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RECEIPT OF APPLICATION

DATE BROUGHT IN:

________________________

CIIECK#:_____________ AMOUNT:

________

DATETOBECHECKEDINBY:

_________________

PROJECT/LOCATION: 7Q6 A)

Items to be checkedfor on application form at time ofsubmittal:

0 Application type(s)
0 Acreage
O Zoning
0 Location
o Tax#(s)
0 Project description
O Property owner w/ contact person, address & phone #
O Developer wI contact person, address & phone #
O Representative wI contact person, address & phone #
O Signatures of property owner(s) & person completing application
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— —

0 Legal Descilption’ Vfl.3 I 1
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_

— 1 1 I I I
0 Avigation Easement VU-I I 1 1 1
I DlNGuaranlee’ Vll-2 ¶ 1 1 1

S CDOT Aess Permit V114 1 I I 1
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0 Detail Sheel X.09 I 2

• LandscapePlan ix-I9 2 1 1 I — —

I Lighting Plan iX-20 I I
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Noles: • An asterisk in the Item description column IndIcates that a form is supplied by the city,
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City of Grand Junction GIS Map
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IThEk D5?Hr279r1i5 ROAD, mE MINI sToRAeEoNf

,‘

From: Rick Darns
To: Loll Bowers
Date: 2)15/01 3:53PM
Subject: 2797 b.5 ROAD, THE MINI STORAGE ON OM

Lori,

This is the project between 8.5 and the highway east of 27.75 Road. I talked to mike mcd.

1. They need to pay for improvements to 8.5 including the pipe for the ditch along b.5.

2. We may also need an additional easement for the ditch/pipe behind back of walk. They need to situate
their building far enough back to allow this.

3. I don’t think we need additional right of way but We won’t know until they investigate it.

Can you please relay this to Steve?

Thanks,

Rick Dorris
Development Engineer
City of Grand Junction, CO

z -
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0 0
9. Names and profession/expertise of any additional individuals attending the pre-applicationconference

(I. Project Narrative

1. On seoarate sheets, please provide a project narrative, which includes the followinginformation:
A. A general description of the project (type of use and size/density) and the basicobjectives you wish to accomplish (e.g. business establishment, relocation or expansionof a certain size; creation of a certain number of residential lots or commercial spacesaimed at a particular segment of the market: etc.)
3. A general description of development phasing. if any.
C. A ;enera aescriotior; of the site. idenfiNing its ocaucn. known or suspectecenv;ronmentai conditions (soHs. wetlands. surace waters. :opcgrapnv, etc.). existincand/or proposed access zoims. location of ouffalls. existing uses and/or structures or.the site. In addition ar exzlanation of how stormwa:er will be managed and any knowr.constraints to develooment of the site snould be identified.
D. Please provide your anticipatec dates for the following tna: are apolicable to yourproject:

• Apolicatior, submtal (intended or exoec:ed.
• PrDpeITJ closing.
• Exoiratior of any financial ccmm:men:s.
• Construction initiation.
• Doening cate/cate of flrs: CC.
• Any other deadline that may be affec:ec by the crocessng of the proposedapplication.

E. Please provide any other information that the City should be aware of concerning yourproposed project, site, deadlines, etc.

Pre-Application Pr&ect Ir.iorrnatior. rorm
Page 3



p
o fl. Land Use and Zoning.

If the applicant requests, the City can provide within 48 hours, given a property taxidentification number, all of the applicable information in the shaded area. Thisinformation can be obtained at the Community Development Department or by calling(970) 244-1430. The applicant shall provide all other information

t. REQUIRED INFORMATION I Existing I Proposed
A. Zoning
B. Land_use_classification
C. Actual use (e.g., retail, single family) j.jpLer1t n.t.d1 •struiLt(JD. Applicable overlay districts 1 fl6nP_. nrjE. Area plans: bctj,Rrd ma tii1ei4Ahnr/,ad rfF. Corridor plans: yp n p6. Floodplains:
H. Wetlands: N/flI. Airport environs: a1 J9
J. Wildfire_hazard_area:
K. Geologic_hazard_area:
L, RidgeHne protection area: win wM. Hillside development area: M /n N /N. Former Ridges Metro District: N/n

[ 0. Approved planned develoornent: S N I! P. Adjoining Zoninc:
North

(-)aDk/)!South I4?1l PjrfrEast
)k)LtWest

0. Adjoining land use classiflcaticns:
North

L4

£onn

South
It. IEast Rts ‘ttor4nWest

R. Adjoining actual uses:
North F&ctAtntJSouth rRrt/f1*s ?n4ir5.East k/tj.a Rs/n44West I o .. fo. tc LI’4

Pre-Application Project Information Form
Page 4



C C
o IV. Site Design.

For the construction of bufldings or structures on a single site, the following information
must be provided in addition to a Site Plan Sketch.

If your application is the creatior of a subdivision for the future development of
individual lots, then please skip this section and complete section V-Subdivision Design.
Requirements for the site plan sketch are attached to this form or may be obtained by
contacting the Community Development Department.

1. REQUIRED INFORMATION Existing j Proposed
A. Number of structures 1 0 I a LotsB. Approx. total gross floor area ZtS1OcO1. Residential I________________ I 02. Retail I____________ 19OCo3. Office I___________

4. Wnolesa)e I p5. Industrial gg, 5oc
6. Other
7. Othertstcgttc 53,oaC. Approx. Floor Area Ratio (gross sq.
ft._dMded_by_sq._ft._of_lot)

[ D. Maximum Building Height L10 ci.

59

‘p

2. OPTIONAL INFORMATION I Existing I Proposed
A._Minimum_Setbacks

Front: J_______________ Is Pt.Sides: j________________ oRear ( 4+.B. Lot coverage by buildings I(area and %): J23/0 Z14,tico
C. Lot coverage by paving (area and %): I_______________ (pa’!.. 5(( i(niD. Lot coverage by landscaping (area &

%): 17°!. 15713°Z6. Proposed methods of screening of
adjoining_uses:

F. Building orientation/location of
entries: v

S. Planned development default zone j________________
: H. Variations from default zone j________________ N I flI. Hours of operation RhknonJ. Number of employees

,_______________ kh kint.;K. Other measurements of project
intensity (restaurant seats, hospital I,beds, hotel rooms, rVW h
classroom/auditorium seats, etc.)

Pre-Application Project Information Form Page 5



r4WUuit4 jot
CoYnfrefl

)ç. V. Subdivision Design.
For projects that involve the creation of a subdivision, the following information must beprovided in addition to a Subdivision Sketch. Requirements for the subdivision &cetchare attached to this form or may be obtained by contacting the Community DevelopmentDepartment.

J 1. REQUIRED INFORMATION I Existing Proposed
A. Number of lots: I_________________B. Average lot size:
C. Type(s) of units (e.g., single family

attached or detached,_duplex):
D. Gross Density:

2. OPTIONAL INFORMATION Existing ProposedA. Maximum lot size (sq. ft./acres):
B. Minimum lot size (sq. ft./acres):
C. Average lot dimensions:r D. Minimum lot width:r E. Number of flag lots:
F. Type of perimeter enclosure:
G. Open space-passive vs. active

(area_and_%):
H. Streets & R-O-W (area and %):
I. Homeowners Association for

maintenance of common areas:

a
L. Distributio of signage among

tenants:

2. OPTIONAL INFORMATION Existing J. •.Pr.opospcl
0

M. Type of construction (e.g., wood or
hsteel_frame,_masonry,_etc.)

N: Proposed method of managing I 10n SL+L ?tt
stormwater:

Xh49
S39v)S

Itttn1ib y

Pre-Application Project nformation Form Page 6



2

Drainage District

C

3. For those utilities listed above, describe any arrangements that have been, or wifl be madeto extend utilities to the property:

I. v, Utilities.
C

1. Please provide the information requested below that is applicable to your project. A list ofutility providers and contact persons are attached on a separate sheet.

I I Size of I Utility providerI Utility Nearest Location facility (Company, District, etc.)

Telephone

CableW

!

Electricity

Natural Gas Xctl
todtit

Domestic Water It” jIvq_
3.r,

- 41L17
Fire Hydrants

waa. rcSanitation Sewer

Dcttn4 fl9tso.-lrhcation-ew
p tS\,J Lorntr

Storm Sewer tB.S OvLkDtk ITha
Dr

List any utilities that are not currently available, or eended to the prcDenv:

Pre-AppJicao Project Information Form
Page 7



GENERAL MEETING INFORMIQN

In order for City development review staff to provide you adequate information regarding application(s)
and approval(s) required to implement your proposal, the following information must be supplied:

1. Name of Applicant: .ta.j Y1C1 -r1sfnst

Address: ‘54 as4 ,?a
J7A,-t 9Cat2L.. c ais or

V

. fi
.PT ttc-tw’

6. Existing Structures on Site:

7. General Description of the proposal: —

mi &t
I

The following additional information would be helpful to have at the General Meeting in order for the City
development review staff to identify potential issues and development improvements that may be
associated with your proposal

1. A sketch plan showing the following:
a. The general configuration of the property.
b. The location of driveways (existing and/or proposed).
c. Existing and/or proposed structures.
d. Any on-site drainage facilities.
e. Existing and/or proposed paved or graveled areas.
f. Any existing landscaping improvements.
g. The location of any easements on the property.

2. Identification of providers of the following utility services to the property:

!-t1 •h9-

Telephone: 4/3- O6 7
_Z She Address: j%2 3/q 13 4 xct

4. Lot/Parcel Size:
5. Current Use:

3. Assessor’s Parcel #: 2 9415— 2sq- 03- 0/3 %.t tw && h24zQAat)

OFFICE USE ONLY

hZn%.General Meeting Date/Time:
Assigned Planner:

Site Zoning:

_____

Land Use Map Designation:

Related Files/Projects

c-I
rr

North: ,

Comments:

/2:3opn7

South: PLt LIP I

‘V
- z&-r4J

East: ,ttft&% Zoi,,-2-% •;fl

West:

Li-

a. Water:
b. Sewer:
c. Drainage District:
d. fr1gation District:

JJt 4%AstLLr

O/fl
(White - Planner) (Yellow - Planning Tech) (Pink - Applicant)



General Meeting Notes

2776 Hwy 50 SS / ODPfl / PRE(?) / SKETCH PLAN(?)

PIanne. Engineer: Eric H. 4??; $S7 SLIy 4D’.lEs

Water: fire flows?
Sewer: existing in B% Road
Drainage: detain, regional basin?
Flood plain: --

Wetlands: --

Access: see notes below
Site circulation: ——

TCP: yes
CDOT permit: yes (see notes below)
Street class: Minor Art. (B’/2 Rd.), Local Commercial (27/4 Rd.), Minor Collector (28 Rd.), Frontage Rd.

Street improvements: yes (see notes below)
Other: --

Simple Sub votes:
Verii or dedicate adequate ROW width along all street frontages. Half-street improvements will NOT be required as long the

total number of lots does not increase. Dedicate 14’ multi-purpose easement along all street frontages.

ODP or Precon or Sketch Plan notes:
A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) will be required for each use, or an overall TIS could be generated for the entire site that would

account for all the anticipated uses on the site. As each site plan was submitted, the use would be compared to what was

analyzed in the overall TIS, and it would be decided ifan addendum to the TIS would be required for that use. Cross-

connecting streets shown on the Grand Valley Circulation Plan must be provided. All intersections must meet TEDS spacing

requirements. CDOT Access Permit and Notice to Proceed viIl be required when any intersection is proposed on the frontage

road. Half-street improvements will be required for all street frontages of each site plan as they are submitted (with the

exception of 8 ‘/2 Road. which will require payment of improvement costs in lieu of construction).

This site is identified as a possible location for a regional stormwater detention facility, contact the City Utility Engineer (244-

1590) for information about the requirements associated with such a facility. Developed runoff from this site must be detained

per SWMM. It is required that, even ifa regional facility is not constructed, the applicant must design the stormwater

detention facility to account for developed flows from the entire parcel.

L D&KçMI
D & K Construction ManageiInt Incorporated

Douglas Casebier
President

1414 Hawk Parkway Phone: (970) 249-7138
Suitc B Cell: (303) 888-3032
Montrose, CD 81401 Fax: (970) 249-113 I
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DevRev 27.75— B.5 SE Corner Commercial 12-23-02 Miller

Proposal is to develop vacant site at SE corner of 27 ¾ and B ½ Rds with commercial,
office and fast food Site is bounded by Hwy 50 on the south, commercial and 27 ¾ to the
west, and medium density residential and B ½(a Minor Arterial) to the north. To the east,
opposite 28 Rd extended, a development is underway, but has not been reviewed by the
City.
Comments are based on general understanding of the proposal. I did not attend the
meeting.

1. Accesses to this site may be taken opposite existing access points around its
perimeter. There are two such accesses on 27 ¾, several at existing intersections
along B 1/2, and there may be opportunity for a shared access point, at 28 Rd.
with the development to the east. No access will be allowed onto Hwy 50.
Additionally, this site should offer an access route to the properties to the east and
to the southeast.

2. The 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan calls for bike lanes to be provided along both
the 27 ¾ and the B ½ frontages.

3. All access points will need to provide left turn lane width and striping.
4. Review of the design proposal will determine if a Traffic Impact Study will also

be required to determine if additional improvements, such as right turn lanes will
also be required. (See TEDS chap. 2)

5. Plan submittals will have to detail existing and future roadway details, such as
widths, curb, gutter, sidewalk, lane striping, signing, access and intersection
placements, and above ground utilities, along the site frontages, and beyond site
frontages for a minimum of 200’. These details will also include any other
development changes.

6. Plan submittals will comply with TEDS chapters 4, 5, and 6 with respect to
access, drive aisle, entrance storage length, parking area, and turning radius
design.

7. The Grand Valley Circulation Plan shows Minor Collector status for 28 Rd and an
access route into this parcel, as they extend south and west of 28 Rd / B 1/2.
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From: Hank Masterson
To: Pat Cecil
Date: 12/24/02 12:18PM
Subject: General Meetings: 27 3/4 Road and B ½ Road

Pat,
Fire’s comments:
1. Complete a fire flow form for the project. For the required fire I row, use an estimate of the building that
will have the largest required fire flow. Part B of the form is completed by Ute Water. Call the Fire
Department at 244-1414 if you have any questions on how to complete this form. Return the completed
form to Community Development.
2. Show internal circulation on your site plan. Also show any stub streets to adjacent undeveloped
parcels, if applicable.
3. Show nearby existing fire hydrants(if within 250’ of your lot), along with proposed hydrants. Water
mains supplying hydrants should be at least 8” in size and should be shown on your site plan. Also, show
all connections to existing water mains(and sizes).

Merry Christmas,

hank



_______________________ ______________________
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From: Pat Cecil” <patc@ci.grandjct.co.us>
To: <ted@ciavonne.com>
Date: 3/26/03 1:50PM
Subject: Stuff

Okay, Meridian Park. 1. Are they going to do a replat? 2. Are any
drive thru bank or fast food uses proposed? These were issues that
were not firmed up at the time of the meeting, so I have to know what
they are proposing now so that I know what types of checklists are
needed.

As for 2620, the checklist will be ready late this afternoon. The
landscaping issue is just one that Bob keeps bringing up to me.

7t &/ eM’/ yo&t k/

C EoI Mcc5y7
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I think we can pull a checklist for a preliminary plat together for you, should be ready this afternoon. And
yeah, I was having problems all day with our system, knew it wasn’t yours.

>>> “Ted Ciavonne” <ted@ciavonne.com> 03/26/03 04:25PM >>>

Pat,

Kristen had a similar failure on her e-mail, but others around town are
getting through, so the problem may be at your end.

I got your fax. As for a re-plat: at minimum we will be reconfiguring
the existing 12 lots . it is very likely that we will want to increase
the number of lots which I assume will be a re-subdivision. Do you see
any downside to a resubdivision to create an additional 2 to 4 lots (14
to 16 total)?

These owners will build on some lots, and sell others. They are not
planning on building anything with a drive thru, but there is a high
likelihood that future lot purchasers will. This being the case, that
lot purchaser would need to deal with the drive thru.

At the point that I can confirm if this is a replat OR a new
subdivision, will a checklist be a simple process or will I need to
schedule a Pre-App.?

Thanks again for the feedback.

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Pat Cecil
Ted Ciavonne
3/27/03 7:09AM
Re: Stuff

Ted

161

V.
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Meridian Commercial Park Narrative
Formal Pre-application

A. General Description of Project

The proposed 25.74 acre property is located at 2776 Highway 6 & 50, and is bounded on
the east by 28 Road (partial), on the south by the 6 & 50 Frontage Road, on the west by
27 ¼ Road, and on the north by B Vz Road. The property is presently zoned C-I and
contains 12 platted lots.

The proposal is to maintain the zoning and the number of lots, but to reconfigure the lots
similar to what is depicted on the proposed plan. The Developer intends to build on a
few of the lots; to sell a few of the lots to ‘known’! anticipated uses; and to sell the
remainder of the lots to ‘unknown’ uses. Subsequently the plan displays desired and
anticipated uses, but certainly not ‘guaranteed’ uses. Uses shown include: Storage Units,
1000 Foot Bays (offices over or adjacent to storage), Professional Offices, Retail,
Restaurant, Fast Food, Hotel, and Bank. It is understood that each developed commercial
lot will at minimum require Site Plan Review prior to specific site development, and that
certain uses could require Conditional Use permits.

B. General Description of Development Phasing

The internal road network and associated underground utilities would be constructed in
the first phase. This would include the closure of a portion of the existing Frontage Road,
as its function will be replaced by the proposed road network. Cross Access! Utility I
and Parking Agreements will be necessary between many of the lots. As individual lot
site plans are submitted, approved and developed, their corresponding service line
extensions, public road improvements, and Association Common Area road landscape
improvements would be constructed.

C. General Description of the Site. Access, Drainage

The site is presently vacant, and primarily abutted by public ROW (Groendyke being the
exception) and with no existing access points. The proposed plan depicts an internal road
network with: one road access each to 28 Road and B V2 Road; one road and one
driveway access to 27¼ Road; and abandonment of the majority of the Frontage Road
with re-alignment through the property.

Proposed access points align with adjacent streets and driveways, and support the internal
road network accessing all proposed lots. The internal road network is proposed to be a
two lane 25’ asphalt mat with curb and gutter, and sidewalk on one side, fitting within a
35’ ROW. A traffic circle is proposed at the crossroads of the internal roads. Roadway
landscaping of the internal roads will be designed and enforced through Covenants.

Ciavonne & Associates Page 1 5/16/2003
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Internal driveway access points into parking lots will be coordinated between lots and
supported through platted access easements.

A large open irrigation ditch parallels B V2 Road on the north boundary of the property.
The covering of this irrigation ditch will need to be coordinated with any B V2 Road
improvements. Much of the on-site drainage will be detained and managed individually
by each developed lot ... likely in their parking lot and landscape areas. Additional
‘common’ detention areas are proposed as overflow to the individual lot detention areas.

D. Anticipated Dates

• Application Submittal — July 2003
• Property Closing — Upon recording of the Plat
• Expiration of any financial commitments — None
• Construction initiation — October 2003
• Opening date/date of first CO — March 2004
• Any other deadline that may be affected by the processing of the proposed

application — none.

E. Other information

An Association of Lot Owners will be created to enforce and/or maintain elements of
common interest. These covenants will address such items as uniform internal roadway
landscaping, roundabout landscaping, common / entry’ sinage, and uniform exterior
lighting fixtures. Additional site specific lot requirements for landscape, signage,
lighting, etc. will be per the requirements of City Code for the C-I zone.

Ciavonne & Associates Page 2 5/16/2003
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Review Agency Comment Sheet

COMMENTS
(For Review Agency Use)

Outside Review Agencies: Please email comments to: CommDevWci.grandjct.co.us. FAX
comments to (970) 2564031 or mail written comments to the above address. NOTE: If your review
agency does not comment, additional review information will not be provided. (Please attach additional
sheets if needed.)

Email Address Telephone
Revised tlugust 2002

I,

City of Grand Junction
Community Development Department
250 North 51h Street
Grand Junction CO 81501

Telephone: (970) 244-1430
Fax: (970) 256-4031
Email: CommDevci.grandjct.co.us

(Petitioner: Pleasefill in blanks in tins section only unless otherwise indicatetO

Date: 5/19/03 To Review Agency: Orchard Mesa Sanitation

File No: PRE-2003-097 Staff Planner: Pat Cecil

(To bejilled in by Cm Staff)

Project Name: Meridian Commercial Park

Location: 2776 Highway 50

A development review meeting has been scheduled for the following date: 6/2/03 2 PM

(To be filled in by Cit; Staff)

See Attached Conunents

Pre-App Meeting to be 6/2/03 at 2 PM

City Review Agencies: Please type your comments in Impact AP.

All comments must be returned to the 5/23/03 S3t)—O’
(To be filled in by Cur Stafi)

NOTE: Please identify your review comments on plan sets by printing
the date, your name and company/agency for future reference.

crnpHn T T,pBnnde 6/19/03
Reviewed By Date

(970) 241—7076

cc: Deb Davis, OMSO
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REVIEW COMMENTS ON MERIDIAN COMMERCIAL CONCEPTUAL PLAN -

ORCHARD MESA SANITATION DISTRICT (FILE #PRE-2003-097), 6/19/03.

The following are the Orchard Mesa Sanitation District’s review comments on Conceptual Plan
for the proposed Meridian Commercial Park Development:

1. In order for the District to provide sewer service to the development it will be necessary
to petition for inclusion into the District.

2. The sewer main along the street that would service future building sites on Lots 1, 2,
and 3 should be extended thither to the east toward 28 Road, so that future sewer service
lines can be oriented perpendicular to the sewer main.

3. The sewerline along the street that intersects with 27¼ Road should be extended further
to the west toward 27% Road so that the sewer service lines to Lot 10 and the southerly
building pad for Lot 11 are oriented perpendicular to the sewer main.

4. There is some question on how sewer service is to provided to the northerly most
building pad for Lot 11. The District does not have a sewer main in 27/4 Road.

5. The proposed use for each lot should be determined prior to installation of the sewerline
so that the appropriate size for the sewer service line can be installed in accordance with
the Uniform Plumbing Code. The appropriate size sewer tap and service line can then
be extended from the sewer main to the property line, avoiding reexcavation of the strcet
if the sewer service is undersized.

Please make the Petitioner aware of the District’s comments if the Conceptual Plan is approved
by the City. All of the District’s sewerline extension policies and requirements will need to be
met if the proposed development proceeds to final platting.

Wwnnve\lemp’OMSDm..iew Commcni’Nnnin, .‘pd



Review Comments Draft
Pre-app — Meridian Commercial Park PI-2OO3-097
By: Eric W. Hahn, P.E. - Development Engineer
Date: May 30, 2003 Page 1 of 2

TRAFFIC ISSUES

1. Unless other conditions are negotiated with and agreed to by the City Transportation Engineer’s
office, a Traffic Impact Study cr15) will be required for the entire site. As each site plan is submitted
for review, the site use would be compared to the assumptions and analysis in the TIS, and City staff
would determine whether an addendum to the TIS would be required for that particular site use.

2. TCP will be assessed for each individual lot based on proposed uses.

3. The applicant must receive approval from CDOT for the realignment of the frontage road.

4. The radius of the curve in the re-aligned frontage road may be insufficient. CDOT may prefer to
simply dead-end the frontage road with a cul-de-sac.

5. Due to the relatively high amount of industrial traffic along the frontage road, it may be preferable to
construct the relocated/re-aligned frontage road so that it passes along the backs of lots 7,9, and 10,
intersecting 27¾ Road at the proposed intersection. If this is not done, the developer must modify
the layout of the parking areas for these lots such that cut-through traffic is not allowed.

6. Are the internal streets intended to be public or private? The east-west street is classified in the
GVCP as a Minor Collector. If this street is public, it must be built as a Minor Collector. Hit is
private it must be built so that it adequately operates as a Minor Collector. A 25’ pavement mat is
insufficient for this classification. If the developer intends to construct public streets but vishes to
use a street section that is different than the standard sections, a TEDS Exception for the non
standard street section must be submitted and approved.

7. The developer is responsible to dedicate right-of-way, if necessary, and build half-street improvements
along all street frontages. 27¾ Road is classified in the GVCP as a Local Commercial road. 28 Road
is classified as a Minor Collector. BYz Road is classified as a Minor Arterial. The developer has the
option to pay improvement costs in-lieu of constructing the B ½ Road frontage. The developer will
not be required to build aU of the street frontages as part of the approval for the Simple Subdivision,
as long as the subdivision will not result in a net increase in the number of lots. The street
improvements will then be required on a lot-by-lot basis as they are developed. However, since it is
typically more cost-effective to build large quantities of improvements under one contract, and then
pass on that cost to each lot, the City suggests that the developer construct all street improvements as
part of the Simple Subdivision. In any case, all street improvements must be shown on the Simple
Subdivision drawings so that the City has a consistent “master plan” to use during the subsequent
review of each lot, similar to the review process used for a Major Subdivision where a Preliminan’
Plan is approved that is then used as the basis for the Final Plan.

8. Is the internal intersection intended to be a roundabout or just a decorative intersection?

9. The landscaping shown on the Sketch Plan may interfere with sight triangles at the street
intersections.

10. The site circulation for Lot 10 should be examined closely. If this is intended to be a drive-up bank,
there may nor be adequate stacking or room for circulation.

DRAINAGE ISSUES

[I:\Projccl Rcviews\2003.00I - 2003-099\Meridian CornnciaI Park-PRE-APP (PRE-2003-097)\mcrithan prcppi.Doc PRINTED: 4:53 PM June 6, 2003



Review Comments Draft
Pre-app — Meridian Commercial Park PRE-2003-097
By: Eric W. Hahn, P.E. - Development Engineer
Date: May 30, 2003 Page 2 of 2

11. As stated in the General Meeting notes, this site has been identified as a possible location for a
regional stormwatcr detention faculty. This issue must be discussed with the Cm’ Utilin Engineer.

12. Assuming that a regional stormwater detention facilin’ vi1l NOT be built at this site, it is
recommended that the developers construct one basin to serve the entire project, rather than building
individual basins for each lot.

13. The applicant must provide easements for the ditch along B ½ Road, similar to what was done for
adjacent developments.

14. The Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPH&E), Water Quality Control
Division, requires that a General Stormwater Discharge Permit be obtained for any construction site
that will disturb I acre or more.

Fl\Project Rcviews\2003-001 - 2003-099\Mcñdian Commercial Park-PRE-APP (PRE-2003-097)\mcri than preappi .DOC PRINTED: 4:53 PM June 6,2003
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THOMPSON - MNGFORD CORPORATION .

Faccile (970) 241-2845

ENGINEERSAND LAND SURVEYORS I Telephone: (970) 243-6067

52925 lGiandhmcüon,C081505

July 21, 2003

Mike McDill. P.E.
Engineering Division
City of Grand Junction
250 North 5th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
Ph. (970) 256-4034
FAX (970) 256-4022

Re: Proposed Meridian Park Commercial Subdivision

Mike,

This letter is to request an exception to the TEDS manual in regard to typical street sections
for the proposed Meridian Park development located at the intersection of B 4 Road and 27¼
Road. The saeet sections per TEDS would consist of a Minor Collector (Residential
Collector) for the east to west road and Urban Residential for the north to south road. The
proposed section for all internal streets includes 24 feet of asphalt, curb and gutter on both
sides and sidewalk on one side. A detail of the proposed section is on the attached exhibit.
Auxilian’ turn bays will be provided where necessary in accordance with the Traffic Impact
Study.

Due to the nature of the development and the internal parking lots, the potential for parking to
occur on the streets is highly improbable. As a typical lane width is considered to be twelve
feet for design purposes, the proposed section would be capable of safely moving the required
volume of traffic. The wider street sections, with 110 parked vehicles, would only encourage
higher speeds, compromise safety and be more costly to maintain over the life of the
pavement.

In addition to the paved width of the street, an exception is also being requested to construct
sidewalk on one side of the street only. With the development being split into quadrants with
businesses situated around parking lots there will not be a large amount of pedestrian traffic
along the internal streets. Similarly to the excess street width, constructing sidewalks on both
sides of the street would only contribute to the cost of maintenance with linle or no apparent
benefit to the public.



There appears to be a growing need for a typical section to address streets where parking is
either not allowed or not likely to occur and will still adequately convey traffic without
incorporating excessive traffic calming features. The section proposed for this development
seems to achieve this and a typical (24’ with curb, gutter and sidewalk) should be considered
as an addition to the TEDS manual. Your time and consideration in this matter are greatly
appreciated. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this project, please do not
hesitate to contact this office at 243-6067.

Respectfully,

Jeffrey W. Mace, PE
Thompson-Langford Corporation

XC: File
Eric Hahn

ATTACH: Util/Comp Plan

Page 2
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City of Grand Junction
Department of Public Works and Utilities

1 Engineering Division

____

250 North Fifth Street
Grand Junofion, CO 81501:2668

September 10, 2003

Mr. Jeffrey Mace, PE
Thompson-Langford Corp.
52925 V2 Road
Grand Junction, CO 81505

RE: TEDS Exception No. 28-03, to Reduce Street & Right-of-Way Width at 2776 Hwy 50

Dear Jeffrey;

Please find attached the committee’s decision on the above request. The Review Committee
believes there will be at least as much pedestrian and bicycle traffic through this area as any
other commercial development due to its proximity to the fairgrounds, Highway 50 and the City
Market shopping area. Although the Committee denied this request, the notes at the bottom are

intended to give you some direction regarding what modifications to this roadway system would
be considered for exception bythem. In any exception request it will be impoftant to consider
and accommodate all of the necessary uses of the road system. Generally, any requested
adjustment to the street cross-sections will be evaluated on its ability to meet all of the traffic
needs of the area. Sufficient analysis by a qualified professional will be an expected piece of any
request of this type.

If you have any question concerning this decision, please feel free to contact the Development
Engineer in charge of your project or me at (970) 256-4047.

cerely,,

Michael G. McDill, P.E.
City Engineer

C..ahnDe1opment Engineer (244-1443)
Pat Cèdil,Development Services Supervisor

\DE#28-03 2776Hwy50-09-lO



City of Grand Junction
Department of Public Works and Utilities

Engineering Division
250 North Fifth Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668
FAX: (970) 256-4011

DESIGN EXCEPTION #DE28-03

To: Mark Reiph, Director of Public Works & Utilities

Thru: Tim Moore, Public Works Manager

Copy to: Eric Hahn, Development Engineer
Pat Cecil, Development Services Supervisor

From: Mike McDill, City Engineer

Date: August 14, 2003

RE: Request to Reduce Street and Right-of-way Widths at 2776 Hwy 50

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITUA TION

Applicant is planning to construct a new commercial subdivision along Highway 50 between 27
¾ Road and 28 Road. The project would re-align the highway Frontage Road to extend through
the project north to B 1/2 Road. It also proposes to construct a new east-west roadway roughly
along a Minor Collector alignment proposed on the Grand Valley Circulation Plan (GVCP). The
applicant is proposing to eliminate the sidewalk along one side of each street and reduce the
pavement widths from 36 feet (E-W) and 44 feet (N-S) to only 24 feet. The plan also proposes
to eliminate the right-of-way associated with each of these improvement adjustments.

There are three other properties accessing on the north side of the Frontage Road between 27 ¾
Road and 28 ½ Road. Whatever section is approved through this property should be fully
functional for these other Frontage Road property owners.

The applicant requests exception from Section 6.1.1, Right-of-way, Street Lane Widths, and
Street Lengths, for Arterial and Collector Streets.



Page 2 of 3

EXCEPTION CONSIDERATIONS

1. Will the exception compromise safety?
This plan gives very little consideration to pedestrian and bicycle traffic within and through
the development. Only the barest accommodation is provided for the properties to the east
along the Frontage Road. As Jody points out, the project claims trip generation credit for
saved trips within the development, but fails to recognize those trips with adequate facilities
in this plan. Both of these streets appear to be attractive options for non-motorized trips
between B 1/2 Road and the highway.

I could agree that there is little need for Collector Streets through this limited area. However,
both corridors seem appropriate for standard Commercial Street sections. These will provide
bike lanes and sidewalks like any other commercial development.

Not including appropriate facilities for a mix of pedestrians, bicycles, cars and trucks will
definitely compromise the safety of all users.

2. Have other alternatives been considered that would meet the standard?
No other options were presented. I have suggested another possibility above. A third option
might be to remove the bike lanes from the pavement and combine them with the pedestrian
traffic on a separated 10-foot pathway along each side. A fourth option might be to only
have the north-south connection to the Frontage Road be a public Commercial Street. The
east-west street could be a narrower private drive as long as sufficient pedestrian and bicycle
circulation is provided within the overall plan.

3. Has the proposed design been used in other areas?
Yes. This situation is similar to the frontage road design constructed along I-70B at Grand
Mesa Shopping Center, except that these roads are designated on the GVCP.

4. Will the exception require CDOT or FHWA coordination?
No.

5. J5 this a one-time exception or a manual revision?

Any exception granted would be only for this project.
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Staff Recommendation

I recommend denial of the requested Design Exceptions to Section 6.1.1 to allow the proposed
elimination of the sidewalk along one side and reduction of We pavement width for these streets.
The committee might consider any or all of the other options mentioned above, or other(s) the
committee might think of, as a modified approval.

Recommended by:

Approved as Requested:

Approved as Recommended:

______

Denied: / *)5
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City of Grand Junction
Community Development Department
250 North 5” Street
Grand Junction CO 81501

Rçview Agency Comment Sheet

‘I,

with nofq as , sidc vt)r drain

Ss ‘th
(For Review Agency Use)

Outside Review! Agencies: Please email comments to: CommDevi)ci.crandict.co.u. FAX
comments to (970) 256-4031 or mail written comments to the above address. NOTE: If your review
agency ana4 4floná]
sheets )I9%jj ,it$.a-way wjlb no fences cath scab & Dfthe drain in dU TO 1fl and cIti the

loom Fe’

W4á4Mt h!WiOC 9*d (9W4?.b fl*TA”r chaioqu oceth edp oftlãpopaty. 0MW cads ii nay.
çflr. afln..wAzIn.aana.aLLa,a. al 2.a1n rn — —.4 .... the
— - --

Not muds rnãm frconU!

City Review Agencies: Please type your comments in Impact AP.

• All cémments must be returned to the 5/23/03 -

(To befilled in ti’ Chy Siafi)

NOTE: Please identil’ your review comments on plan sets by printing
the date, your name and company/agency for future reference.

JPA yAi DAn - S. SC ///f7t1 ,q Qo ,.a - 2/—OS

Reviewed By Date

OM,DaAta.Sn
Email Address Telephone Revisd August200l

05—21—2003 01:52PM FROTM TO

° received
2564031 P.01

Telephone: (970) 2444430
Fax: (970) 256-4031
Email: Commflev®cLgrandjct.co.us

Date:

(?e&loAc: Pleasefill In blanks In this sectIon only unless otherwise indicated)

5/19A)3 To Review Agency: Orchard Mesa Irrigation

File No: PRE-2OO347 Staff Planner: Pat Cecil

Pmject Name:

Location:

Meridian Commercial Park

2776 Highway 50

(Yo befilled in by City Stuff)

A development review meeting has been scheduled for the following date: 6/2/03 2PM
- O,dwd Men !nj#ioa nazis (O41D) az a
flrag. dchaia.g ii noith edgç of thu
rflv OMIDnccdt k Nv-foa asnn

(To befit/cd in by City Staft)
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Standard Distribution list for
Pre-Apphcation Conferences

o5

Community Development Department Planner

Development Engineer p
Traffic Engineer

City Fire Department

GPr4epaeet 041 5,iiAaC

City Attorney

Water District 4

Drainage District Oil-I Dtain

Irrigation District 0

Other___________________

Date and time of Pre-Application Conference: %pg7 pA
Place: Conference Room 135A at the Community Development Department Office.

Attendance is expected of all agencies involved with the Pre-application Conference process.

3Q/3
45’ -24EV



Community Development - MERIDIAN O MERCIAL PARK ±

From: ‘9im daugherty” <jdaugherty@utewater.org>
To: “Comm Dev” <CommDev©ci.grandjct.co.us>
Date: Wed, May 28, 2003 9:58 AM
Subject: MERIDIAN COMMERCIAL PARK 0
Ute Water Conservancy District
Review Number
PRE-2003-097
Review Name

MERIDIAN COMMERCIAL PARK

4

* A PRESSURE REGULATING VAULT WILL BE REQUIRED TO CONNECT WATER LINES IN
HIGHWAY 50 ROW TO PROPOSED WATER LINES IN SUBJECT PROPERTY.
* CHECK SPACING ON FIRE HYDRANTS IN PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.
* UTE RECOMMENDS THAT 4” OR 6’ STUBS BE INSTALLED FOR EACH LOT FOR WATER
SERVICE, THIS WOULD LIKELY COVER BOTH DOMESTIC AND FIRE REQUIREMENTS AS
NEEDED.
* 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.

Edward Tolen P.E.
Project Engineer, Ute Water

Jim Daugherty
New Services Coordinator, Ute Water

DATE 5/28/0 3

PHONE OFFICE 242-7491
FAX 242-9189

EMAIL jdaughertyutewater.org

CC: “Ciavonne & Associates” <ciavonne@gj.net>
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VIEW COMMENTS ON MERIDIAN COMMERCIAL CONCEPTUAL PLAN -

ORCHARD MESA SANITATION DISTRICT (FILE #PRE-2003-097), 6/19/03.

The following are the Orchard Mesa Sanitation District’s review comments on Conceptual Plan
for the proposed Meridian Commercial Park Development:

1. In order for the District to provide sewer service to the development it will be necessary
to petition for inclusion into the District.

2. The sewer main along the street that would service future building sites on Lots 1. 2,
and 3 should be extended ffirther to the east toward 28 Road, so that future sewer service
lines can be oriented perpendicular to the sewer main.

3. The sewerline along the street that intersects with 27¼ Road should be extended further
to the west toward 27% Road so that the sewer service lines to Lot 10 and the southerly
building pad for Lot 11 are oriented perpendicular to the sewer main.

4. There is some question on how sewer service is to provided to the northerly most
building pad for Lot 11. The District does not have a sewer main in 27% Road.

5. The proposed use for each lot should be determined prior to installation of the sewerline
so that the appropriate size for the sewer service line can be installed in accordance with
the Uniform Plumbing Code. The appropriate size sewer tap and service line can then
be extended from the sewer main to the property line, avoiding reexcavation of the street
if the sewer service is undersized.

Please make the Petitioner aware of the District’s comments if the Conceptual Plan is approved
by the City. All of the District’s sewerline extension policies and requirements will need to be
met if the proposed development proceeds to final platting.

1 C:ThMflflDIAN
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City of Grand Junction
Community Development Department
Planning • Zoning • Code Enforcement
250 North 5th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668

Dear Doug,

Re: Meridian Commercial Park, 2776 Highway 50

Phone: (970) 244-1430
FAX: (970) 256-4031

Attached are the checklist and associate notes/comments from the Pre-application
Meeting that occurred on June 2, 2003, for a proposed Simple Subdivision on
approximately 27 acres. In addition to the Simple Subdivision checklist I am enclosing
the checklist for a Site Plan Review in the event that you may want to file concurrent
applications.

The comments and notes are general in nature, and are intended to aid you in the
preparation of the formal application packet. More specific comments will be supplied
upon review of the formal application and associated materials by all
affected/commenting agencies through the Development Review process.

If you have any questions regarding the information being supplied, or regarding the
review process, please feel free to contact me at 244-1439.

Sincerely

Pat Cecil
Development Services Supervisor

Attachments : Application packet with notes/comments

a
‘.3

C

Best Buy Homes
do Doug Thies
Thompson-Langford Corp
52925 ½ Road, Suite B210
Grand Junction, CO 81505

June 17, 2003

Prinled en recycLed paper
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REVIEW COMMENTS

Page 1 of 4

FILE #PRE-2003-097
June 17, 2003 TITLE HEADING: Meridian Commercial Park

LOCATION: 2776 Hwy 50

PETITIONER: Best Buy Homes, Inc. — Bailey Dotson

PETITIONER’S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 1011 South Valentia Street, Suite 36
Denver, CO 80231, 303-751-9910

PETITIONER’S REPRESENTATIVE: Ciavonne & Associates — Ted Ciavonne
241-0745

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Pat Cecil

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 6/16103
Pat Cecil 244-1439
1. If no more than 12 lots are proposed, a Simple Subdivision application can be used to

reconfigure lot lines.
2. Conditional Use Permits are required for the businesses with drive-up facilities. The

proposed drive-up should be designed so that the drive-up que lanes face the interior of
the project, not the State Highway.

3. If fast food restaurant on lot 6 is to have an indoor play area for children, the windows
should be screened or otherwise shielded to prevent distractions to drivers on the State
Highway.

4. Oil/water separators/grease pits will be required for restaurant and automotive uses (if
proposed).

5. Traffic circulation on Lot 10 appears tight with parked vehicles backing out and blocking
traffic going to drive-up facility. A pass thru lane should be provided on both sides of the
facility.

6. An overall internal pedestrian must be submitted with the initial submittal.
Accommodation for pedestrians leaving the site must be made.

7. All lighting must be with hill cut-off fixtures with no fugative light leaving the project
site. A lighting plan must be submitted with the initial application.

/
-

8. A sign plan for the entire site should be submitted with the initial application. 1-Free
standing sign with a maximum height of 25 feet will be supported with 1-ground sign per
each lot with a maximum height of 6-feet.

9. Landscaping must meet the provisions of Section 6.5 of the Zoning and Development
Code (Note: 75% of the front yard setback must be in landscaping).

10. Parking must meet the provisions of Section 6.6 of the Zoning and Development Code.
A reduction in the minimum number of spaces may be permitted if cross parking
easements are supplied for joint use of parking.
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REVIEW COMMENTS / PRE-2003-097 / PAGE 2 of 4

11. The mini-storage facility must meet the standards of Section 4.3.G. of the Zoning and
Development Code.

12. All areas of excess public road right-of-way must be landscaped per Sections 6.5.B.3.b.
and 6.5.D.4. of the Zoning and Development Code.

13. A centralized plaza area would be an appropriate amenity to this development.
14. Comnion architectural elements for all of the buildings is strongly encouraged.
15. Where will access to the proposed mini-storage units be located. Is an on-site office

proposed?
16. A CDOT access permit will be required.

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 6/6/03
Eric Hahn 256-4155
TRAFFIC ISSUES
1. Unless other conditions are negotiated with and agreed to by the City Transportation

Engineers office, a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) will be required for the entire site. As
each site plan is submitted for review, the site use would be compared to the assumptions
and analysis in the TIS, and City staff would determine whether an addendum to the TIS
would be required for that particular site use.

2. TCP will be assessed for each individual lot based on proposed uses.
3. The applicant must receive approval from CDOT for the realignment of the frontage

road.
4. The radius of the curve in the re-aligned frontage road may be insufficient. CDOT may

prefer to simply dead-end the frontage road with a cul-de-sac.
5. Due to the relatively high amount of industrial traffic along the frontage road, it may be

preferable to construct the relocated/re-aligned frontage road so that it passes along the
backs of lots 7, 9, and 10, intersecting 27 ¼ Road at the proposed intersection. If this is
not done, the developer must modi’ the layout of the parking areas for these lots such
that cut-through traffic is not allowed.

6. Are the internal streets intended to be public or private? The east-west street is classified
in the GVCP as a Minor Collector. If this street is public, it must be built as a Minor
Collector. If it is private it must be built so that it adequately operates as a Minor
Collector. A 25’ pavement mat is insufficient for this classification. If the developer
intends to construct public streets but wishes to use a street section that is different than
the standard sections, a TEDS Exception for the non-standard street section must be
submitted and approved.

7. The developer is responsible to dedicate right-of-way, if necessary, and build half-street
improvements along all street frontages. 27% Road is classified in the GVCP as a Local
Commercial road. 28 Road is classified as a Minor Collector. B¼ Road is classified as a
Minor Arterial. The developer has the option to pay improvement costs in-lieu of
constructing the B V2 Road frontage. The developer will not be required to build all of
the street frontages as part of the approval for the Simple Subdivision, as long as the
subdivision will not result in a net increase in the number of lots. The street
improvements will then be required on a lot-by-lot basis as they are developed.
However, since it is typically more cost-effective to build large quantities of
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improvements under one contract, and then pass on that cost to each lot, the City suggests
that the developer construct all street improvements as part of the Simple Subdivision. In
any case, all street improvements must be shown on the Simple Subdivision drawings so
that the City has a consistent “master plan” to use during the subsequent review of each
lot, similar to the review process used for a Major Subdivision where a Preliminary Plan
is approved that is then used as the basis for the Final Plan.

8. Is the internal intersection intended to be a roundabout or just a decorative intersection?
9. The landscaping shown on the Sketch Plan may interfere with sight triangles at the street

intersections.
10. The site circulation for Lot 10 should be examined closely. If this is intended to be a

drive-up bank, there may not be adequate stacking or room for circulation.
DRAINAGE ISSUES
11. As stated in the General Meeting notes, this site has been identified as a possible location

for a regional stormwater detention facility. This issue must be discussed with the City
Utility Engineer.

12. Assuming that a regional stormwater detention facility will NOT be built at this site, it is
recommended that the developers construct one basin to serve the entire project, rather
than building individual basins for each lot.

13. The applicant must provide easements for the ditch along B ‘/2 Road, similar to what was
done for adjacent developments.

14. The Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPH&E), Water Quality
Control Division, requires that a General Stormwater Discharge Permit be obtained for
any construction site that will disturb I acre or more.

CITY TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 5/29/03
George Miller 256-4123
Proposal was reviewed in the General Meeting processes. The multi use site (retail, hotel, office,
medical office, drive through bank, restaurant) 26 acre site will have tangential access to 28 Rd,
B ½ Rd. and 27 ¼ Rd. B ‘/2 Rd is classed as a minor arterial and is slated to be widened through
the Capital Improvement process, 28 Rd is slated as a future minor collector, but is planned to
extend only to the Hwy 50 frontage rd., and 27 ¼ Rd is not classed, though it has an arterial
cross-section and serves as a link between fill movement intersections at B V2 and Hwy 50.

Land use is commercial to the east and ‘vest of the site, residential to the north and north east,
and the Fair Grounds is located across Hwy 50 to the south.
Proposal Comments:
1. As stated in the General Meeting Comments, the ftature plan iterations will need to detail

all existing and ifiture striping and road geometry along all fronting roads and extending
to 200’ from the site. Fumre plans will also need to detail present and fiture area street
lighting and signing.

2. It is presumed that all access points will require left turn lanes. Right turn lane need
determinations will be made when the Impact Study has been completed.
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3. As noted above, 28 Rd is to extend to the Hwy 50 frontage road only. 27 ¼ Rd will
probably remain as the main link between B ¼ Rd and Hwy 50, and will serve as the
main site access route.
These points, coupled with the existing City Market complex use of 27 ¼, and the
possible future reopening of the 27 ¼ Fair Grounds access point indicate the 27 ¼ /Hwy
50 intersection should be evaluated for signal placement. CDOT has classified this
section of Hwy 50 as NRA, and this location will fit for the allowed ¼ mile spacing
minimum (between the existing 27 Rd signal and the ffitme 29 Rd signal).

4. As the frontage road will be routed through the site, internal parking access aisle design
and placements should discourage short cut routes through the parking areas.

5. Because the of the site’s diverse land use, it will serve as an attractor on a variety of
levels. In addition to vehicle trip modeling, the projects Impact Study and site design
should accommodate anticipated pedestrian routes internally, as well as between this site
and City Market the Fair Grounds.

6. Internal roadways are noted as residing within 35’ w. ROW. Which City standard is
referenced for this ROW section?

7. Grand Valley Transit should be contacted to asses internal and frontage bus service stop
needs

ORCHARD MESA IRRIGATION 5/21/03
Raymond Schuster 464-7885
The Orchard Mesa Irrigation District (OMID) has a major drainage ditch along the north edge of
this property. OMID needs a twenty foot easement or right of way with no fences on the south
side of the drain ditch in order to maintain and clean the drain ditch. Not much room for
comments!

UTE WATER 5/29/03
Edward Tolen 242-7491
COMMENT
* A PRESSURE REGULATING VAULT WILL BE REQUIRED TO CONNECT

WATER LINES IN HIGHWAY 50 ROW TO PROPOSED WATER LINES TN
SUBJECT PROPERTY.

* CHECK SPACING ON FIRE HYDRANTS IN PROPOSED SUBDIVISION.
* UTE RECOMMENDS THAT 4” OR 6” STUBS BE INSTALLED FOR EACH LOT

FOR WATER SERVICE, THIS WOULD LIKELY COVER BOTH DOMESTIC AND
FIRE REQUIREMENTS AS NEEDED.

* 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.

Comments not available as of 6/17/03:
City Attorney
City Fire Department
City Utility Engineer
Orchard Mesa Sanitation
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________

Phone

___________

Parcel#
F

Meeting Attendees .

while all ctors in a devefopaent proposal require careful thought, preparation and design, the following circled items are broüghtto the
petitioner’s attention as needing special attention or consideration. Other items of special concern ay beideadfed during the review
pro6ess; General meetings and.pre-applicadon conference notes/standards are valid for only six months following the meefing/
conference date shown above. Incomplete submittals will not be acce$ed. Submittals with insufficient information identified during the
revieW process, which have nqt been addressed by the applicant will not.be scheduled for a public hearing. Failure to meet any deadlines
for the review propess may result in the project not being scheduled for hearing or being pulled from the agenda. Any changes to the
approved plan will require re-reView and approval prior to those changes being accepted.

AppliCant

Locailon 7Z?& 1-4.1 rU PoposaI

PLANNER’S NOTES
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ZONING & LAND USE
a. Zoning: C-i’ —

b. Future Land Use Designaffort C
c. Growth Plan, Corridor & Area Plans Applicability:

OFF-SITE Thn’ACTS
a. access/Hghtof-way required
b. fraffiD impact .•.‘

c. street improvements
d. drainage/stormwater management -

e. availability of utilities
SITE DEVELOPMENT

& bulk requirements
b. traffic circulation
c. parking (off-street: handicap, bicycle) lighting)
d. landscaping (street frontages, parking areas)
e. screening & buffering
f. lighting & noise
g. signage

MISCEllANEOUS
a. revocable permit
b. State Highway Access Pentiit
c; floodplain, wetlands,. geologic hazard, soils
d. proximity to airport (clear or critical zone)

OTHER
a. relatedifies

_________________________

b. neighborhood meeting
FEES

a. applicafionfee: i-I sm, SJ, O)i1;
Due at submittal. Checks pJyable to City of

b. Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP):
c. Drainage fee:
d. Parks Impact Fee:
e. Open Space Fee or Dedication:
f. School Impact Fee:
g. Recording Fee:
h. Plant Investment Fee (PE) (Sewer Impact):

PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS
a. Documents — zDc, ssm, TEDS, SWlvilvI
b. Submittal Requirements/Review Process
c. Anneiafion (Persigo Agreement)

PLEASE RETURN A COPt OF rths FORM NTHE
COMJ4rJ DEVELOPIaT DEPT. RRVIBWPAflZPT*
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0 City of Grand Junction
Department of Public Works and Utilities

Engineering Division
250 North Fifth Street

Grand Junction, CC 81501-2668
FAX: (970) 256-40 1 1

MEMO Re: Meridian Park Commercial Sub — Review of TEDS Exception Request

Mike,

Here are my comments regarding the TEDS Exception Request submitted by Thompson
Langford Corporation, dated July 21, 2003:

I believe this road section was proposed and approved for use at the Grand Mesa
Center, and therefore the City has already begun to establish a precedent for the
use of this particular street section. I believe the only difference between the
two applications is that the street in question was approved as a private street at
the GMC, while this proposal is requesting that this section be approved as a
public street.

• The width of the paved surface precludes parking along the street, but shouldn’t
hinder traffic flow. We should probably require that they place “no parking” signs
and/or paint the curb or edge of pavement with stripes indicating no parking
allowed.

• We should not approve the proposal to install sidewalk on only one side of the
street, unless the developer provides equivalent “private” pedestrian circulation
facilities that run essentially parallel to the street alignment within appropriate
easements. As I understand it, the single walk was approved at GMC because
one side of the street fronts onto the backs of some existing lots, and will not
likely have any need for pedestrian facilities.

• As one possible compromise, perhaps the City could require dedication of the
ROW width that would typically be required for a Minor Collector or Commercial
street (52 feet), allow the developer to install the narrower street section (24 feet
of pavement width), but also require a 5’ detached walk on both sides of the
street.

• As another possible compromise, the City could allow dedication of a reduced
ROW width (30 feet), allow the developer to install the narrower street section
(24 feet of pavement width), but also require 5’ detached walks that would be
“private” walks within pedestrian easements (or the multi-purpose easements)
on each side of the street.

Let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments, or if you need me to
sketch any of the alternate sections that I described above. If we want to reach some kind
of compromise with the applicant, I think we should contact them before issuing an official
conditional acceptance or denial.

-Eric
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[TH0M - MNGFORD CORPORATION Fadinfic (91( 241.2845

ENGINEERSAND LAND SURVEYORS Telhone: (970) 243 6067
52925 lt2R4GrandJuncfion,C081505

July 21,2003

Mike McDill, P.E.
Engineering Division
City of Grand Junction
250 North 5th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
Ph. (970) 256-4034
FAX (970) 256-4022

Re: Proposed Meridian Park Commercial Subdivision

Mike,

This letter is to request an exception to the TEDS manual in regard to typical street sections
for the proposed Meridian Park development located at the intersection of B ½ Road and 27 3/4

Road. The street sections per TEDS would consist of a Minor Collector (Residential
Collector) for the east to west road and Urban Residential for the north to south road. The
proposed section for all internal streets includes 24 feet of asphalt, curb and gutter on both
sides and sidewalk on one side. A detail of the proposed section is on the attached exhibit.
Auxiliary turn bays will be provided where necessary in accordance with the Traffic Impact
Study.

Due to the nature of the development and the internal parking lots, the potential for parking to
occur on the streets is highly improbable. As a typical lane width is considered to be twelve
feet for design purposes, the proposed section would be capable of safely moving the required
volume of traffic. The wider street sections, with no parked vehicles, would only encourage
higher speeds, compromise safety and be more costly to maintain over the life of the
pavement.

In addition to the paved width of the street, an exception is also being requested to construct
sidewalk on one side of the street only. With the development being split into quadrants with
businesses situated around parking lots there will not be a large amount of pedestrian traffic
along the internal streets. Similarly to the excess street width, constructing sidewalks on both
sides of the street would only contribute to the cost of maintenance with little or no apparent
benefit to the public.
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There appears to be a growing need for a typical section to address streets where parking is
either not allowed or not likely to occur and will still adequately convey traffic without
incorporating excessive traffic calming features. The section proposed for this development
seems to achieve this and a typical (24’ with curb, gutter and sidewalk) should be considered
as an addition to the TEDS manual. Your time and consideration in this matter are greatly
appreciated. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this project, please do not
hesitate to contact this office at 243-6067.

Respectthlly,

Jeffrey W. Mace, PE
Thompson-Langford Corporation

XC: File
Eric Hahn

AnACH: Util/Comp Plan

Page 2
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