buck, Mayor

Margaret Sellman, City Clerk



EXHIBIT A
Ordinance 2016-09

Legal Description:

West side - 433 E. Aspen Avenue;

Lots 6 & 7, Block 1, Town of Fruita

East side - 503 E. Aspen Avenue:

Lot 16 and Lot 17 of The Austin and Horning First Addition to the Town of Fruita

Location Map:
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PUD Guide

433 and 503 East Aspen Avenue

Permitted Uses

- All uses ass permitted in the Community Residential Zone

- Community Services & Government Offices

- Daycare/Childcare

- Medical/Dental/Vision/Massage/Chiropractic/Hearing Clinics

- Educational Institutions

- Indoor Recreation & Entertainment, Exhibition & Meeting Areas Less Than 10,000
Square Feet

- Commercial Parking

- General Offices, Including Drive Through

- Funeral Homes/Mortuaries

- Food Service, Restaurant, Catering

- General Retail Sales, indoor Operations

These permitted uses include the conditional uses permitted with approval of a Conditional Use
Permit and the supplemental zoning regulations and standards. Density and dimensional
standards, signage, design, landscaping, parking and lighting standards for the CR or DMU zones
will be applicable depending on type of use.



PUD Site
Map

|| Sacred Heart
i| Catholic Church

503 East Aspen Street
Fruita, CO 81521
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Community Development Department

Staff Report
June 8, 2016
Application #: 2016-07
Project Name: Sacred Heart Church

Application: Rezone
Property Owner:  Bishop of Pueblo
Representative: Lance Stewart

Location; 503 East Aspen Avenue & 433 East Aspen Avenue
Existing Zone: Community Residential
Request: This is a request to rezone the subject properties from

Community Residential (CR) to a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) zone to include commercial as well as residential land
uses.

Project Description:

The subject properties are located at the northeast and northwest corners of the
intersection of Aspen Avenue and Maple Street. The property on the east side
contains the Sacred Heart church which is approximately 2,713 square feet in
size on the main floor and there is also a basement. The church was built in
1921. The house on the property to the east of the church was built in 1911 and
is approximately 1,658 square feet in size. It appears that the house and the
church sit on two separate lots. The lot containing the church appears to be
approximately 60 feet wide and 125 feet deep (7,500 square feet). The Iot
containing the house is approximately 50 feet wide and 125 feet deep (6,250
square feet). The parish hall for the church sits on the property to the west. The
building is approximately quare feet in size and was built in 1941. The
building occupies two eqlal size lots encompassing a total of approximately
14,500 square feet. Thig information is from the Mesa County website.

2,161
The applicants request a rezone from CR to PUD to allow commercial as well as
the residential and other land uses permitted in the CR zone. A PUD zone is
defined as a zone which allows for modification of the normal use, density, size
or other zoning restrictions for a development for the purposes identified in
Section 17.17.010 of the Land Use Code. A PUD Guide is required to be
provided for all PUD zones to clearly identify the requested modifications to
otherwise applicable zoning requirements.
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Because buildings currently exist on the subject properties and no new
construction is planned at this time, the PUD Guide for this proposed PUD zone
consists of an aerial photograph of the properties and a list of permitted land
uses. The PUD Guide includes the requirement that the listed uses follow the
Land Use Code requirements (building setbacks, building heights, signs, fences,
parking, lighting, etc.) for development in the CR or Downtown Mixed Use (DMU)
zones including the need for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for some uses.
The following uses are listed in the PUD Guide:

-all uses permitted in the CR zone [attached is a list of these uses]

-community services and government offices

-daycare/childcare/senior care

-indoor recreation and entertainment, exhibition & meeting areas less than
10,000 square feet in size

-commercial parking

-general offices, including drive through uses

-educational institutions

-medical/dental/vision/massage/chiropractic/hearing clinics

-funeral homes/mortuaries

-food service, restaurant, catering

-general retail sales, indoor operations

As per the project narrative, the reason the rezone is requested is because the
church is moving to a property on north 17.5 Road and believes that the zone
change to allow for commercial uses "is paramount to the successful completion
of the new Sacred Heat church."”

Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning:

The subject property is surrounded on all sides by Community Residential (CR)
zoning with the exception of the Chamber of Commerce property diagonally
across the street to the south which is zoned Community Services & Recreation
(CSR) and is owned by the City of Fruita. Land uses surrounding the subject
property are all detached single family residential dwellings with the exception of
the Chamber of Commerce and the Fruita United Methodist Church directly to
the west of the parish hall property.
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Review of Applicable Land Use Code Regquirements:

Section 17.13.060, Amendment to the Official Zoning Map (Rezone), of the
Land Use Code (2009, as amended) states that the Official Zoning Map may
be amended when the following findings are made:

1.

The proposed amendment is compatible with surrounding land uses,
pursuant to Section 17.07.080, and is consistent with the city's goals,
policies and Master Plan; and

Many of the land uses proposed are or could be incompatible with the
surrounding historic single family residential neighborhood. All
surrounding property is zoned CR and there are no commercial land uses
in the area other than the Chamber of Commerce located to the south
which is in a Community Services & Recreational (CSR) zone. Single
family houses on small lots are directly adjacent to the subject properties
with no ability for the residential properties to buffer noise, light, traffic, and
other impacts typically created by commercial land uses.

Additionally, the existing buildings on the subject property cover most of
the land so there is no ability to provide a buffer towards residential land
uses and almost no off-street parking is available except the gravel areas
at the rear of the properties. Although the existing church and related
uses cause a lot of motorized traffic impacts to the neighborhood on a
regular basis, the characteristics of the traffic generated by a church is
significantly different from traffic generated by many of the uses proposed
for this PUD zone, including pedestrian traffic.

Churches and other religious institutions are permitted in all zones,
including all residential zones because by their nature, they are oriented
toward families and individuals and serve the neighborhood they are part
of. They provide part of the societal/cultural anchor that helps define a
neighborhood and, therefore, are considered mostly compatible with
residential land uses.

Commercial uses typically create more continuous traffic than a church
use. The behavior of pedestrians coming out of a church is typically
different from pedestrians coming out of a commercial use such as an
events center, especially with alcohol service. These negative impacts
reduce the value of the surrounding residential property. Contrary to the
project narrative, extending commercial uses into the residential area east
of downtown does not create a buffer between residential and commercial
land uses.

It should be noted that with this PUD as proposed, if the buildings are
demolished, the property could be redeveloped with the uses listed in the
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PUD Guide which could be even more problematic than commercial uses
in the existing buildings.

Based on this information, the PUD zone as proposed is not compatible
with the surrounding single family residential neighborhood.

The requested PUD zone is not consistent with the city’s Master Plan.
With the update to the Fruita Community Plan (a major component of the
city’s Master Plan) in 2008, this area was not identified as a future
extension of the downtown commercial area. The Fruita Community Plan
(FCP) recommends that the downtown district be expanded to the north,
south and west (policy ES 1.5 from the FCP). The subject properties are
to the east of downtown. In December of 2014, the Fruita City Council
adopted a more detailed downtown plan with the Civic Center Memarial
Park and Downtown Streetscape Improvements Master Plan. This plan
also did not identify a community need or desire to extend the downtown
commercial area to the east.

There currently is an overabundance of zoning for commercial uses (the
DMU zone) in the downtown area which covers large areas of historic
single family residential neighborhoods. This large area of zoning for
commercial land uses jeopardizes the residential and historical character
of the area by creating a disinvestment incentive for existing single family
residential land uses and buildings. Extending more commercial zoning to
the east could increase disinvestment in Fruita's historic residential
neighborhoods and buildings. As pointed out in the last paragraph of the
project narrative, this zone change has the potential to fundamentally
change the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

The proposed rezone would have the effect of stretching downtown
commercial area to the east into a single family residential neighborhood.
Creating additional commercially zoned land in a residential area does not
contribute to the success of downtown, but could hinder its success.
Stretching commercial uses into a wider area dilutes the power of
downtown as a destination while potentially reducing the value of the
adjacent residential.

As identified above, commercial uses in close proximity to single family
residential land uses creates problems of compatibility. Policy NH 3.2,
Compatibility, states that in determining changes to parcels of land
adjacent to existing residential developments, the character of existing
neighborhoods will be considered. Policy NH 3.3, Infill, states that the city
will follow specific design standards for infill development and
redevelopment, with an emphasis on protection of existing residential
neighborhood character. Policy NH 3.4, Preservation, states that the city
encourages the preservation of our existing residential neighborhoods.
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Attention should focus on older and historic structures, through renovation
and repairs, to maintain these housing options and preserve community
character. Where possible, infill and redevelopment projects should
minimize effects to these neighborhoods. Additionally, Policy ES 1.16 -
Revitalization, recommends targeted redevelopment and revitalization of
existing areas in downtown {emphasis added).

As indicated by the project narrative, the applicants believe that
commercial uses should be permitted to ensure that the existing buildings
will not eventually blight the area, but there is nothing to prevent the
buildings from being demolished to allow for new commercial construction.
There is no evidence that commercial uses will prevent the building from
being unused and falling into disrepair. There is no guarantee that
commercial uses will be successful in these buildings and with higher
property taxes for commercial land uses coupled with potential problems
with meeting building codes for commercial uses, the zone change as
proposed could accelerate the buildings falling into disrepair. As indicated
by the project narrative, the property is being marketed for commercial
purposes.

Although most everyone would like to see the church buildings remain and
be used in a way that would not adversely affect the adjacent residential
neighborhood, this is a difficult situation. Staff supports some sort of
expansion of uses for the unique church building and parish hall, but the
house on the east side, which sits on a lot separate from the church,
should keep the existing CR zone the same as adjacent single family
houses.

Regarding land uses, staff recommends, based on the above analysis,
that the following uses be permitted in the PUD zone for the church and
parish hall:

-all uses permitted in the CR zone with only the following uses
requiring approval of a CUP:
-public safety and emergency response services
-other community services
-basic utilities other than underground facilities
-telecommunications facilities, towers and support structures
-medical, vision, massage, hearing and dental clinics
-indoor recreation and entertainment (including an events center)
-general offices
-food service, restaurant, catering

No drive-through land uses should be permitted. The PUD Guide should
identify that no additional parking will be required for changes of use in the
existing buildings. A condition of the PUD zone shouid require that the
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buildings remain in substantially the same form (not demolished but
certainly able to be maintained and remodeled to meet building codes), or
else the uses permitted on the property revert to the uses then permitted
in the CR zone. The PUD Guide should clarify that commercial
development will follow the design standards for development in the DMU
zone's downtown core, and residential development or other uses
permitted in the CR zone will follow the development standards for CR
zoning, including density of residential development.

To ensure no confusion with the PUD zone, the aerial photograph shouid
be amended to exclude the house on the east side, and pictures of the
church and parish hall should be included as part of the PUD Guide.

With these recommended changes/conditions on the PUD zone, staff
believes that the approval criteria for a zone change can be met.

2. The land to be rezoned was previously zoned in error or the existing
zoning is inconsistent with the city's goals, policies and Master Plan;
or

There does not appear to be an error in zoning the property Community
Residential. The first Fruita Land Use Code or Zoning Code that staff has
been able to locate is from the 1960s. The subject properties have had a
residential zone since that time. The existing CR zone is consistent with
the Fruita Master Plan. This approval criterion is not applicable.

3. The area for which the amendment is requested has changed
substantially such that the proposed zoning better meets the needs
of the community; or

It could be argued that there have been substantial changes to this area
since the original establishment of the residential zone in the 1960s. This
criterion has been met.

4, The amendment is incidental to a comprehensive revision of the
city's Official Zoning Map which recognizes a change in conditions
and is consistent with the city’s goals, policies and Master Plan; or

There is no comprehensive revision of the Official Zoning Map. This
criterion is not applicable.

5. The zoning amendment is incidental to the annexation of the subject
property and the proposed zoning is consistent with the city's goals,
policies, and Master Plan.
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This criterion is not applicable because the properties are already in the
city limits.

Based on the review of the approval criteria, it appears that the proposed zone
change can meet the applicable approval criteria if the issues identified above
are adequately resolved.

Section 17.17.030 of the Land Use Code requires that the recommendations
of the Planning Commission to the City Council and decisions by the City
Council concerning a proposed Planned Unit Development be based on the
following criteria:

1

Conformance to the Fruita Master Plan.

As explained above under the criteria for a rezone, the PUD rezone as
proposed does not conform to the Fruita Master Plan. With changes as
recommended, a PUD zone could be considered to be in general
conformance to the Fruita Master Plan.

Consistency with the purposes as set out in Section 17.17.010.

Section 17.17.010 of the Land Use Code sets out eight general purposes
of PUD zoning. In a nutshell, the purpose of PUD zoning is to allow
modifications to zoning requirements in order to allow development that is
better than what would result from the application of a non-PUD zone.
This proposed PUD zone would allow more land uses than would
otherwise be permitted in the current CR zone, but not the wide variety of
uses permitted in the zones that allow commercial development. With
modifications to the proposed PUD Guide as identified above, a PUD zone
could be consistent with the purposes of PUD zoning.

Conformance to the approval criteria for Subdivisions:

This approval criterion is not applicable because there is no subdivision
proposed. The existing lots are too small for further subdivision under the
current Land Use Code requirements.

Where the applicant proposes one or more Adjustments to the
standards of this Title, consistency with the Adjustment criteria set
forth in Section 17.11.020.B is required.

An Adjustment is an exception to the Chapter 11 Design Standards of the
Land Use Code. The design standards pertain to development in the
zones that allow areas of commercial development which are the General
Commercial (GC) zone, the DMU zone, and the Community Mixed Use
(CMU) zone. Although somewhat unclear, it appears that the PUD Guide
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intends for commercial development to follow the Chapter 11 design
standards. No new development is proposed at this time, so no
Adjustments to design standards are necessary.

With changes to the PUD Guide as identified above, the approval criteria for PUD
zones can be met.
Review Comments:

All review comments received are included with this Staff Report. No reviewer
had a significant concern regarding the proposed zone change.

Public Comments:

The only written public comment received at this time is from the City's Historic
Preservation Board which is included with this staff report.

The applicants held a neighborhood meeting on February 9, 2016. According to
the applicants, an invitation to a neighborhood meeting was sent to everyone in
the public notification area (all property owners within 350 feet of the subject
properties). The invitation letter and the minutes for this meeting are attached.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the proposed PUD rezone with the condition that

all review comments and issues identified in the staff report are adequately
resolved before the second reading of the ordinance required for a zone change.

Fruita Planning Commission: (May 10, 2016)

Fruita City Council: (June 7, 2016)
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Uses permitted in the Community Residential (CR) zone:

Residential
Dwelling, single family attached and detached
Dwelling, muiti-family (limited)
Manufactured and Mobile homes and parks (with approval of a CUP)
Accessory dwelling units,
Home occupations
Childcare home/daycare home
Small group home
Large group home (with approval of a CUP)

Community Services and Government Offices
Public building uses (with approval of a CUP)
Museums, art galleries, opera houses (with approval of a CUP)
Public safety and emergency response services (with approval of a CUP)
Other community services (with approval of a CUP)
Childcare/daycare center (with approval of a CUP)

Institutional and Civic Uses
Cemetery
Golf or driving range (with approval of a CUP)
Parks, lakes, greenways, trails
Other parks and open space areas (with approval of a CUP)
Religious institutions
Boarding schools (with approvai of a CUP)
Elementary schools
Secondary schools
Underground utility service facilities
All other basic utilities (with approval of a CUP)
Utility corridors (with approval of a CUP)

Commercial Uses
College, trade or vocational schools (with approval of a CUP)
Community swimming pool (with approval of a CUP)
Riding, roping, equestrian area (with approval of a CUP)
Health club (with approval of a CUP)
Bed & Breakfast (limited to 4 guest rooms and requires approval of a CUP)

Industrial
Commuter bus stops
Telecommunications facilities, towers and support structures (with approval of a
CuUP)
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Sacred Heart Catholic Church
PUD Zone Change Application Project Narrative

Project description: Zone change from CR to PUD

Location: 433 and 503 E. Aspen Avenue

Acreage: .67 acres

Proposed permitted uses:

- All uses as permitted in the Community Residential zone

- Community Services & Government Offices

- Daycare/Childcare/Senior care

- Indoor Recreation & Entertainment, exhibition & meeting areas less than
10,000 square feet In size

- Commercial parking

- General Offices, including drive through

- Educational Institutions

- Medicai/Dental/Vision/Massage/chiropractic/ Hearing Clinics

- Funeral Homes/Mortuaries

- Food Service, Restaurant, Catering

- General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations

These permitted uses include the conditional uses permitted with approval of a

Conditional Use Permit and the supplemental zoning regulations and standards. Also,

any other permitted use deemed appropriate by the Community Development

Department but not specifically listed in the Zoning Table.

e No phasing is intended since the properties are built out currently. To accommodate
potential future changes in use, density and dimensional standards, signage, design,
landscaping, parking and lighting standards for the CR or DMU zones would be applied,
depending on the requested use.

¢ Recapture is not intended for this application. However, depending on a particular
permit application, a determination may need to be considered for future changes in
use.

¢ Density bonuses could be considered by the Community Development Department in
the future as changing conditions may provide.

e No credit against impact fees is requested for this application. Future changes in use

would possibly be subject to impact fees required in the Land Use Code.

History: The Sacred heart Church has been a landmark in Fruita since its construction in 1921,
The church and the catholic congregation have been integral to the development of Fruita for
over a century. For the first forty five years the 150 seat facility, with its full basement, served
the needs of the community well. In the 1960s it became apparent that the growing
membership required additional space for meeting, educational and administrative purposes.
In 1966 the Church purchased the facility at 433 E Aspen to serve as a parish hall and office.



Today, once again, the congregation has out grown the facilities and is in the process of building
a new church on 17.5 road, which will enhance the entire Fruita area.

Need: Any successful building project relies on a well structured funding plan. As is the case
with the new Sacred Heart Church, a significant element of the funding plan includes the sale of
the church and parish hall on Aspen Avenue. While it is hoped that another faith community
can acquire the facility, nearly two years of searching has yet to yield a viable purchaser.

In November, 2015, a party approached the realtor for the church with a secure offer. The party
intended to use the facility as a small events center for primarily weddings and family
gatherings. A use, which at first glance would seem to fit in well with the neighborhood, would
not create additional adverse impacts and would preserve the stately building. Upon checking
with the Community Development Department the party was informed that the use was not
specifically listed in the table of uses, and they should submit an application for a PUD zone
change, which if approved may aliow for the use. Upon further investigation by the Realtor of
possible allowed uses, it is evident that a zone change is paramount to the successful
completion of the new Sacred Heart church. A zone change is also needed to accomplish the
goals of the Fruita Master Plan through a logical transition of properties from CR to Downtown
while preserving the character of the neighborhood east of Maple Street.

Compatibility with current standards and planning: A zone change to PUD from CR supports

and satisfies the intents of the purposes of the PUD zone and the Fruita Master Plan. While the
general purpose of the PUD Zone is to provide opportunity for development that benefits the
community, the more specific purposes are primarily centered on residential mixed use
developments. The purpose of this application is not to provide more residences, but to provide
for uses for an historic and stately landmark in Fruita in a manner that ensures its structural and
aesthetic character and integrity, does not adversely affect or significantly impact the
surrounding neighborhood and provides for a logical integration or nexus between the
Downtown Zone and the residential neighborhood on Aspen Avenue. Arguably, the character of
this neighborhood is slowly changing from strictly residential with the addition of new and
planned businesses at the corner of Aspen Avenue and Eim Street, and the long time location of
the Fruita Chamber of Commerce. A PUD Zone would serve as a buffer of sorts to residents east
of the Church while allowing for transitional development, which over time would benefit

Fruita.

The only zoning standard that would be possibly modified with the zone change would be that
of off street parking. The code calls for off street parking for most uses other than residential,
Currently the neighborhood has existed with on street parking for between 50-80 vehicles for
many years. It is envisioned that this situation would not necessarily change, but could be



enhanced with a use utilizing less parking than a church. For any activity requiring additional
short term parking there are public lots within one block of the existing property. Zone change
conforms to adopted plans and policies.

e Any commercial or business type use would not adversely affect open space or parks as
evidenced by the proximity of the community center park to the Downtown.

* Zone change would help to lessen the impact on existing residences for downtown type

growth. There wouldn’t any anticipated adverse impacts on public spaces or services.

Access and traffic patterns in the area would not appreciably change.

No changes, special needs or impacts on utilities are envisioned.

No adverse impacts are anticipated on public facilities or services.

No impacts to solls or geology are envisioned.

No changes or impacts to natural areas or storm water management are anticipated.

No credits, recapture, or bonuses are requested, but could need to be considered

depending on future changes in use.

Conformance with the Fruita Master Plan: The stated vision in the plan is to “ improve and
enhance the small town atmosphere of the Fruita community, while providing high quality services for
a growing population and striving for economic development and prosperity”.

The Plan embodies principles of sustainability and quality of growth attainable by enacting
policies to achieve several core concepts by focusing on economic, social and environmental
values which are the basis for Fruita’s policies. The following is a number of quotes from the
Master Plan which speak to this rezone project, which will positively address and implement
the goals of the Plan:

“Redevelopment projects In Fruita are also outstanding opportunities to promote the city’s character.
These projects must capture the original styles that reflect Fruita’s most signature buiidings. The area
best suited for this opportunity is Downtown, where some new development Is beginning to take
place, yet is maintaining its historic foundation through old buildings, street and lot layout, and
amenities.” East Aspen Avenue to Maple Street is a logical extension of the core business
community over time. The size of the church could help buffer residents from redevelopment

to the west.

“Preserve and enhance Fruita’s small town atmosphere through downtown revitalization, walkable,
vibrant neighborhoods, and mixed use commercial centers.” Providing for uses in addition to those
allowed in the CR zone enhances the neighborhood and fortifies the downtown neighborhood.
A deteriorating boarded facility would severely detract from the atmosphere and the

neighborhood.

“Encourage economic development that strengthens Frulta’s identity and provides diverse
employment opportunities.” The church properties best and highest use is not residential, but
rather an exciting possibility of business and community services that compliments the identity
of the Community.



“Protect Fruita’s historic resources, including buildings, agricultural relics, and historically meaningful
land.” Goes without saying; the Church has, and could remain a prominent landmark in the
community. Many communities provide special use exceptions and exemptions to regulations
in order to facility viable cultural buildings and spaces. While it is preferred that the church
remain a viable structure, change is inevitable and may actually require the property to be
redeveloped to accommodate a future vision for the neighborhood.

“Community Residential. To allow for moderate density single famlly nelghborhoods with the
Inclusion of other housing types such as attached unlts (e.g. apartments or townhomes). Buliding
concepts that are found In Fruita’s original neighborhoods such as narrow lots, smaller front yards and
garages placed In the back.” This zone change could affect the characteristic of the neighborhood
east of Maple Street, in that newer developments over time could promote the consolidation of
lots to provide for different housing types or mixed use development.

“CD 1.3 - Historic Character. The historic character of downtown Fruita should be kept authentic and
must be reinforced, embodying its identity, values, and energy. The Downtown should take advantage
of the historic aspect of town.” Allowing for more varied uses in the PUD zone will help to
preserve the existing historic character while providing for a timed logical transition of the

subject properties.

“CD 1.9 - Parking. Public parking Is vital to the Downtown, and should be achieved using street rights-
of-way, reduced parking requirements and surface lots, As the Downtown grows, parking structures
shouid be considered to preserve land for retall space.” Many possibilities exist for use of the
subject properties that will not adversely affect the off street parking situation and still support
this objective. The parish hall property could actually become a viable location for additional off
street parking to support the growing downtown center.

“ES 1.1 - Aspen Avenue. The City of Fruita supports and encourages the revitalization of the historic
Aspen Avenue downtown business area and adjacent areas.” Again, the rezoning of the area on
East Aspen Avenue will contribute to the success of the downtown over time by providing for
additional uses more commercial in nature than presently allowed, while providing the Town
with the opportunity to encourage the reuse of a historic building which might otherwise set

vacant.

“ES 1.3 - Redevelopment Areas. Identify and prioritize targeted redevelopment areas that would
positively contribute to the ambiance and character of downtown; properties may include historic
bulidings that could be used as entertainment venues, hotels, and retail operations.” While not at
this time a targeted redevelopment area, without this zone change the potential is very high
that the area will fall into a blight category. Now is the time to provide for additional uses that
will hopefully circumvent that eventuality.

“ES 1.5 - Expansion. The downtown district should be expanded to the north, south, and west of the
existing boundaries to ensure Its sustainabllity. At a minimum, this would ultimately Incorporate
Ottley Avenue at the north, Little Salt Walsh on the west, Maple Street on the east, and extend to the



rallroad Tracks.” While the church property Is situated adjacent to the easterly boundary, it also meets
a host of additional criteria that makes it reasonable to include it into the expansion area. The area is
irrefutably expanding quicker than any other direction,

“CR 1.3~ Prioritization. Prioritize historic buildings in need of restoration that positively contribute to
Frulta’s character. This could Include projects that meet multiple objectives, such as the Grain
Elevator, Circle Park, and the desire to provide other amenities Downtown and other areas.”

Arguably, while the Church is not yet in need of restoration, without this zone change and
reasonable allowed uses, it soon will be. Why not now be proactive to ensure that in the future,
pubic dollars like in the case of the Community center will not be required to preserve a part of

Fruita’s historic character?

“CR 1.4 - Incentives. Provide Implement new zoning types that support quality growth principles,
including the new Community Mixed-Use district. Refl ne as necessary during upcoming years to
ensure an efficient, predictable, and flexible process. Create an incentive program for developers to
follow the LEED- Neighborhood Development principles.” The PUD zone at this time is the best
tool we have to ensure that East Aspen Avenue transitions in a logical manner.

Nowhere within the Master Plan is a policy stated that the residential neighborhood in the
vicinity of the Church is sacrosanct from redevelopment and must remain forever in its current
state. The PUD zone will also provide other adjacent properties an opportunity and alternative
to realize a highest and best use by expanding the boundaries of the zone. The requested zone
change from CR to PUD will definitely satisfy a number of goals of the Master Plan and Section
17.17.010 of the Land Use Code regarding PUDs.
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Minutes from neighborhood meeting conducted on February 9, 2016, at 6:30 p.m. fifty-eight invitations
were sent out six days in advance to property owners within 350 feet of the subject properties.

The meeting was called to order at 6:50 p.m. to allow ample time for prospective attendees to gather,
Mike Yocom, residing at 142 N. Maple Street was the only property owner that attended the meeting.
Six members of the Sacred Heart building committee were in attendance to answer questions. Lance
Stewart, presented information pertaining to the proposed zone change from CR to PUD. After the
presentation the committee members engaged Mr. Yocom in a discussion about the pros and cons of
the proposed zone change. Mr. Yocom indicated that he figured that the neighboring properties would
begin to be rezoned to allow for other uses, and was surprised that an application had not been
submitted to the Town sooner. He is in favor of the zone change and approved of the proposed uses
listed in the PUD Guide.

The committee members discussed the outcome of the meeting and concluded that the neighborhood
all had more important matters than to attend the meeting, or supported the zone change. The meeting
adjourned at 8:15 p.m.
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You’re Invited

Dear Neighbor;

You're invited to a gathering at the Sacred Heart Catholic Church parish hall on Aspen Avenue
on Tuesday, February 9™ at 6:30 p-m.

The purpose of this meeting is to provide you the opportunity to respond to an initiative to
change the zoning of the church properties to Planned Unit Development (PUD) from
residential. This change would allow the buildings to be used for any use listed in the residential
zone category plus a few additional uses more commercial in nature. These additional uses
could include, but not necessarily limited to, educational facilities, medical and financial offices
and small gatherings and events. The change would not provide for uses like liquor stores, gas
stations, service garages, hotels or fast food restaurants.

As you may know, the catholic congregation has out grown the facilities on Aspen Avenue and
is building a new church on the north edge of Fruita. In order to fund this new facility it is
extremely important that the existing properties can be sold. Unfortunately, there is not much
demand for a facility ideally suited for worship, or a church that someone would like to make
their home. Thus, the need and reasons to change the zoning. The change would provide for
more uses that may be suited to the church facilities, are compatible with the unique
residential neighborhood and provide a logical transition of the neighborhood to eventually
blend into the downtown of Fruita, and provide a buffer for the community to the east of the

Church.

Please plan on attending our meeting to learn more about how the PUD could possibly affect
you and your property.

Thank you,

Lance Stewart
Sacred Heart Church Building Committee
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350 foot buffer around 503 E. Aspen Ave.
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** All parcels within the buffer circle would recicve a notice by MAIL of a zone change.
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BARNES BETTY R
BULEN KELLY L
GRIFFITH THOMAS R
WATSON BERNADETTE |
TRIPP NEIL

WILKINSON MARY L
GONZALEZ RICHARD K
YOCOM MICHAEL JAY
GONZALES DEATRA E
HANSON KATHY L
GONZALEZ RICHARD
SHARP ROBIN LYNN
KIRBY J D

SACRED HEART CHURCH
GRENZ KATHERINE A
LIZER WAYNE H

KIMBLE CLAY H

EVANS JOSHUA C
MALAN LANA R

MORRIS LOYD
HAWTHORNE JERRY JAMES
PETERSON YVONNE M
LANSING JOSEPH G
MUDD LOUISV
SWIHART BRENDAN
BERG RUTH G
ANDERSON CHRIS
HENDRICKS GUSTAVE O
HENDRICKS GUSTAVE O
MEASE RICKIE W
HUMMEL PATRICK
COLLINS ALLEN R

FIORE SHAY LYNN

AT R
CATION

177 N APPLE ST
508 E PABOR AVE
506 E PABOR AVE
504 E PABOR AVE
159 N APPLE ST
152 N MAPLE ST

142 N MAPLE ST
141 N APPLE ST
136 N MAPLE ST
125 N APPLE ST
124 N MAPLE ST
525 E ASPEN AVE
503 E ASPEN AVE
605 E ASPEN AVE
611 E ASPEN AVE
617 E ASPEN AVE
625 E ASPEN AVE
130 N APPLE ST
152 N APPLE ST
534 E ASPEN AVE
526 E ASPEN AVE
506 E ASPEN AVE
126 S MAPLE ST
136 5 MAPLE ST
141 S APPLE ST
146 S MAPLE ST
520 E ASPEN AVE
514 E ASPEN AVE
127 S APPLE ST
612 E ASPEN AVE
604 £ ASPEN AVE
126 5 APPLE ST

VIAH TN Gy
177 N APPLE ST
508 E PABOR AVE
506 E PABOR AVE
504 E PABOR AVE
159 N APPLE ST
152 N MAPLE ST
PO BOX 201

142 N MAPLE ST
141 N APPLE ST
136 N MAPLE
141 N APPLE ST
124 N MAPLE ST
525 E ASPEN AVE
433 E ASPEN AVE
605 E ASPEN AVE
611 E ASPEN AVE
617 E ASPEN AVE
625 E ASPEN AVE
1531 LOWELL LN
2730 AMBER POND CT
534 E ASPEN AVE
PO BOX 684

506 E ASPEN AVE
126 S MAPLE ST
136 S MAPLE SR
141 S APPLE ST
146 S MAPLE ST
514 E ASPEN AVE
514 E ASPEN AVE
127 SAPPLE 5T
612 E ASPEN AVE
604 E ASPEN AVE
126 S APPLE ST

FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
GRAND JUNCTION
GRANITE FALLS
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA

co
NC

co
co
co

co
co
co

co
co
co
co

81521-2349
81521-2327
81521
81521-2327
815212349
81521-2317
81521-0201
81521-2317
81521
81521
81521
81521-2317
81521-2307
81521
81521-2305
81521-2305
81521-2305
81521-2305
81506-4003
286308223
81521-2308
81521-0684
81521-2308
81521-2723
815212723
81521-2702
815212723
81521-2308
81521-2308
81521-2702
81521
81521
81521-2701

D
N



BERRY JOHN P

READER SHIRLEY J

COWAN EVAN G

WAREHAM STEVE L

LAFOND IRENE A

BROUGHAM WILLIAM P

SCHMIDT CHRIS

GARDNER CHRISTOPHER L
BUCKLER BRIAN D

BLACKWELDER TYLER

SHAW ROBYN A

CHARLES KENT & SANDRA KAY PACHECO LIV TRUST
FRUITA UNITED METHODIST CHURCH INC
SACRED HEART CATHOLIC CHURCH
DESIMONE PATRICIA A CUSTODIAN
HOLSTEIN BILL F

HARVEY VERONICA DAEHN
SANDER RICHARD L

PETERS LAURA

DAVIS TERESA

CITY OF FRUITA

WOLFE HERMAN E

BLUE HEAVEN LP

134 S APPLE ST
142 S APPLE ST
618 E ASPEN AVE
152 N ELM ST
167 N MAPLE ST
146 N ELM ST
132 N ELM ST
151 N MAPLE ST
162 NELM ST
123 N MAPLE ST
133 N MAPLE ST
141 N MAPLE ST
403 E ASPEN AVE
433 E ASPEN AVE
418 E ASPEN AVE
404 E ASPEN AVE
124 SELM ST
129 5 MAPLE ST
139 5 MAPLE ST
136 SELM ST
432 E ASPEN AVE
140 N APPLE ST

134 S APPLE ST

377 N PINE ST

618 E ASPEN AVE

152 N ELM ST

167 N MAPLE ST

146 N ELM ST

132 N ELM ST

151 N MAPLE ST

1995 CUNNINGHAM CT
123 N MAPLE ST

202 NORTH AVE UNIT 202
141 N MAPLE ST

405 E ASPEN AVE

433 E ASPEN AVE
21505 HRD

1390 MONUMENT CT
124 SELM ST

129 S MAPLE ST

139 S MAPLE ST

136 SELM ST

325 E ASPEN AVE

140 N APPLE ST

340 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50

FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
GRAND JUNCTION
FRUITA
GRAND JUNCTION
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
DELTA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA
FRUITA

co

co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
Cco
co
co

81521-2701
81521-2451
81521
81521-2207
815212318
81521
81521
81521
81507
81521
81501
81521-2318
81521-2201
81521
81416
81521-3053
81521
81521-2724
81521
81521-2601
81521
81521-2348
81521
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LOWER VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
168 N. Mesa
Fruita, CO. 81521
Phone: (970) 858-3133 Fax: (970) 858-7189

April 6, 2016

City of Fruita

Community Development Department
325 East Aspen

Fruita, CO 81521

2016-07 Sacred Heart Church
Application: Zone Change
Applicant: Lance Stewart
Location: 503 East Aspen

Zone: Community Residential

Review Comments are for zone change only:

No objection to changing zone to a PUD.

Richard Pippenger
Fire Marshal



Ute Water Conservancy District Date: 20 April 2016

Review Number 2016-07
Review Name Zone Change for 503 E. Aspen
o No objection.

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

if you have any questions concerning any of this, please feel free to contact Ute Water.

David Priske P. E.

Engineering Department, Ute Water

Jim Daugherty

New Services Coordinator, Ute Water

PHONE OFFICE 242-7491

FAX  242-9189

EMAIL jdaugherty@utewater.org
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Henm Hemphlll

e ——————
From: Hendricks, Scott [scott.hendricks@xcelenergy.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2016 7:10 AM
To: Henry Hemphill
Subject: RE: Projects for your review
Henry,

Application #: 2016-07

Application Name: Sacred Heart Church
Applicant: Lance Stewart

Application Type: Zone Change

Zone: Community Residential

Location: 503 E. Aspen Avenue

| have reviewed this project and have no objections at this time

Completion of this City/County review approval process does not constitute an application with Xcel Energy for utility
installation. Applicant will need to contact Xcel Energy’s Builder’s Call Line/Engineering Department to request a formal
design for the project. A full set of plans, contractor, and legal owner information is required prior to starting any part of
the construction. Failure to provide required information prior to construction start will result in delays providing utility
services to your project. Acceptable meter and/or equipment locations will be determined by Xcel Energy as a part of
the design process. Additional easements may be required depending on final utility design and layout. Engineering and
Construction lead times will vary depending on workloads and material availability. Relocation and/or removal of
existing facilities will be made at the applicant’s expense and are also subject to lead times referred to above. Any and
all existing & future Xcel Energy facilities must be granted easement.

Thanks, Scott H.

Scott Hendricks

Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature

Planner / Design Department

2538 Blichman Avenue, Grand Junction, CO 81505
P:970.244.2727  F.970.244.2606

E: scott.hendricks@ xcelenergy.com

From: Henry Hemphill [mailto:hhemphill@fruita.org]

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2016 12:31 PM
To: Hendricks, Scott; jdaugherty@utewater.org; daniel.roussin@state.co.us; arthur.valdez@charter.com; Dick Pippenger;

Mark Angelo; ed@sandslawoffice.com; darrell.bay@mesacounty.us
Cc: Dahna Raugh
Subject: Projects for your review

XCEL ENERGY SECURITY NOTICE: This email originated from an external sender. Exercise caution
before clicking on any links or attachments and consider whether you know the sender. For more information
please visit the Phishing page on XpressNET.

A re-submittal of a Site Design Review for Fruita Liquor Mart.

1
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° +//www._froita. &/2015-10-fruita-liquor-mart

A request for a zone change at 503 E. Aspen Avenue.

e http.//www.fruita.org/cd/page/2016-07-zone-change-503-¢-aspen

Attached are formal review sheets with due dates on them as well.
Please email comments to hhemphill@fruita.org
Thank you for your time!

Henry Hemphill
City of Fruita
Planning Tech.
970-858-0786

hhemphillafruita.org
www.fruita.org/cd




Fruita Historic Preservation Board
325 E. Aspen Ave.
Fruita, CO 81521

Fruita Planning Commission

325E. Aspen Ave.

Fruita, CO 81521

Dear fellow Fruitans:

It has come to our attention that the existing Sacred Heart Catholic Church buildings — the
church, the adjacent historic two-story house, and the Parish Hall — and the lots they sit on are
being put up for sale to raise funds to complete the church’s new building. This comes as no
surprise as it has been a part of the church’s plan for many years, and it is clearly a necessary
step in raising the funds needed.

It is our understanding, though, that the agenda for the next Fruita Planning Commission
meeting on May 10"includes a request to consider re-zoning the properties, and then forwarding
that recommendation to the Fruita City Council. There are several reasons we oppose re-zoning

the properties:

1.

The existing Sacred Heart Catholic Church building is a Fruita and Grand Valley
landmark. It is the only building of its type that we know of in Mesa County. It is a
beautiful and iconic example of its kind, and its very presence enriches Fruita.

It is the fourth oldest church building in Fruita. It was constructed of hand-hewn native
sandstone in 1921 and 1922 to replace the existing St. Malachy Catholic Church, built in
1890 in Cleveland.

Likewise, although nowhere near as old, the Parish Hall is a very attractive and iconic
structure that enhances Fruita through its existence.

There are no other commercial properties on that block or on any adjacent blocks. The
area is zoned residential, and rezoning these lots as anything other than residential could
result in reduced property values for adjacent homes and properties unless they, too, are
re-zoned. This could further result in a slow flight away from the rezoned parcels(s) and
a hollowing-out of residential downtown Fruita.

The buildings areill-suited for many if not most commercial ventures, and before any
new businesses go into them, they must be certified as conforming to current building
and fire codes.This could require cost-prohibitive remodeling that, coupled with other
structural oddities that their original designs and purposes necessitated, could simply
make it more cost-effective for a developer to raze the buildings and replace them with
others that are purpose-built. This threat to the continued existence of the buildings is
multiplied by the presumably greater taxes on them after re-zoning.

Re-zoning might usher in the beginning of a log-term decline in the maintenance of the
buildings even if they are not razed, due to the realization on the part of future buyers of
the costs of maintenance, taxes, and re-modeling needed to meet building and fire codes,



& G

It would be our preference that the lots not be re-zoned; however, should that be the Fruita
Planning Commission’s recommendation to the Fruita City Council, we encourage that a
restriction be placed on the re-zoning resolution, namely that the buildings themselves must
remain intact because of their architectural and historical significance and their importance to
Fruita’s character.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Fruita Historic Preservation Board
May 2, 2016



Dahna Raugh

From: Whitney Rink [rink.whitney@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 2:35 PM

To: Dahna Raugh; Lori Buck; Bruce Bonar; Dave Karisny; Kyle Harvey; Ken
Kreie; Joel Kincaid; Louis Brackett

Subject: RE: Sacred Heart Zoning

Hello Councilors and Staff,

I attended the City Council Workshop on 7/26 in part to hear the section about Sacred Heart, but also just to
attend. My husband and I just moved to Fruita in May (we bought 1039 East Columbine Ave.). We are
parishioners at and attending Sacred Heart, but at this point I am not a representative for them and am not
familiar with all the minutia of this zoning issue. I'm asking questions and trying to help find the best solution
for everyone simply as a citizen of Fruita. [ am still familiarizing myself with the area, as well as the process for
local government. My background is in business operations management and I've sat on a few boards and
committees, but never local government so bear with me while I get up to speed!

I also attended the planning commission meeting in June where Sacred Heart zoning was discussed, so first and
foremost I have a few questions about the process. When is open dialogue allowed to happen? At the planning
commission meeting it seemed like the public could make remarks, and the planning commission could ask
questions, but when in this process be it City Council meetings or Committee meetings or separate meetings can
a back and forth problem solving conversation with multiple parties take place that isn't necessarily timed?

From my limited understanding of the situation so far both "sides" seem unclear as to what the other intends/
wants. From what I understand the church applied for the PUD because they thought it was their best shot at
getting approval for a few different possibilities, or it was the safest and most all encompassing plan. Based on
what Council said the other night it appears this approach is too wide, or "speculative."' Now it appears that the
final decision this Tuesday decides the "fate" (maybe too strong a word?) of the current church building for at
least the next year, unless there is significant material change. But to me, a simple third party, it seems like there
are still so many questions!

It seems both parties are thinking some kind of event center (weddings, funerals, parties and other events
similar to what currently takes place) is the ideal scenario. As I understand it the church had a potential buyer
for such a purpose but the person has since purchased another property because of the zoning issue.

It was mentioned the other night that if the request (I have no idea if I'm using the correct language, forgive me)
is denied this coming Tuesday, that it will be "dead" (my own language again) for one calendar year, unless as
one council member elaborated there is "significant material change" such as a potential buyer going under
contract.

What you've got here is a classic chicken or the egg scenario- find a buyer, but the buyer won't want to get
serious if he or she thinks this project is going to wither on the vine. That's a dangerous investment. Of course a
contract could be conditional on the zoning (or as was expressed during the workshop, possibly a code) change,
but again if the process takes 6-9 months even to do that, investors might be nervous. The building will surely
need some kind of work and [ don't think most buyers could afford to be stalled or non-operational for so long.

Whoever ends up interested in that building and has enough capital to purchase it is going to be a special bear in
some respects.It's been discussed that it is in residential zoning, but there are only so many people that want to

1



live in an old church (the one off of Pabor was mentioned the other night!). I don't know what the church is
asking for the property, but I know in general all churches or religious organizations are short on cash unless
they've been fundraising and indenting to purchase. Any number of museums would love take over the
property, but those too are generally 501C3's without a lot of money to spend on property. Even a day care or
adult day care center would be great but a) how many children are there in Fruita and is the current child care
situation sufficient, would adding another flood the market, and b) some kind of remodeling would need to be
done as the main floor is currently set up as basically one giant room.

I also understand the issue of setting a negative precedent- if you allow for this, will the floodgates open and
what other requests will pour in? I know there is a master plan for development, and I know that you do your
best to stick to it while taking into consideration development as it actually happens, not just as it is foreseen. I
just wonder if the evolution of the existing infrastructure was taken in to account when it was designed? I
understand the church was build in 1920, long before most of Fruita even existed. Almost 100 years is a pretty
good run for staying put on one building, but as the congregation is growing that limited space is becoming
insufficient. I have no idea about the circumstances surrounding the purchase of the new property and
construction, but to get back to the master plan, was existing institutions out growing their infrastructure and
what do with them then ever considered?

I think Sacred Heart would love to sell to another church or religious organization, but have not been able to
find a religious group interested in the purchase or with enough financial viability. And let's be real - it is an old
building, a beautiful but old building that gets pretty hot on summer days, so whoever does purchase it will
more than likely perform some remodeling.

Taking these things into consideration is also why Sacred Heart applied for so many uses- they are not sure
what kind of capable prospective buyer might come along, but they want to be ready when he or she does.

It doesn't appear that there is a bias or any kind of ill-will from the City Council or Sacred Heart, and both
would like nothing more than to find a suitable use/ buyer for the property that won't be invasive to the residents
who live in the area. As was mentioned in the planning commission meeting by someone who IS a
representative of Sacred Heart, once the move is made in September they don't have plans to keep up or
maintain the exiting property. So to have such a historic, beautiful building sitting vacant and unmaintained so
close to a vibrant downtown--possibly for years--could become the "elephant” on the street so to speak.

I'm not sure what I'm asking for- more time? A clear answer as to what city council would approve so the
church could actively and aggressively court buyers? Another look at the master plan taking into consideration
people and organizations are allowed to move?

I don't know if this will even help or if anything at all can be done by Tuesday, but I think that deadline is what
is most concerning to me. I understand if you need to wait until you're all together to respond to this, but please
let me know if there is any way you can "continue" (I think that's the right term- hold off on?) a final decision
on Tuesday so that Sacred Heart might have time to re-align their strategy based on your discussion in the
workshop. Again, I have no idea how this works!

I appreciated you all spending so much time with this topic during the workshop and am confident that you too
want to find the best possible solution.

Best,

Whitney Rink
(303) 815-4569



From: Kelly Wilkinson < jilredroveri@yahoo.con

Date: July 25, 2016 at 9:32:25 PM ﬂ%‘“l’ .

To: < yuck@fruita.org: < bbonar@iruita.org™ < dkarisny@fruita.org>,

< kharvey_@f[uita.org, < kkreie@fruita.org”: < jkincaid@fruita.org”, <lbrackertt@ fruita.org™

Subject: Ordinance 2016-09

Greetings. | am writing this email in reference to the Sacred Heart PUD request, ordinance 2016-09.

I own properties at 514 E Aspen Ave and 520 E Aspen Ave. | also have been approached by JD and
Marilyn Kirby at 525 E Aspen and asked to represent them in this email. This represents 3 out of the §
existing homes on the 500 block of E Aspen that will be impacted the most by the proposed change.

| want to start by reiterating several statements that have been made publicly and in writing by your
Planning Staff.

The first point | want to make is that this request for a change is not supported by the Fruita Master
Plan adopted in 2008. The Master Plan talks about expanding the downtown area to the north, south
and the west but makes NO mention of expanding to the east.

Secondly, the Civic Center Memorial Park and Streetscape Improvements Master Plan did not
recommend going east with the downtown improvements for commercial activity.

Lastly, the Master Plan recommends that the character of the existing neighborhoods be taken when
considering zone changes, with emphasis on preserving existing residential neighborhoods. This js
especially important in this area because it is an historic and unique residential area in Fruita as
pointed out in the Master Plan and additionally, the Master Plan points out that attention should be paid
to the older and historic structures to maintain housing options and preserve community character.

The City of Fruita adopted the Master Plan in 2008 and uses it as a governing document. As a resident
and taxpayer | have an expectation that our city government abide by documents that have been
adopted. The approval of this PUD as stands is in direct conflict with the City of Fruita’s Master Plan as

noted by the City of Fruita’s planning staff.

On a personal note, | am worried about the increased traffic, light and noise pollution, parking
problems and decrease in property values. Although Mr. Stewart attempts to point out that property
values would increase | wouid challenge his statement. My research has shown that moves like this
can increase property values in the area but the houses adjacent to the change almost consistently
lose value. The increase in value is also directly related to what type of businesses move in. If they
don’t directly benefit the neighborhood, property values go down.

We love Fruita. We have convinced most of our family to move here and continue to extol the beauty of
living in the downtown area. Our long term plans involve one of our properties becoming a rental to
help support us in our retirement. Approving this PUD directly affects our property and decreases our
ability to rent the property in the future. The City of Fruita could potentially take money away from my
family when we need it most.

We feel that the PUD application is too vague and far reaching. They are asking the City to approve an
unknown, Although we have talked to several people from the church who assure us they will be
“mindful” when considering who the property goes to | know this depends on the level of desperation
to sell the properties. The Planning Staff by limiting some of the uses attempted to find middle ground
but it is not enough. In addition, their application stated that they need to sell these properties to finish
their new facility. How is that a reason too change the quality of life in this neighborhood? In addition
at the planning meeting a churchgoer stated that they will let the buildings blight if not sold. | found
this type of reasoning to be unfortunate.

If someone were to ask me what my middle ground is I'd say approve the PUD for the Parish Hall (west



of Maple) and leave the properties east of Maple in the CR Zone. | feel that this compromise benefits
both the church and residents in the area.

We did not attend the last council meeting because we felt that if our concerns were going to be as
widely disregarded as they were at the Planning Meeting that we had already lost the battle. When we
were told after the meeting that the Council had concerns also we decided to step back in.

Lastly, it is my understanding that at least one council member is a parishioner of Sacred Heart. |
would ask that any council member directly involved with the church recuse themselves from the vote

as it would be a conflict of interest.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Kelly Wilkinson
514 E Aspen Ave
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. At a Special Meeting of the Members of The First Methodist Chuxch ’J

of Fruita, duly called for the purpose and held upon the church premises

in Fruita, Colorado, om the 27th day of February, 1966, at which time 2

giorum was present and voting.

The question of revising restrictions affecting title tc Lots 6
and 7 in Block 1 in the Town of Fruita, in Mesa County, Colorado, as
embodied in that certain instrument recoxgded in Book 429, Page 275, Mesa
County records, wherein said premises were conveyed by this church, restrict-
ed as "wesidence or church property only"™ with a provision that the title
therero should revert in the event of violation of this restyrietion, was
considered; and upon motion duly made, seconded and passed, it was re-
solived :hat The First Methkodist Episcopsl Church of Fruita would accept
reconveyance of the premises from the present record title holder and that
the President and Secretary of the Board of Trustees of sald church were
authorizefl and instructed to exscute, acknowledge and deliver in the name
of and on behalf of the Church & special warranty deed conveying the
premises to Charles A. Buswell, Bishop of Pueblo, which.special warranty
dedd shall contain the following restrictions, to wit:”

\53' "The Real Estate shall be used only for the following: (a) Con~

'U struction, operation and maintenance of Churches apnd Church Schools;
(b) Religious and/or social activities connected with or sponsored
by Churches or Church Schools: (c) Construction, operation and main-
tenance of mortuaries, and (d) Residence purposes. If the real estate
is used for any purpose other than as specified in this instzument,
title to the real estate shall immediately revert to and bzcome vested
in Graator.”

{lc

I do hexeby cextify that the within is a true, correct and accurate®
copy of the Mimutes of the Special Meeting of the Members of The First
Methodist Church of Fruita and I do further certify tbat the duly elected
and acting Board of Trustees of said Church are:

Robert G. McFarland George Underwood

Chester Warren Roy 5. Stutler

Robert P. Pollock® Lloyd Sommerville

Harold ¥. Mogensen John T. Combs

leslie E. Gospell
gt
and that John T. Combs is President and Leslie E. Gosmell, Secretary of
the Boird of Trustees.

Leslie E. Gosnell, Secretary




State of Colorsdo)  Recozfed at. . FaFF... o*clock 4. 2 /70t v b b
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SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED sx 893 795 Dectd £ o
. TEE FIRST METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF FRUITA, Grantor, in con- e -~
sideration of the sum of One Dollar and other valuable considerarions, as- 3 /blmq\d”eg h"‘ ]L.)
Signs and conveys to CHARLES A. BUSWELL, Bishop of Pueblo, Grantee, the fol- ZEC
dowing described real estate located in Hesa County, Colorado: 5
Lots 6 and 7 in Block 1 of the Town of Fruita, Colorade, (Feferred : S"’C— - ‘_J /}'c« ~ f—
to in this instrument as the "Real Estate™), together with all im-
provements and appurtenances located thereon and all water rights used
on or in connection with the Real Estate, _
The Real Estate shall be used omly fot the following: (a) Con-
struction, operation and maintenance of Churches amd Church Schools; (b)
Religious and/or social activities connected with or sponsored by Churches
or Church schools; (c) Conmstruction, operation and maintenance of mortuaries,
and (d) Residence purposes. LE the Real Estate is used for any purpose
other than as specified in this inmstrument, title to the Real Estate shall
immediately revert to and become vested in Grantor.
Thig conveyance is made subject to the 1965 and subssquent Teal
property taxes yand lieas and emcumbrances recorded inm Mesa County, Colorade,
2s of the date hereof. S
) Grantor warrants title to the Real Estate against zll persoms, firms,
associations or corgoratioﬂs claiming by, through or under Grantor.
4 Dated this 28th day of _February s 1966.

THE FIRST METHODIST EPISCOPAL CEURCE OF FRUITA )
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Planning Commission Minutes June 14, 2016

Fruita Planning Commission

Tuesday, May 10, 2016

A. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Doug Van Etten called the meeting to order at 7:05pm. Members in attendance were: Mike
Joseph, Janet Brazfield, Doug Van Etten, Dave Karisny, and Heidi Jo Elder. Keith Schaefer was

absent.
There were about 50 people from the public in attendance.

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Doug Van Etten led the Pledge of Allegiance.

C. AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA
None.

D. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
Dave Karisny- I make a motion that we approve the agenda as written.

Mike Joseph- I second.
Doug Van Etten- We have a motion and a second for approval of the agenda as written.
5 yes votes; motion passes

E. WITHDRAWN ITEMS
None.

F. CONTINUED ITEMS
None.

G. CONSENT ITEMS

Doug Van Etten read the applications as follows and asked if any of the public or
planning commissioners would like to take any of the items off the consent agenda. No
items were pulled off the consent agenda.

Application #: 2016-08
Applicant: Vortex Engineering, Inc.
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Application Name:

Application Type:
Location:

Zone:
Description:

Application #:
Applicant:

Application Name:

Application Type:
Location:

Zone:
Description:

Application #:
Applicant:

Application Name:

Application Type:
Location:

Zone:
Description:

June 14, 2016

Mesa Grand Minor Subdivision (Lots 2 & 13)

Minor Subdivision with Vested Rights

1591 River Road (lot 2) & 1588 Cipolla Road (lot 13)

Limited Industrial, Research and Development (LIRD)

The applicant has requested vested rights for this minor
subdivision. State Law and the Fruita Land Use Code require a
public hearing for applications wanting vested rights.

2016-09

Rick and Tona Goering

Great Divide Villa

Conditional Use Permit

1950 Timber Falls Drive

Adobe Creek Ranch 2, PUD

This is a request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a
Vacation Rental by Owner (Bed And Breakfast). A Conditional
Use Permit is required to have a Bed and Breakfast in this PUD
zone.

2016-10

Mike and Kristy Driver

Sagebrush House Vacation Rental

Conditional Use Permit

107 E. Pabor Avenue

Community Residential

This is a request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a
Vacation Rental by Owner (Bed And Breakfast). The Fruita Land
Use Code requires a Conditional Use Permit to operate a Bed and
Breakfast in a Community Residential zone.

Approval of the minutes
May 10, 2016 Planning Commission meeting

Mike Joseph- I make a motion to approve the consent agenda as written.

Janet Brazfield- I second.

5 Yes votes; motion passes.
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H. HEARING ITEMS

Doug Van Etten read the hearing item as follows.

Application #: 2016-07

Application Name:  Sacred Heart Church

Applicant; Lance Stewart

Application Type:  Zone Change

Zone: Community Residential

Location: 503 E. Aspen Avenue & 433 E. Aspen Avenue

Description: This is a request for a zone change from a Community Residential

zone to a PUD zone. The Fruita Land Use Code requires a public
hearing for all zone change requests.

Doug Van Etten asked that the applicant identify himself and conduct his presentation.

Lance Stewart- My name is Lance Stewart and | am representing the Sacred Heart
Church Parish for this application for a zone change from community residential to a
planned unit development zone. Since this isn’t a very elaborate or complicated
development project, I don’t have a lot of pretty graphics to look at. I will just give you a
very short presentation that will include the background of the projects, express our need
for the proposed PUD zone, present the limited uses that we are suggesting, and address
any of the comments that staff or the audience may have.

As you probably know our church is one of the oldest churches in Fruita and it was built
in 1921. It does have many historic values as pointed out by staff and the historic
preservation board and the community at large. Our Parish has out grown that facility and
we are in the process of building a new facility on 17 %2 Road. Also, the neighborhood
that our church is currently located in is in transition. The current zone of the church right
now (community residential) is quite limiting which is why we are looking at this
application to request a PUD zoning, primarily to help with the re-use of the property and
to sell the property so that we can move forward with our new church project. Also, after
the first couple of conversations we have had with the Planning Director, it was highly
recommended to pursue the Planning Unit Development zone which would give the most
opportunities possible for the re-use of the property. What we are basically asking for is
everything allowed in a Community Residential zone as well as including commercial
parking, general offices including drive-thrus, educational institutions such as religious
schools or charter schools, medical, dental and vision offices, funeral homes and
mortuaries, food services and restaurants and catering, general indoor retail uses. We are
satisfied to work with planning staff on allowed uses identified in the Staff Report.
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We conducted a public outreach meeting to collect the neighborhoods input. We invited
all property owners within a 350 foot radius and only one individual attended the meeting
and he enthusiastically supported the change. We are delighted that the Fruita Planning
Department is recommending approval of this application, with only a couple of minor
changes (as pointed out in the Staff Report). We would like to request that the
opportunity for funeral homes and mortuaries be added back into allowed uses. It seems
that the only written opposition of the application was the Historic Preservation Board. At
this time we do request that you approve our application with conditions presented by
staff to the town council for final action. I believe, and hope you also agree, that through
our application narrative we have presented a realistic assessment of current and future
direction of growth along Aspen Avenue and how our application will actually benefit a
logical transition of land use by allowing for only a few select commercial type uses. Qur
goal is to provide for more uses to benefit the sale of our property while not creating an
undo adverse impact on the neighborhood and would support the future vision and
growth of Fruita.

Dahna Raugh- This is a request of a rezone of three separate properties. The Parish Hall
at 433 Aspen Avenue, the Church building at 503 Aspen Avenue and the house building
that is directly east of the Church building. Mesa County Assessor’s office shows the
house and Church building (503 Aspen Avenue) as being on one lot but there is an
underlying subdivision that shows it as two lots.

Dahna explained what uses are allowed in the current Community Residential zone. She
went through the approval criteria for a rezone to a Planned Unit Development and
explained that there seems to be some compatibility issues with the requested uses by the
applicant and the current residential zoning uses that surround the property.

Dahna pointed out that the Fruita Master Plan does not appear to strongly support the
rezone to commercial uses in this area. The Master Plan recommends that the character of
existing neighborhoods be taken into consideration when considering a zone change
request with an emphasis on preserving existing residential neighborhoods. Dahna also
pointed out that the Master Plan also says it is especially important in this area because of
its historic and unique character of Fruita and recommends that attention be paid to the
older and historic neighborhoods to maintain housing options and to preserve Fruita’s
community character.

Dahna and staff completely understand the difficulty that property owners run into with
trying to figure out what to do with an old church building that doesn’t want to be used as
a church anymore. So Staff is recommending that the land uses be limited to what is
presented in the Staff Report (pages 6 and 7). Dahna goes on to read the limited land uses
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that would be allowed (shown in the Staff Report) for the Parish Hall (433 Aspen
Avenue) and the Church building (503 Aspen Avenue) but not for the house at 503
Aspen Avenue. Dahna pointed out that the PUD guide should be clear about parking
requirements when the land use changed from a church to something else. There is no
room for parking so it should be clear the additional parking would not need to be
required. Also, the PUD guide should require that the buildings should remain in
substantially the same form they are now or else the property will revert back to
community residential zoning. The design standards applicable to commercial
development of the downtown zone should apply to this property even though there is not
going to be that much development to the building. However it highlights fencing, signs
and some other details that might be important. And community residential standards
should apply for residential land uses on these properties.

With these issues resolved, staff believes that this PUD zone could mostly meet the
approval criteria for the rezone.

Dahna then highlights the approval criteria of the rezone stated in the Staff Report and
shows that the only one it could possibly meet is that the area has changed such that the
change better meets the needs of the community.

Dahna talked about how the Master Plan didn’t support commercial uses going east on
Aspen Avenue past Elm Street and talked about the updated downtown streetscape
improvement plan that was adopted in late 2014 and that the plan also showed no
commercial uses going east on Aspen Avenue past Elm Street.

Because the rezone request can meet the approval criteria for a rezone and the approval
criteria for a PUD zone, Staff recommends that the proposed rezone be approved with the
condition that the issues in the Staff Report are adequately resolved before the second
reading of the ordinance. The second reading is expected to happen the first week in
August.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: (names were difficult to hear so some names are not included)

Kelly Wilkinson (514 E. Aspen Avenue and 520 E. Aspen Avenue) and also represented
the property at 535 E Aspen Avenue (JD and Marilyn Kirby). Kelly and her family
moved to Fruita in 1999 knowing the affects of the Church and the traffic it created.
Kelly explained that they knew when to expect increased traffic with the Church and the
increased traffic with the festivals the City holds each year. With the potential change in
land use for the Church properties, she and other neighbors are afraid of the increased
consistency of traffic parked near or blocking driveways and the increased risk of alcohol
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related incidents that could happen if the zoning were to change. She also pointed out as
mentioned in the Staff Report, that the change in land use could become incompatible
with the existing historic residential homes in the area. She said this area was not pointed
out in any of Fruita’s long range plans as being used for a commercial land use. She also
is concerned with the potential of home values being decreased with the change in land
use. She and her family felt distressed when reading the project narrative when it said the
church felt the neighborhood needed to change into something similar to the downtown
area. And felt there was a lack of regard from the church for the families that live nearby.
She also feels that the Church’s financial need to complete their new church building is
greater that the needs of the families that this zone change will effect.

Louis Mudd (126 S. Maple Street)- Louis agrees a lot with what Kelly Wilkinson had to say and
he agrees that the project does not meet the current or long range plans for the City of Fruita. The
people that live nearby will be directly affected by this change, and will only benefit the Church.
He believes the Church wants a rezone to increase their property value at the expense of the
neighborhood. He also stated that it is not fair to the neighborhood for an entity like the Church to
have total disregard of the families that live nearby when the church is going to leave the
community at the expense of the neighborhood.

Helen Sue Whitney (506 E Aspen Avenue) - has lived in the community for 10 years and knows
that she will not be able to drive a lot anymore (she is 71 years old). So she bought the house at
506 E. Aspen Avenue knowing that she would be surrounded by residential homes. After hearing
about this project, she was very upset. She thought she was going to be in a lovely community
that was going to prepare itself for the future. It looks to her, that the Church doesn’t have enough
money to finish their new Church building on 17 %2 Road and wants to sell their old church (503
E Aspen Avenue and 433 E Aspen Avenue) at the expense of the neighborhood.

Greg Dahl (member of the community and member of this Church) - Says we (the Sacred Heart
Church) will move out of the community to our new building (on 17 % Road) with or without the
sale of the old Church building. Said that if the project doesn’t get approved, the building could
sit there and said who knows what could happen once it is vacated. Said “...what is worse letting
something new and unique come into the City and use the building or let the building crumble.”

Renter of 520 E. Aspen Avenue (didn’t get his name) - He has just started a new family and has a
4 month old son. With having such a young family, he feels that the residential character of the
neighborhood will decrease substantially. The reason they want to live in Fruita and especially at
520 E. Aspen Avenue, is the historic and residential character. He does not want to see that go
away. He is afraid with the increase in traffic and possibilities of alcohol related businesses so
close. He cares about his family and wants to make sure they are safe.

Amy Weslick (Fruita citizen and member of the Sacred Heart Church) - “All we want is to be

able to sell the building so that we can finish our church.” Said they don’t want a liquor store
there. They are not suggesting that a bar open up there. All they are suggesting is a little change
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so that the Church can sell the building. She doesn’t believe that one little church having such a
little change will do anything to destroy Fruita and turn it into Denver.

Evan (a member of the Sacred Heart Church) - Said that the Sacred Heart Church cannot afford
financially to maintain two campuses. Said that once the new Church is complete the old
buildings will be vacated and not be maintained due to costs. Evan showed pictures of historic
buildings in Grand Junction and Palisade that are rundown and not maintained and said this is
what the Church will look like if the Church isn’t able to sell the buildings.

Bob (a member of the Sacred Heart Church) — Bob talked about how he has asked citizens of
Fruita what they think is good growth (growth rates). Said that people think an ideal growth rate
is 5%. With Fruita’s population at about 12,000 right now and a growth rate of 5% for 14 years,
Fruita’s population would be about 24,000. In 28 years, we would have almost 100,000 people.
Said if in 28 years with that growth rate, Fruita will not look the same as it does now and says that
the Church is trying to look ahead and help with the change. Said that he thinks the Church is
doing its best to try and maintain the neighborhood character for as long as possible.

Catharine Mudd (126 S Maple Street) — Wants the residential character to maintain the same but
understands that growth will happen. She also said that there are many communities in Colorado
that have maintained the historic residential character of their towns and that the people making
decisions, be mindful of the neighborhood and surrounding character.

Whitney Rink (New resident of Fruita and member of the Sacred Heart Church) — Her and her
husband moved here from Castle Rock, CO. She wants to see this project to be talked about and
resolved in a civil manner.

John (Chair of the Parish Council of the Sacred Heart Church) - “At this point the old church will
be vacated shortly after Labor Day of this year (2016). Once we vacate that property, it will not
be maintained to any extent. The water and electricity will be shut off and the only maintenance
of any kind will be weed control. Beyond that, the property will sit. I think this is a heavy
responsibility on your part (planning commissioners), because you have to decide whether or not
you want a vacant property that could potentially sit with no activity for 5, 10, 15, 20 years, as
opposed to acting on the request of a PUD which would allow for the sale of this particular
property. I don’t believe that with even the change in zoning as a Parish Council that we would
even approve of a business that would be incompatible with the community. There is a deep
respect with the history of the Church building and with the particular location of the building.
We are not a group of irresponsible people who are simply going to take advantage of a sale
simply for our own benefit.”

REBUTTAL.:
Lance Stewart- Pointed out that there was a lot of emotional public input and Lance wishes the

public would have attended the neighborhood meeting that was held to get a better understanding
of what the Church is trying to accomplish. He wants to ensure the people in attendance that live
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nearby that the Church’s intensions are not to disregard the values of the neighborhood. He also
pointed out the uses applied for would need to go through a Conditional Use Permit so that the
potential projects could be stopped.

PLANNING COMMISSION:

Mike Joseph- Noticed that staff and the applicant have worked hard together on this application.
Mike understands that this property will be difficult to sell, so understands the desire for a zone
change application. Mike thinks the City has done a fair job in trying to reach a compromise in
limiting some of the uses that the applicant has asked for. Mike went over the uses that the
applicant asked for and the uses highlighted in the Staff Report just for clarification and there was
some discussion between him and Dahna about the uses, just for clarification. Mentioned that he
noticed the applicant wanted funeral homes and mortuaries added back into the allowed uses in
the Staff Report and asked Dahna why it was taken off but she couldn’t remember why it was
eliminated from the allowed uses. Mike feels that the uses allowed in the Staff Report represent a
good compromise and hasn’t heard anything from the public comments that would change his
mind.

Janet Brazfield- Janet also wanted to clarify the uses allowed to be sure she understood
everything correctly. She understands that all uses in a Community Residential zone would be
allowed and that a Conditional Use Permit would need to be applied for on most other
commercial uses. Janet was wondering if someone wanted to buy the property and turn it into a 3
to 4 1 bedroom condos. Janet feels that an event center of some sort would be great in the City of
Fruita and wondered if that would be allowed in this PUD zone. Janet would hate to see the
Church building vacant for a long period of time and feels that that would be bad for the
downtown area as well.

Dave Karisny- Dave wanted to clarify what Staff is supporting and what the applicant is
proposing. Dave pointed out that most limited uses that would be allowed according to the Staff
Report would need approval of a Conditional Use Permit. At which a Conditional Use Permit
application does need to go through a public hearing process. Dave gave some examples that
would need a Conditional Use Permit, such as an event center. Dave believes that the limited uses
highlighted in the Staff Report shows that the City was being mindful of the surrounding
neighborhood. Dave noticed that the applicant wants the funeral homes and mortuaries and staff
is recommending that be taken out (see Staff Report).

Heidi Jo Elder- Heidi agrees with Dave Karisny and points out that Staff did a get job in trying to
be mindful of the surrounding area and working with the applicants as best as possible.

Doug Van Etten- Do we have anything further? Can we get a motion please?
Janet Brazfield- Mr. Chair, I recommend approval of the proposed PUD rezone with the condition

that all review comments and issues identified in the Staff Report be adequately resolved before
the second reading of the ordinance required for a zone change.
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Dave Karisny- Second.
Doug Van Etten- We have a motion and a second.
5 Yes Votes; motion passes.
I. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT
There was a discussion about the relocation of the boat ramp off of Highway 340 from the east
side to the west side. This was a question asked at the last Planning Commission meeting by

Doug Van Etten.

Dahna highlighted that the Planning Department was getting very busy and there will be more
Public Hearings coming up for the next few months.

J. VISITORS AND GUESTS

Mel Mulder got up to say how he missed being on the Planning Commission and is excited in
hopes of being reappointed by City Council for another term on the Planning Commission.

Adjournment at 8:40pm
Respectfully submitted,

Henry Hemphill
City of Fruita Planning Technician
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