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Alternative #2 - Cul-de-sacs with access spacing > 150 feet. 

• This alternative would require standard cul-de-sacs in lieu of 
the loop lanes for King's Glen Loop and Monarch Glen Loop 
in order to maintain the number of lots necessary to make this 
development economically viable. A standard cul-de-sac in 
lieu of Regal Glen Loop would still not meet the 150' access 
spacing with Starlight Drive. 

Alternative #3 - Eliminate internal connection to south Starlight Drive 

• Since staff required this street connection, this alternative is 
not likely to be supported by staff and may not be approved 
by Planning Commission. 

• This alternative would allow both lanes of Regal Glen Loop to 
meet the 150' minimum access spacing, but the spacing from 
Imperial Lane to west Regal Glen Loop and from Imperial 
Lane to east King's Glen Loop would still be less than 150* if 
loop lanes are constructed. 

• This alternative would allow all streets to meet the 150' 
minimum access spacing if cul-de-sacs are constructed. 
However, the developer would like to construct the loop lanes 
in order to offer a unique and different layout style for the 
development that is not found in many developments in 
Grand Junction. 

Proposed Design 

The requested design is Alternative #1 
Exhibit 1. 

as discussed above and as shown on 

Impacts of Change 

Granting this exception request and constructing the development with the 
access spacings as requested is not anticipated to have adverse impacts to 
traffic flow and public safety. 
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Exception Considerations 

According to the Design Exception Process flowchart, several items must be 
considered by staff in review of the exception request. Some of the items are 
discussed below. 

. If granted, will the exception compromise safety? 

Due to the relatively low volumes of traffic utilizing the loop lanes, safety 
will not be compromised if the exception is granted. 

• Have other alternatives been considered that would meet current 
standards? 

Yes, other alternatives are discussed above. 

• Will the exception require CDOT or FHWA coordination? 

No coordination is required with CDOT or FHWA. 

Hopefully this information provides you adequate information to review and 
consider this TEDS exception request. Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you need additional information. 

Sincerely 

Chris Darnell, PE 
Engineering Manager 
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REVIEW COMMENTS 

Page 1 of9 
June 12,2003 

FILE #PP-2003-060 TITLE HEADING: Monarch Glen Subdivision 

LOCATION: 626 30 Road(2) 

PETITIONER: EDKA Land Company, LLC - Ed Lenhart 

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 2505 Foresight Cir, #A 
245-9316 

PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: LANDesign - Brian Hart 
245-4099 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Pat Cecil 

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT AND LABEL A RESPONSE 
TO COMMENT FOR EACH AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL WHO HAS REQUESTED 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REVISED PLANS, INCLUDING THE CITY, ON 
OR BEFORE 5:00 P.M., JUNE 24,2003. 

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 6/10/03 
Pat Cecil 244-1439 
1. Double and triple frontage lots must comply with Section 6.7.D. 1 .a., and Section 6.5.G. 

of the Zoning and Development Code. Please modify your plans to comply. Perimeter 
enclosures should be in a Tract to be maintained by the HOA to eliminate the need for 
front yard building setbacks along all street frontages. 

2. The Drainage district indicates that their facilities serving the site are at capacity. Over 
detention or some other alternative may be necessary so that district facilities are not 
adversely impacted. 

3. The inability to acquire needed ROW has no bearing on the need for the left turn pocket 
and tapers on 30 Road. I f the development is to proceed as desired, a left turn pocket will 
be required on 30 Rd for this site's access. If you have questions regarding the need for 
the left turn pocket and tapers, contact George Miller in City Traffic Engineering. 

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 6/9/03 
Laura Lamberty 256-4155 
1. Show left turn lane and required tapers and transitions at 30 Road/ F 3/10 Road. 
2. Response to other comments adequate. 



o 

REVIEW COMMENTS / PP-2003-060 / PAGE 2 of 3 

CLIFTON WATER 
Dave Reinertsen 

6/9/03 
434-7328 

After review of the revised plans received for the first time on June 4,2003, the following items 
need to be addressed regarding the proposed water system: 
3 way valve south of Tract D (Monarch Glen Loop) needs one valve to the north 
3 way valve south of Tract C (King's Glen Loop) needs one valve to the north 
3 way valve at Imperial Lane and Regal Glen Court needs valve to north and east only 
Add fire hydrant to SE corner of Imperial Land and Regal Glen Court 
Eliminate in line valve at phase line, install bolted end cap, thrust block, and 1" blow off 
Relocate existing water service tap for Lot 4, Block 1, to rear connecting to Milburn Drive main 
line. 
Water services, fire hydrants, and main lines, shown on west side of 30 Road are connected to 
Ute Water main line located on west side of 30 Road, not to Clifton Water District lines on the 
east. 
Transitions from new 8" main line to existing 3" main line in 30 Road shall be beyond end of 
new asphalt roadway. 
Phase II Meter pit for Lot 12, Block 2 shall be on NW lot corner 
Phase II Meter pit for Lot 11, Block 2 shall be on the NE lot corner. 

CITY TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 6/11/03 
George Miller 256-4123 
Comments pertain to plan set and response set received 5-29-03. 
Comments: 
1. Applicant has stated that the 30 Rd left turn lane has been removed from the plan set, as 

ROW is unavailable. The need for the turn pocket is not predicated on available ROW, 
but on the need generated by this site's traffic, in conflict with anticipated 30 Rd volumes. 
The necessity of a left turn pocket at the site's primary access point on 30 Rd was 
presented at the general meeting review of this site. All future plan sets will detail the 
road width enhancements to accommodate this pocket and its striping design, as well as 
existing and proposed signing, area access points, and all above-ground utilities along the 
site frontage, as well as beyond the site frontage for a minimum of 200' along 30 Rd. 

GRAND JUNCTION DRAINAGE DISTRICT 6/11/03 
John Ballagh 242-4343 
The site of the proposed development is within the District. The Drainage District has a small 
subsurface drain that is believed to be correctly identified along the southerly line of the western 
half of the she. The pipe is 12" non-reinforced concrete pipe installed open joint to invite 
infiltration with the goal of lowering ground water. The pipe has been used to carry off excess 
irrigation water from the Village East Subdivision (thus, as the preliminary drainage report tries 
to state, the GJDD facility accepts irrigation overage flow) and as an irrigation return flow pipe 
for the cultivated field being subdivided. During the summer the pipe is constantly transporting 
1/3 to VJ of a pipe of "base flow" as observed twice a week at a downstream manhole. During 
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frequent storm events there is upstream ponding due to lack of capacity in the pipe originally 
designed to collect and transport subsurface water, not surface runoff from a developed area. 

The engineer's plan to limit surface runoff to 1 cfs or less is a good idea. The District would like 
to have an electronic file for the detention facility so that it may be evaluated in the future to 
assure capacity is still available. It would be preferred that the District or City be acknowledged 
in the management of the detention site as being legally able to evaluate capacity and call for 
maintenance when degraded by 20% or greater. Surfacing material for the detention facility in a 
residential neighborhood should be something better than cobble rock. The material is difficult 
to clean, looks like some place to throw trash, impossible to drive over, and expensive to change 
to something else. 

Access to the manholes in the existing GJDD facility along the south line is important. The 
District would prefer a dedicated, open route to the manhole in the eastern half of the rear of 
proposed lot 9, west of Starlight Drive, south side of Milburn Drive. Similarly, the manhole 
along the south side of the detention site needs to be accessible for scheduled maintenance by 
large truck-mounted, District equipment. 
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GOLDEN, MUMBY, SUMMERS, LIVINGSTON & KANE, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

James Golden 
K.K. Summers 
J. Richard Livingston 
William M. Kane 

Patricia L . Cookson 

Wells Fargo Bank Building 
2808 North Avenue, Suite 400 

P.O. Box 398 
Grand Junction, CO 81502 

(970) 242-7322 Fax (970) 242-0698 

www.gmsllc.com 

OfCounsel 
Keith G. Mumby 

e-mail: jrlivingston@gmslk com 

June 13,2003 

Dan Wilson, City Attorney 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Monarch Glen Subdivision 
PP-2003-060 

Dear Dan: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the review comments regarding the above-referenced 
application. Please note the comments regarding a left turn lane. 

It is my understanding that the left turn lane being discussed is not located on my client's 
property. Further, it is my understanding that the City does not own any ROW for a turn lane. 
Lastly, it is my understanding that the turn lane, i f built, would be in the County, not the City, 

My client and I met with the adjoining owner and attempted to acquire the necessary ROW. 
We were not successful. Planning staff was advised of this fact. Please advise as to how my client, 
who has no power of condemnation, can be required to do the impossible in order to get subdivision 
approval. 

Obviously, i f a turn lane is justified by applicable codes and traffic safety standards, my 
client can be required to build it, or possibly escrow funds, assuming the City has acquired the right 
of way. 

K \ U V\LENEDl\MONARCH GLENWILSON-LTR-WTd 

http://www.gmsllc.com
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Dan Wilson, City Attorney 
June 13,2003 
Page 2 

I would appreciate your earliest review and response. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

GOLDEN, MUMBY, SUMMERS, LIVINGSTON & KANE, LLP 

J. Richard Livingston 

JRL:jlc 
Enclosure 
cc: Ed Lenhart 

o 
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Memorandum 

DATE: June 19, 2003 

TO: Laura Lamberty, Community Development Engineer 
George Miller, City Transportation Engineer 
John Ballagh, Grand Junction Drainage District 
Dave Reinertsen, Clifton Water 

FROM: Pat Cecil, Development Services Supervisor 

SUBJECT: Response to Comments - Monarch Glen 
Subdivision (PP-2003-060). 

Attached are the revised comments for this project. Please review and return any further 
comments you have to me by Thursday, June 26,2003. 

If you have any questions please contact me at: 
Phone #: 244-1439 
Fax #: 256-4038 
E-mail: patc@ci.grandjct.co.us 

mailto:patc@ci.grandjct.co.us
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June 18, 2003 

Pat Cecil, Development Services Director 
Community Development Department 
City of Grand Junction 
250 North 5 t h Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Monarch Glen Subdivision 
Response to Review Comments, Second Round 
File #RZ-2003-060 

Dear Mr. Cecil: 

Please accept this correspondence on behalf of the petitioner for the above-
mentioned project. This letter is intended to answer the review comments 
received from your office June 12 t h . Each comment is answered on an item-by-
item basis. 

Community Development 
1. According to Section 6.7.D.1.a of the Zoning and Development 

Code, double frontage lots are discouraged, however there is no 
mention that double frontage lots are not allowed. In addition, 
Section 6.5.G requires a Residential Subdivision Perimeter 
Enclosure around the perimeter of the proposed subdivision, which 
would include the double frontage lots along 30 Road. The 
petitioner has provided a 5-ft landscaped buffer along those double 
frontage lots within a landscape easement on the individual lots. 
Section 6.5.G does not require that the landscape buffer must be in 
a Tract. In fact, Section 6.5.G.7 'Ownership and Maintenance' 
indicates that ownership of the buffer and its perpetual 
maintenance can be that of the individual lot owner. Therefore, the 
petitioner feels that the project as proposed does meet the 
requirements of both Sections 6.7.D.1.a and 6.5.G. In addition, 
although not required by the code for perimeter enclosures, the 
petitioner has provided landscape buffering along the west side of 
Imperial Lane and along the south boundary of Lots 1-4, Block 4 of 
Phase 1. 

O 
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2. The detention pond planned for the project is planned with a 
release rate that will be significantly less than historic flow. This 
plan in effect creates a stormwater facility that is 'over-detained'. 

3. The left turn lane on 30 Road has not been added to the plans. 
Please refer to the letter addressed to the City Attorney from the 
petitioner's attorney regarding the matter. 

City Development Engineer 
1. The left turn lane on 30 Road has not been added to the plans. 

Please refer to the letter addressed to the City Attorney from the 
petitioner's attorney regarding the matter. 

2. Comment acknowledged. 

Clifton Water 
1. The plans have been revised to show the existing 3-inch water line 

replaced with an 8-inch line along the frontage of the project. 
However, the petitioner will be contacting Clifton Water District to 
inquire if a fee can be paid to the district rather than constructing 
the water line. 

2. The plans have been revised to show a water quality station within 
Tract A as requested. 

3. The Loop Lane water lines have been revised to 4-inch and are 
located on the opposite side of the tract from the sewer line, in 
addition, the line termination is not located underneath pavement 
and the water meters are perpendicular to the water line where 
possible. 

4. Comment acknowledged. 
5. Comment acknowledged. 
6. All 4-inch to 8-inch connections show a three-way valve assembly 

as requested. 
7. Comment acknowledged. 
8. The Royal Court water line is now located on the south side of the 

road as requested. In addition, the water line size reduces from an 
8-inch to a 4-inch after the fire hydrant. 

9. Fire hydrants on Royal Court are now located on the south side of 
the road. 

10. All cul-de-sacs and loop lanes now have a 4-inch water line as 
requested. 

11. Comment acknowledged. 

City Transportation Engineer 
1. The left turn lane on 30 Road has not been added to the plans. 

Please refer to the letter addressed to the City Attorney from the 
petitioner's attorney regarding the matter. 
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Grand Junction Drainage District 
1. It appears that the district is agreeable to limiting the historic 

release from the planned detention pond to 1 cfs. 
2. Details regarding the maintenance of the detention pond and the 

involvement of the Grand Junction Drainage District can be 
finalized during the Final Plan application for the project. 

3. The existing manhole in the rear of Lot 9, Block 1 is planned to be 
removed and relocated to Starlight Drive to make the manhole 
accessible without creating a dedicated drive. A driveway to the 
manhole located on the south side of the detention pond will be 
provided at the Final Plan application. 

It is assumed that this correspondence has answered each comment 
satisfactorily. If there are any questions regarding this response or the plans, 
please contact me. 

Respectfully, 

Brian C. Hart, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

cc: 
Ed Lenhart 
File 203003.30 
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3 r d Round 
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July 1,2003 

FILE #PP-2003-060(3) TITLE HEADING: Monarch Glen Subdivision 

LOCATION: 626 30 Road(2) 

PETITIONER: EDKA Land Company, LLC - Ed Lenhart 

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 2505 Foresight Cir, #A 
245-9316 

PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: LANDesign - Brian Hart 
245-4099 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Pat Cecil 

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT AND LABEL A RESPONSE 
TO COMMENT FOR EACH AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL WHO HAS REQUESTED 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REVISED PLANS, INCLUDING THE CITY, ON ft, 

j j - $ 

L s ^ J ^ K ^ ^ 
'WIT hrT r244-1439 

OR BEFORE 5:00 P.M., JULY 15,2003. 

Pat Cecil 

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 6/12/03 
Laura Lamberty 256-4155 
1. This application does not meet City requirements for providing safe vehicular access to 

the subdivision. Left turn warrants are met per the City's traffic analysis. If the applicant 
wishes to provide his own traffic analysis performed by a professional competent in the 
field, the City can review that analysis. 

2. For left-turn access to the subdivision at F 3/10 Road: 
One option (acquisition of right-of-way at Krizman property) appears to have explored 
to some extent, but no other options for provision of access to the subdivision per our 
Design Standards have been presented by the applicant. Prior to submittal of the 
application, the applicant and his engineer reviewed with the City this situation, a number 
of options were discussed, and the requirement for safe access to the subdivision was 
underscored as necessary to be concurrent with the development of the lots. The need 
for these improvements is created by this subdivision. 

CITY TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 
George Miller 
Comments pertain to Comment Response and plans received 6-18-03. 

6/25/03 
256-4123 
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1. The Krizman access easement, at Sovereign and F 3/10 will need to be expanded to a 
residential roadway row cross-section to allow for future redevelopment of that property. 
Notes should show that, on completion of the development, this easement will serve as 
the only access to the Krizman property and the current 30 Rd Krizman access point will 
be closed. 

2. The traffic calming devices (speed humps) are not desired by the Fire Department, and 
are only used for device installation on existing roadways. An alternative device, 
preferably a width restriction, should be used. Also, in the interest of providing a little 
more protection for potential pedestrian crossing to and from the project open space 
areas, relocate the east calming device to Tract D. 

3. All shown cul-de-sacs are located more than 150' away from adjacent intersections, so 
will need to provide 48' radius bulbs. The required emergency turnaround turning radii 
are defined in TEDS chap 5 Fire Dept. Access section (33' inside and 48' outside radii). 

4. The next plan set will need to clarify existing and future area access points, striping, and 
signing details on 30 Rd. along the site frontage and for a distance of 200' beyond the 
frontage in both directions. 

5. The next plan submittal will need to detail all street name, stop sign, and street light 
locations. 
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The plan set dated June 2003, as submitted, does not conform with Public Works 
requirements, as listed below. 

1. Southbound Left Turn Lane on 30 Road: A traffic analysis performed by the City 
of Grand Junction indicates that a south-bound left turn lane is warranted at 30 Road onto 
F 3/10 Road. This analysis presumes connections, improvements and growth as shown 
on the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other growth plans in the 20 year planning 
window. 

The need for these improvements to provide safe access to the subdivision and 
permit uncongested traffic flow on 30 Road were discussed at the General Meeting. 
Public Works staff met with the applicant and their engineer prior to submittal to discuss 
acceptable options for providing safe access to the proposed subdivision. At least four 
options for providing safe access per TEDS or pursuing TEDS exceptions were discussed 
at that meeting. The interpretation of TEDS has been that the developer is required to 
make all necessary improvements, including offsite construction and right-of-way 
acquisition, to provide safe access to his development. 

The applicant's original submittal showed providing the left turn lane. 
Subsequent submittals deleted the left turn lane with the justification that the City does 
not have adequate right-of-way to construct necessary offsite improvements. It should be 
noted that other options for providing the left turn lane were not that did not include 
right-of-way acquisition were not submitted. 

No subsequent response to the Community Development Department has been 
submitted for review. 

2. Traffic Calming: Change type of traffic calming shown to a roadway width 
restriction in lieu of the speed humps shown to conform with Fire Department 
requirements. Relocate traffic calming device to provide greater pedestrian protection. 

3. Single Family Access to 30 Road: Access to 30 Road for Lots 1,2, 3, and 4, 
Block 1 must be clearly barred by a note on the plat if a tract is not provided in this area. 

4. Provision of Access to 632 30 Road fKrizman Parcel): For the future event of 
redevelopment of 632 30 Road or road improvements limiting full access to 30 Road for 
single family residential, the City is requiring the provision of an access easement across 
Tract A for the benefit of this parcel. The City requests this access easement be 
expanded and aligned to provide for future shared drive access. Without safe and 
adequate access, this parcel would not be recommended for redevelopment. 

Requirements 1,2, and 3 are safety based improvements which also enhance the roadway 
operation. Requirement 4 relates to provision of access to adjacent underdeveloped 
parcels. 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
Community Development Dept. • 250 N. 5 th Street • Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Date: July 7,2003 

Applicant: EDKA Land Company, LLC - Ed Lenhart 
Representative: LANDesign - Brian Hart 

The following item (Monarch Glen Subdivision- PP-2003-060) has been scheduled for 
Planning Commission on July 22,2003. 

A sign(s) advertising the Public Hearing will be required to be posted no later than this 
Friday, 7/11/03. The signs are available at the Community Development Department. A 
$50.00 deposit is required for a Public Hearing sign. The deposit will be refunded, in full, 
if the sign(s) is/are returned within 5 working days after the final meeting. A sign is 
required to be placed facing each road(s) that abuts the project site. 

The Staff Report for the project will be available for pick-up after 4 P.M. on Thursday, 
July 11,2003. 

Please contact the project planner, Pat Cecil, at (244-1439, patc@ci.grandjct.co.us') i f you 
have any questions relating to this notice. 

cc: PP-2003-060 

mailto:patc@ci.grandjct.co.us'
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July 8, 2003 

Tim Moore 
Public Works Manager 
City of Grand Junction 
250 North 5 t h Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Re: Monarch Glen Subdivision 
Preliminary Plan Application 
File#RZ-2003-060 

Dear Tim: 

As requested, I am sending you this correspondence to follow-up to our 
telephone conversation regarding the 30 Road left turn lane issue for the 
Monarch Glen Preliminary Plan application. This letter outlines the petitioner's 
response to the issue. 

The City has provided us with comments from George Miller, City Transportation 
Engineering Division. These comments are dated July 3, 2003 and review the 
assumptions used in determining the need for the southbound left turn lane on 30 
Road. 

The most important assumption made is the completion of a F 14 Road 
connection between 29 and 30 Road and a future 1-70 interchange at 29 Road. 
As the petitioner and I understand, the assumption that these two items will be 
completed has been deemed unrealistic according to the Public Works 
Department. Therefore, this letter presents an updated approach to the 
comments made by Mr. Miller. 

According to traffic counts provided by Mr. Miller, there are currently 4971 vehicle 
trips per day on 30 Road north of Patterson Road. It is assumed that the counts 
were taken near the intersection of 30 Road and Patterson Road. Therefore, it 
would be reasonable to reduce the total trips by the amount of residences that 
use 30 Road south of the proposed entry to Monarch Glen. We feel that 86 
residences would realistically utilize 30 Road south of the project entrance. 

N. 7TH STREET • GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501 • (970) 245-4099 • FAX (970) 245-3076 
www.landeslgn-gi.com 

http://www.landeslgn-gi.com


Please see Exhibit 1 attached with this letter. This would reduce the current 
traffic counts to 4111 trips per day, using a 10 trip per day average for a single-
family residence. 

Another assumption made by Mr. Miller is the 2% annual growth rate in traffic for 
the area, which is a standard rate used by Mesa County RTPO. However, in this 
case that growth rate is probably too high. In the future, growth in traffic would 
be generated almost entirely from the north, where there is a significant amount 
of undeveloped land. The land use in the area north of the site is limited to 
residential uses. Please see attached Exhibit 2. This would mean that there 
would be no commercial land uses north of the site that would generate return 
trips from the north that would create left turn movements entering the site. In 
addition, the majority of vacant land north of the site is located within the Walker 
Field Critical Zone. The Zoning and Development Code will not allow residential 
development within the Critical Zone at a density greater than 1 unit per 5 acres. 
In fact, according to the Walker Field Airport Authority, their policy is to oppose all 
residential development with the zone. This would greatly reduce, if not 
eliminate, the development potential of land north of the site. Additional vacant 
land located north of the site, but east and west of the Critical Zone would be 
accessed more directly using 29 Road, 29 Vz Road and 31 Road rather than 30 
Road. A growth rate of 0.5-1.0% would be a more realistic growth rate. This 
would result in total of 4550-5020 vehicle trips per day. 

Using the larger of the two alternative growth rates, and using a 10% peak hour 
percentage, the total trips that would conflict with left turn movements into the 
site would be 251 trips. According to Section 6.2 in the TEDS manual, a left turn 
lane would be warranted for 15 turns or greater. 

Mr. Miller reasonably estimates that of the 65 homes located within the proposed 
project 64% would be return trips, resulting in a total 42 return trips. Because the 
F Vz Road connection between 29 and 30 Road and a future 29 Road 
interchange at I-70 are not considered in this analysis, the traffic returning to the 
site from the north during peak hour will be much less than the 29% assumed in 
Mr. Miller's comments. In addition, there are no existing or possible future 
commercial uses that will generate return trips to the site from the north. 
Therefore, a more realistic percentage would be 5-10% of the peak hour return 
trips to the site would be approaching from the north. This equates to a total of 
2-5 left turn movements that will potentially conflict with opposing traffic during 
peak hour. This result is less than one-third of threshold needed to require a left 
turn lane as defined by the TEDS manual. Even if the amount of return trips 
were to double to 84, the threshold would not be reached. 
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We feel that this analysis represents a realistic approach in determining that a left 
turn lane is not warranted for the proposed project without the completion of the 
29 Road connection and 1-70 interchange. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact Ed Lenhart or myself. 

Respectfully, 

Brian C. Hart, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

cc: Ed Lenhart 
Rich Livingston 
Mark Relph, Public Works Director 
Laura Lamberty, Development Engineer 
File 203003.30 
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DevRev 30 Rd 626 Monarch Glen Supplemental Comments 7-3-03 Miller 

These comments pertain clarification of the request for a Southbound Left Turn Lane into 
the site from 30 Rd 

The basic premise for this request stems from the belief that there will be future trips 
traveling to and from the norm of the site. It is believed that over the next 20 year, as the 
29 Rd corridor, a 29 Rd-I-70 interchange, and a 29 Rd to 30 Rd link north of the site 
develop, site trips will travel to and from 29 Rd and 1-70. 

Development Proposal Background: 
The proposal is to develop approximately 65 lots, with a principal access point to 30 Rd. 
(18 acre parcel, RSF-4 Density). 

Traffic Data and Assumptions: 
Current volumes on 30 Rd, north of Patterson — 4971 vehicles per day. 
Anticipated 20 year volume increase - 7500 vehicles per day (assuming a 2% growth rate 

per year, typical of an average rate of growth in the valley, as estimated by Mesa 
Co. RTPO). 

Anticipated PM peak hour approaching vehicles conflicting with potential site left turns -
373 (based on 10% [typical PM peak volume percentage of total daily volume] 
of Vi of the total daily traffic volume in 20 years). 

Current TEDS Warrant "point" for Left Turn Lane requirement -12 left turns, when 
facing 300+ vehicles in an hour. (See TEDS section 6.2) 
Total number of trips entering the site during the PM peak hour - 42 (each home 
will generate a PM peak trip, and 64% of those will be returning trips). 

Likelihood (interpretation) that at 12 peak hour vehicles (29% ofthe entering42 peak 
hour trips) would seek to travel from 29 Rd / 1-70, i f an exchange were present -
reasonable, as (in 20 years) the 1-70 route would probably provide a faster travel 
route to points west of Horizon Dr. than routes on Patterson, Orchard, or North 
(the geographical area proportion of the City west of Horizon is at least as large as 
30% ofthe total City area). 
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Page 1 of 3 
July 10,2003 

REVIEW COMMENTS 
3 r d Round 

FILE #PP-2003-060(3) TITLE HEADING: Monarch Glen Subdivision 

LOCATION: 626 30 Road(2) 

PETITIONER: EDKA Land Company, LLC - Ed Lenhart 

PETITIONER'S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 2505 Foresight Cir, #A 
245-9316 

PETITIONER'S REPRESENTATIVE: LANDesign - Brian Hart 
245-4099 

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Pat Cecil 

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT AND LABEL A RESPONSE 
TO COMMENT FOR EACH AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL WHO HAS REQUESTED 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REVISED PLANS, INCLUDING THE CITY, ON 
OR BEFORE 5:00 P.M., JULY 18,2003. 

CITY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Pat Cecil 244-1439 
1. It appears that all options regarding the left turn pocket on 30 Road have not been 

explored such as an independent traffic analysis, TEDS exceptions or redesigns of access. 
2. Will the HOA be responsible for maintaining the " 10 foot buffer easement" area in Tract 

A? Who will be responsible for maintaining the 10 foot buffer behind the fence at the 
rear of lots 4, 5,6 and 7 of Block 1, Phase 2? Are the Krizman's going to accept any 
liability for this area? How can this area be included in the lot area since it appears to be 
an exclusive easement that will not be accessible to the property owners? 

3. Rear and side line fences adjacent to right-of-ways will be subject to front yard 
restrictions on materials, heights and setbacks per the Zoning and Development Code. A 
note to this effect will be required on the final plat and the CC&R's. Setbacks are 
measured from property lines, not easement lines. This affects all double and triple 
frontage lots in the development. 

4. The Development Engineer has expressed concern that the due to there not being a 
landscaped tract along the 30 Road frontage, future owners of those double frontage lots 
will expect to be able to take direct access to 30 Road unless plat notes and CC&R's 
specifically prohibit direct access for these lots. 

Note: Per the petitioner's request, the project has been scheduled for Planning Commission 
review on July 22,2003, with a staff recommendation for denial. 
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REVIEW COMMENTS / PP-2003-060 / PAGE 2 of 3 

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 
Laura Lamberty 

7/9/03 
256-4155 

1. This application does not meet City requirements for providing safe vehicular access to 
the subdivision. Left turn warrants are met per the City's traffic analysis. If the applicant 
wishes to provide his own traffic analysis performed by a professional engineer 
competent in the field per City requirements as contained in TEDS, the City will review 
and consider that analysis. 

2. For left-turn access to the subdivision at F 3/10 Road: One option (acquisition of right-of-
way at Krizman property) appears to have explored to some extent, but no other options 
for provision of access to the subdivision per our Design Standards have been presented 
by the applicant. Prior to submittal of the application, the applicant and his engineer 
reviewed with the City this situation, a number of options were discussed, and the 
requirement for safe access to the subdivision was underscored as necessary to be 
concurrent with the development of the lots. The need for these improvements is created 
by this subdivision. 

Reflecting 11th Hour Plan submittal 7-9-03 
1. Lot layout is improved, but lack of dimensioning makes it hard to determine conformance 

with geometrical requirements. 
2. Need plat note barring access for Lots 1-4, Block 1 to 30 Road. 
3. Clarify that access easement for driveway may serve more than one house in the future. 
4. Show phasing on submittal because it makes lot numbering confusing. Also lot and 

block numbering is in error. 
4. Note driveway placement standards in TEDS requiring alignment of accesses or spacing 

50' from intersecting streets. Concerned about the following lots: 
Filing 1: 
Block 1: Lots 1, 8,9 and 10.. 
Block 2: Lot l 
Block 4: Lot 3 
Filing 2 
Block 1: Lots 11 and 12 
Block 2: lots 11 and 12 

CITY TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 6/25/03 
George Miller 256-4123 
Comments pertain to Comment Response and plans received 6-18-03. 
1. The Krizman access easement, at Sovereign and F 3/10 will need to be expanded to a 

residential roadway row cross-section to allow for future redevelopment of that property. 
Notes should show that, on completion of the development, this easement will serve as 
the only access to the Krizman property and the current 30 Rd Krizman access point will 
be closed. 

2. The traffic calming devices (speed humps) are not desired by the Fire Department, and 
are only used for device installation on existing roadways. An alternative device, 
preferably a width restriction, should be used. Also, in the interest of providing a little 
more protection for potential pedestrian crossing to and from the project open space 
areas, relocate the east calming device to Tract D. 
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REVIEW COMMENTS / PP-2003-060 / PAGE 3 of 3 

3. All shown cul-de-sacs are located more than 150' away from adjacent intersections, so 
will need to provide 48' radius bulbs. The required emergency turnaround turning radii 
are defined in TEDS chap 5 Fire Dept. Access section (33' inside and 48' outside radii). 

4. The next plan set will need to clarify existing and future area access points, striping, and 
signing details on 30 Rd. along the site frontage and for a distance of 200' beyond the 
frontage in both directions. 

5. The next plan submittal will need to detail all street name, stop sign, and street light 
locations. 



PRELIMINARY PLANS 
FOR 

MONARCH GLEN SUBDIVISION 
PROJECT 
LOCATION 

JUNE 2003 
REVISED JUL Y, 2003 

PRELIMINARY 
MOT F@R 

C0BS8TRUCHTOU 
JULY 11, 2003 

SHEET INDEX 
SHEET PAGE 

COVER SHEET 1 
MASTER LEGEND AND ABBREVIATIONS 2 
PRELIMINARY PLAN 3 
PREUMINARY UTILITY COMPOSITE 4 
PRELIMINARY GRADING AND DRAINAGE 6 
PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN « 

UTILITY LIST 

UTIUTY 
DOMESTIC WATER -

ADDRESS 
CUFTON WATER DISTRICT 
510 34 ROAD 
CUFTON, COLORADO 81520 
970-434-7328 

VICINITY MAP 
NTS 

PREPARED FOR, 

JUST COMPANIES, INC. 
2505 FORESIGHT CIRCLE / 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 
(970) 245-9316 

SANITARY SEWER CENTRAL ORAND VALLEY SANITATION DISTRICT 
541 HOOVER DRIVE 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81504 
970-434-2276 

OAS : XCEL ENERQY 
2538 BUCHUANN AVENUE 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81505 
970-245-2520 

ELECTRIC ORAND VALLEY RURAL POWER 
2727 GRAND AVENUE 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 
970-242-0040 

TELEPHONE QWEST 
2524 BUCHUANN AVENUE 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81505 
970-244-4721 

CABLE TELEVISION BRESNAN COMMUNICATIONS 
2502 FORESIGHT CIRCLE 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81505 
970-245-8750 

4? 
sty 

PREPARED BYM 

ENGINEERS • SURVEYORS * PLANNERS 
244 NORTH 7th STREET 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501 (970) 245-4099 
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L A N D e s i g n 

E N G I N E E R S • S U R V E Y O R S • P L A N N E R S 

244 N 7 l h STREET - GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501 
(970) 245^099 FAX: (970) 245-3076 

TO: Pat Cecil 
Community Development 
Laura Lamberty 
Development Engineer 

Date: 7/14/03 

t 

LETTER OF 
T R A N f f o ^ 

Job No: 203003.30 
Attention: 
RE: Monarch Glen 

WE ARE SENDING YOU • Attached via: Hand deliver the following items: 
• Proj.Submittal • Prints El Plans • Samples •Specifications 

• Copy of letter • Change Order • 

Copies Date Description 
1 7/14/03 Revised Preliminary Plan, 24x36,11x17 and 8x11 (Preliminary Plan only) 

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED as checked below: 

• For your Approval 
O For your use 
(3 As requested 
• For review and comment 

• Prints returned after loan to us • 
REMARKS: 

I te pfaut - f i « ^ ^ t d 

COPY TO: 
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Memorandum 

DATE: July 16, 2003 

TO: Laura Lamberty, Community Development Engineer 

FROM: Pat Cecil, Development Services Supervisor 

SUBJECT: Response to Comments - Monarch Glen 
Subdivision (PP-2003-060). 

Attached are the revised comments for this project. Please review and return any further 
comments you have to me by Wednesday, July 30, 2003. 

If you have any questions please contact me at: 
Phone #: 244-1439 
Fax #: 256-4038 
E-mail: patc@ci.grandjct.co.us 

mailto:patc@ci.grandjct.co.us


o 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: July 22, 2003 
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION: Pat Cecil 

AGENDA TOPIC: Monarch Glen Subdivision Preliminary Plat (PP-2003-060) 

ACTION REQUESTED: Preliminary Plat Approval 

i BACKGROUND INFORM/ 

Location: 626 30 Road 

Applicants: EDKA Land Company LLC - Petitioner 
LANDesign, LLC - Representative 

Existing Land Use: Existing residence and accessory buildings in the 
southwest corner of the site. 

Proposed Land Use: Residential subdivision 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Residential (Lauradale Subdivision) 
Surrounding Land 
Use: 

South Residential (Village East Subdivision) Surrounding Land 
Use: 

East Residential (Little Trio Subdivision) 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

West Residential (Mountain Vista Subdivision) 
Existing Zoning: RSF-4 
Proposed Zoning: Same 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North RSR-R (County) 
Surrounding Zoning: South RSF-4 (County) Surrounding Zoning: 

East RSF-4 (County) 
Surrounding Zoning: 

West RSF-4 (County) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium Low 2-4 DU/AC 

Zoning within density range? X Yes No 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to conditions. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Petitioner is requesting approval of a Preliminary Plat to 
permit the creation of 66 single family detached lots on approximately 18.479 acres. The 
project will create lots that range in size from 8,160 square feet to 12,917 square feet in area, 
for an overall density of 3.57 dwelling units per acre. The project is proposed to be 
constructed in two phases. 

As part of the project design, 2-Ioop lanes will be created that will provide access to 14 of the 
lots being created and provide common open space areas (Tracts C & D). Housing along 
loop lanes are subject to special reduced setback standards for the residence and garage per 
the TEDS Manual. 
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The petitioner will be constructing a right-of-way fence adjacent to the 30 Road frontage that 
will be places within a landscape strip that will be maintained by the HOA. 

A TEDS exception for intersection spacing between Imperial Lane and Starlight Drive has 
been approved by the committee authorized to review TEDS exceptions. 

The Public Works Department indicates that a left turn pocket going into the site on 30 Road 
will be warranted in the future. The department indicates that the petitioner has the option of 
constructing the improvement at this time, or paying the City the cost of the improvement at 
the time of final platting so that it can be constructed at a future date by the City when it is 
needed. 

Storm water will be over-detained (Tract "B") on the project site and released at less than 
historic volume to Grand Junction Drainage District facilities. The detention area will be 
required to be landscaped as part of the final plat review. 

The petitioner will be required to pay an open space fee equal to 10% of the property value at 
time of final platting. 

ANALYSIS: 

1. Background: 

The project site was annexed and zoned to the RSF-4 by the City Council on December 18, 
2002. 

2. Consistency with the Growth Plan: 

The project site is located in a Residential Medium Low 2-4 DU/AC Future Land Use 
designation. The project is proposing a density of 3.57 dwelling units per acre, which is 
consistent with the density of the Growth Plan and the RSF-4 zone district. 

3. Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code: 

A preliminary plat can only be approved when it is in compliance with all of the following: 

a. The Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Urban Trails Plan and other 
adopted plans. 

b. The purposes of this Section 2.8.B. 

c. The Subdivision standards of Section 6.7. 

d. The Zoning standards contained in Chapter 3. 
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e. Other standards and requirements of the Zoning and Development Code and all 

other City policies and regulations. 

f. Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the 
subdivision. 

g. The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or 
social environment. 

h. Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent properties. 

i. Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 

j . Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of agricultural 
land or other unique areas. 

k. There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 

I. This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for 
maintenance or improvement of land and/or facilities. 

In reviewing the project, it appears to be consistent with the requirements of Section 2.8.B.2. 
of the Zoning and Development Code. 

Conditions: 

Two conditions of approval are recommended for this project: 

1. A revised a preliminary plat (3 copies) addressing any previously unresolved issues as 
identified in the July 10 t h review comments be submitted for file closure of the preliminary plat 
prior to submittal of the final plat application. 

2. At final platting, cash-in-lieu of construction be paid to the City of Grand Junction for the 
entire construction cost to construct a left turn lane with widening occurring entirely to the 
west side of the existing roadway including, but not limited to, clearing, pavement widening, 
drainage re-establishment, relocation of private utilities, striping and ail incidentals thereto, 
specifically including engineering, surveying and testing. The relocation of public utilities will 
not need to be included in the cost. The geometry of the turn lane shall consider 12' wide 
through lanes, and 12' wide left turn pocket with 50' of storage, with all tapers, transitions, 
reverse curves and tangents per TEDS. 

The petitioner has agreed to these conditions on the approval. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 

After reviewing the Monarch Glen Preliminary Plat application, (PP-2003-060) for preliminary 
plat approval, staff recommends that the Planning Commission make the following findings of 
fact and conclusions: 

1. The proposed preliminary plat is consistent with the Growth Plan. 

2. The review criteria in Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code have 
all been met. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed preliminary plat for 
the Monarch Glen Subdivision, PP-2003-060, with the findings and conclusions listed above 
and subject to the recommended conditions of approval. 

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

Mr. Chairman, on the Preliminary Plat for the Monarch Glen Subdivision, PP-2003-060,1 
move that the Planning Commission adopt the findings and conclusions listed in the staff 
report, and approved the preliminary plan subject to the recommended conditions of 
approval. 

Attachments: 
General project report 
Vicinity Map 
Aerial Photo 
Growth Plan Map 
Zoning Map 
Preliminary Piat 
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GENERAL PROJECT REPORT 

Monarch Glen Subdivision 
Preliminary Plan Application 

March 28, 2003 

Submitted by: 

Just Companies, lnc 
2505 Foresight Circle, Unit A 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 
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A. Project Description 

Monarch Glen Subdivision is located directly east of 30 Road at F 3/10 
Road. There are several subdivisions adjacent to the property; Lauradale 
Subdivision is located to the north, Mountain Vista is located to the east, 
Village East Subdivision is located to the south, Trading Post Subdivision 
is located to the southwest, and Little Trio, Single Tree, and Aspenwood 
Meadows Subdivisions are located to the west. This land use application 
is for a Preliminary Plan Application. 

The City of Grand Junction recently annexed the property and assigned 
an RSF-4 zone to the property. The Preliminary Plan attached with this 
application shows a layout that conforms to the RSF-4 bulk standards 
outlined in the Zoning and Development Code. The project proposes 66 
lots on approximately 18.479 acres for on overall density of 3.5JI units per 
acre. 

There are 21 lots that are accessed by loop lanes, King's Glen Loop, 
Regal Glen Loop and Monarch Glen Loop. As outlined in the City's 
Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual, Section 
13.2.2, Loop Lane Standards, dimensional standards are different for lots 
that are accessed by loop lanes. For these 21 lots the Front Setback will 
be 30-feet for garages and 15-feet for the living area. For side-loaded 
garages the Front Setback is 25-feet. The Rear Setback is reduced by 
10-feet to 15-feet. In addition, the loop lane standards allow for a 20% 
reduction in lot size, which would reduce the minimum lot area to 6400 
square feet. However, at this time, the lot size minimum for the project is 
proposed as 8000 square feet. 

The proposed dimensional standards for the RSF-4 zone, with the 
modifications for loop lanes outlined above, are shown below (Zoning and 
Development Code, Table 3.2 and TEDS Manual Section 13.2.2); 

Minimum Lot Area 8000 SF 
Minimum Lot Width 75 ft 
Minimum Street Frontage 20 ft 
Front Setback 20 ft (Principle Structure) 25 ft (Accessory Structure) 

Loop Lane Accessed Lots 15 ft (Living Area) 30 ft (Garage) 

Side Setback 7 ft (Principle Structure) 3 ft (Accessory Structure) 

Rear Setback 25 ft (Principle Structure) 5 ft (Accessory Structure) 

Loop Lane Accessed Lots 15 ft 
Maximum Lot Coverage 50% 
Maximum Floor Area Ratio 0.40 
Maximum Building Height 35 ft 
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B. Public Benefit 

Monarch Glen Subdivision will provide residents with a quality single-
family residential project that has been planned in accordance with City of 
Grand Junction Standards. In addition, the proposed project will provide 
the area with an excellent infill project that will enhance the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

C. Neighborhood Meeting 

As required by the Community Development Department, the petitioner 
held a meeting to outline the proposed application. The meeting was held 
on March 10, at Bray and Company and included Ed Lenhart of Just 
Companies, Brian Hart of LANDesign and Greg Kuhn of Bray and 
Company. Pat Cecil from the Community Development Department was 
also in attendance. Several preliminary layouts of the subdivision were 
provided for the neighbors to review. 

Approximately 20-30 neighbors attended the meeting and presented a 
variety of questions, some of which are outlined below; 

1. Traffic: There were two main concerns regarding traffic impacts to 
the area, 30 Road connection location and the Starlight Drive and 
Milburn Drive connections. The neighbors were told that the 
location of the 30 Road connection and the connections to Starlight 
Drive and Milburn Drive connections were required by the City's 
Transportation Engineering department. 

2. Drainage: The neighbors had questions regarding the proposed 
drainage design for the project. The neighbors were told that a 
detention pond will be located near the southwest corner of the 
subject property and will drain to the Grand Junction Drainage Ditch 
line located along the south boundary of the property. 

3. Street Lights: Neighbors that lived directly west of the project did 
not want to see street lights installed at 30 Road and F 3/10 Road. 

4. Development Schedule: Many neighbors asked how soon the 
property might develop, however, a specific schedule was not 
given. 

D. Project Compliance, Compatibility, and Impact 

1. Zoning and Growth Plan 

As mentioned in Section A of this narrative, the subject property 
was recently zoned to RSF-4 in conjunction with an annexation into 
the City of Grand Junction. The proposed project has been 
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designed to conform to the RSF-4 zone requirements. In addition, 
the Growth Plan designation for the property is Residential 
Medium-Low (RML) 2-4 units per acre. The proposed project will 
result in a density of 3.52 units per acre, which is within the Growth 
Plan range. 

2. Surrounding Land Use 

The land surrounding the subject property is fully developed as 
single family subdivisions. Lauradale Subdivision is located to the 
north, Mountain Vista Subdivision is located to the east, Village 
East Subdivision is located to the south, Trading Post Subdivision 
is located to the southwest, and Little Trio, Single Tree, and 
Aspenwood Meadows Subdivisions are located to the west. Each 
of the listed subdivisions can be described as single family 
developments consistent with the RSF-4 zone. 

3. Site Access and Traffic Patterns 

There will be four connections to the proposed subdivision; 30 
Road to the west, Starlight Drive to the north and south and Milburn 
Drive to the east. The City's Transportation Engineering 
department required each of the street connections listed. In 
addition, the City required that the connection to 30 Road must be 
directly across from F 3/10 to the west. 

30 Road will be improved to Urban Collector status on the east side 
of the street in conjunction with the development and a southbound 
left turn lane will be included. 

Traffic calming has been provided for Milburn Drive by the way of 
two speed tables. 

4. Availability of Public Utilities 

Sanitary sewer will be provided by Central Grand Valley Sanitation 
District and Domestic water will be provided by Clifton Water 
District. Fire hydrants will be installed with the construction of the 
project. Dry utilities will be extended from the surrounding 
subdivisions. 

5. Special or Unusual Demands on Utilities 

It is not anticipated that this project will have any unusual effects on 
public utilities such as sanitation, water or storm sewer. 
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6. Effects on Public Facilities 

It is not anticipated that this project will have any unusual effects on 
public facilities such as fire department, police station, streets, 
parks or schools. 

7. Project Impact on Site Geology 

It is not anticipated that this project will have an impact on site 
geology or current geologic conditions. A Geotechnical Report 
covering the property is included with this submittal. 

8. Drainage 

A Preliminary Drainage Report has been submitted with this 
application. The stormwater control method planned for the project 
will be a detention pond facility located near the southwest corner 
of the site. The pond will drain to the Grand Junction Drainage 
District line that runs along the south boundary of the site. 

D. Development Schedule and Phasing 

The project will be phased in two filings, 37 lots in Filing 1 and 28 lots in 
Filing 2. The attached Preliminary Plan shows the phase line for the 
project. 

The rate at which Monarch Glen Subdivision is developed will depend on 
the market demand for housing in the Grand Junction area. The project is 
proposed as one application with no future filings. It is anticipated that a 
Final Plan and Plat application will be submitted within one year after 
Preliminary Plan approval. 
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Just Companies, i n c . 
COMMERCIAL * RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 
2505 Foresight Circle # A • Grand Junction, CO 81505 • (970) 245-9316 Phone (970) 256-9717 Fax 

February 26, 2003 

A Neighborhood Meeting will be held to discuss the development of the old 
Krizman Property now known as Monarch Glen. This property is across from 
F 3/8 Road on 30 Road. 

You are invited to stop by and review the preliminary plan and discuss any 
concerns you have with the developer and a representative from the city. 

Date: March 10, 2003 
Time: 7 thru 8 p.m. (Open forum, come anytime during this hour) 
Place: Bray & Company Training Room 

1007 N. 7 t h Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

"Just Better Builders" 
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Aerial Photo Map 
Figure 2 



Future Land Use Map 
Figure 3 



Existing City and County Zoning 
Figure 4 

NOTE: Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County directly to determine parcels and the zoning 
thereof." 
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V22h- , irand Junction Planning Commission Hearing 

MOTION: (Commissioner Blosser) "Mr. Chairman, on item number PP-2003-022, I move that the 
Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval of the vacation of the excess right-of-way 
along Una weep Avenue, finding that the vacation is in compliance with Section 2.11 and the conclusions 
listed in the staff report." 

Commissioner Evans seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 
7-0. 

PP-2003-060 PRELIMINARY PLAN-MONARCH GLEN SUBDIVISION 
A request for approval of the Preliminary Plan proposing 66 lots on 18.479 acres in an RSF-4 
(Residential Single-Family, 4 units per acre) zone district. 
Petitioner: EDKA Land Company, LLC-Ed Lenhart 
Location: 626 30 Road 

PETITIONER'S PRESENTATION 
Brian Hart, representing the petitioner, offered a PowerPoint presentation containing a site location map and 
Preliminary Plan. He reviewed the request, noting that the RSF-4 designation had been placed on the property 
earlier in the year. The project included two loop roads (locations noted), with open space and extra parking 
provided. The Fire Department approved the design and the looped roads complied with T E D S requirements. 
A detention pond location was noted, which would tie into an existing drainage line owned by the Grand 
Junction Drainage District. The request conformed to Growth Plan density recommendations and the petitioner 
was in agreement with staff conditions of approval. He introduced Mark Maurer, the project's architect, who 
continued with the presentation. 

Mr. Maurer said that homes would be approximately 1,800 to 2,300 square feet in size, stucco and possess a 
southwest character. He said that distinctive streetscaping and landscaping would be provided to make the 
subdivision very attractive. 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Cole asked if lot owners would be provided with irrigation water? Mr. Hart replied "yes." He 
was unsure whether the system would be gravity-fed or pressurized. 

STAFF'S PRESENTATION 
Pat Cecil offered a Powerpoint presentation containing the following slides: 1) site location map; 2) aerial 
photo of the site; 3) Future Land Use Map; 4) Existing City and County Zoning Map; and 5) the Preliminary 
Plan. Mr. Cecil said that the plan and the architect's incorporation of looped lanes/open space was 
"innovative." When offered the option of either constructing a left-turn lane at the subdivision's entrance or 
submit cash in-lieu of construction, the petitioner had chosen the latter option. The existing home located on 
Lot 4 would remain, although a separate structure, which would be situated on a reconfigured property line, 
would have to be torn down or relocated. A right-of-way fence adjacent to 30 Road would be constructed to 
prevent adjacent lots from taking their access from 30 Road. The project met both Growth Plan 
recommendations and Code requirements and staff recommended approval subject to the following conditions: 

1. A revised Preliminary Plat (3 copies) addressing any previously unresolved issues as addressed in the July 
10, 2003 review comments be submitted for file closure of the Preliminary Plat prior to submittal of the 
Final Plat application. 

2. At final platting, cash in-lieu of construction will be paid to the City of Grand Junction for the entire 
construction cost to construct a left-turn lane with widening occurring entirely to the west side of the 
existing roadway including, but not limited to, clearing, pavement widening, drainage reestablishment, 
relocation of private utilities, striping, and all incidentals thereto, specifically including engineering, 
surveying and testing. The relocation of public utilities will not need to be included in the cost. The 
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geometry of the turn lane shall consider 12-foot-wide through lanes and a 12-foot-wide left-turn pocket 
with 50 feet of storage, with all tapers, transitions, reverse curves, and tangents per T E D S . 

Q U E S T I O N S 
Commissioner Blosser wondered who would be impacted by the relocation or removal of the structure 
mentioned by staff? Mr. Cecil said that the structure belonged to the developer, so removing the structure 
would not impact any other private property owner. 

Chairman Dibble asked for clarification of an easement along Starlight Drive denoted as Tract B . Mr. Cecil 
said that Tract B represented a landscaping strip provided to keep adjacent lots from becoming double 
frontaged. The landscaping plan would be submitted during the Final Plat stage. 

Commissioner Evans asked for additional detail on the looped lanes and open space? Mr. Cecil said that streets 
would be posted with No Parking signs; additional parking would be provided along the northern portion of 
each looped lane; and additional setbacks had been provided. Mr. Cecil added that a T E D S exception had been 
granted for Imperial Lane. 

P U B L I C C O M M E N T S 
F O R : 

There were no comments for the request. 

A G A I N S T : 

Kevin Gallegos (2998 F 1/4 Road, Grand Junction) said that he wasn't really against the proposal but did have 
some concerns. He said that there would be a "lot" of additional traffic generated by the proposed subdivision 
and funneled onto 30 Road. With so much new traffic generated also from the newly developed Brookside 
Subdivision and other recently approved projects, he felt that additional widening and other improvements to 30 
Road should be required. For the currently proposed subdivision, he felt that both right and left-turn lanes 
would be warranted. The portion of proposed sidewalk along 30 Road should be extended past the petitioner's 
property southward to connect with Patterson Road. If not, he felt that the safety of children walking to school 
would be jeopardized. He felt that the speed limit of 40 mph is too high given the lack of sidewalks and 
residential character of the area. To preserve existing views, he asked that the homes constructed on Lots 1-4 in 
Block 1 be single-story only. 
P E T I T I O N E R ' S R E B U T T A L 
Mr. Hart said that the locations of two-story homes had not yet been determined, and he would like to keep 
options open. He noted that the property along 30 Road mentioned by Mr. Gallegos for sidewalk did not belong 
to the petitioner. He reiterated that staff had given the option of constructing a left-turn lane or paying a fee in-
lieu; the petitioner had chosen the latter option. Thus, the City would determine if and when the lane was 
warranted. 

Q U E S T I O N S 
Chairman Dibble asked if any street lighting had been planned? Mr. Hart said that neighbors at the corner of 
F 3/10 and 30 Roads had complained about a light pole situated on their property, saying that the light shown 
brightly into their bedroom at night. It was later removed. The location of street lighting was not within his 
purview. 

Chairman Dibble asked if traffic calming along 30 Road should be considered. Mr. Hart said that because 30 
Road is a major collector, the installation of traffic calming measures would not be a good idea. He added that 
30 Road would be widened to accommodate the turn lane. 

When asked by Commissioner Pitts about the safety of children walking to school, Mr. Hart said he thinks that 
kids would most likely take Starlight Drive to F 1/2 Road to get to school. 
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DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Putnam said that he felt confident that staff would address traffic and other outstanding issues 
with the developer prior to Final Plat approval. 

Commissioner Pitts acknowledged the thoughtful planning that had gone into the project's design. He agreed 
that the looped lanes were a unique design feature. 

Chairman Dibble noted that the project represented good infill. 

Commissioner Blosser asked what would happen to the fee paid in-lieu. Mr. Shaver said that the City was 
required to track the money but that it is not required to be spent on the project for which it was collected. 

Mike McDill said that monies were allocated from the 207 Fund to support collector street improvements. The 
fee in-lieu had been accepted because construction of a left-turn lane was contingent upon the connection of F 
1/2 Road to 29 Road. The F 1/2 Road connection would have to occur prior to the construction of additional 
improvements along 30 Road. 

Commissioner Cole remarked that this was a good location for this project. Commissioner Blosser concurred. 

Commissioner Redifer agreed that the plan was a good one but expressed some reservation over the City's 
accepting a fee in-lieu when it wasn't even known whether or when the F 1/2 Road connection to 29 Road 
would occur. He said that it seemed as though the City was holding the developer "hostage." 

Commissioner Cole asked if the private open space areas within the looped lanes met the City's parks 
requirements. Mr. Cecil answered that the only open space required was in conjunction with development of the 
looped lanes. No additional open space was required for the development. The developer is still obligated to 
pay the $225/lot parks and open space (impact) fees. 

MOTION: (Commissioner Evans) "Mr. Chairman, on the Preliminary Plat for the Monarch Glen 
Subdivision, PP-2003-060, I move that the Planning Commission adopt the findings and conclusions 
listed in the staff report and approve the Preliminary Plan subject to the recommended conditions of 
approval." 

Commissioner Cole seconded the motion. A vote was called and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 
7-0. 

With no further business to discuss, the public hearing was adjourned at 8:45 P.M. 

7 



E N G I N E E R S • S U R V E Y O R S • P L A N N E R S 

244 N 7 s' STREET - GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501 
(970) 245-4099 FAX: (970) 245-3076 

TO: Pat Cecil 
Community Development 

TRANSMITTAL 
Date: 2/13/03 
Job No: 203003,30 
Attention: 
RE: Krizman Preliminary Plan 

WE ARE SENDING YOU • Attached via: Hand deliver the following items: 
• ProJ. Submittal • Prints |H| Plans • Samples •Specifications 

• Copy of letter • Change Order • 

Copies Date Description 
2 2/13/03 Conceptual Layout for Krizman Preliminary Plan (aka Monarch Glen) 

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED as checked below: 

• For your Approval 
D For your use 
H As requested • Prints returned after loan to us 

[x] For review and comment • 

REMARKS: 

RECEIVED 
FEB 1 8 2003 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
- DEPT. 

COPY T O : * ^ " V SIGNED 



DevRev 30 Rd 626 Monarch Glen 6-25-03 Miller (R2-2003-060) 

Comments pertain to Comment Response and plans received 6-18-03. 

1. The Krizman access easement, at Sovereign and F 3/10 will need to be expanded 
to a residential roadway row cross-section to allow for future redevelopment of 
that property. Notes should show that, on completion of the development, this 
easement will serve as the only access to the Krizman property and the current 30 
Rd Krizman access point will be closed. 

2. The traffic calming devices (speed humps) are not desired by the Fire 
Department, and are only used for device installation on existing roadways. An 
alternative device, preferably a width restriction, should be used. Also, in the 
interest of providing a little more protection for potential pedestrian crossing to 
and from the project open space areas, relocate the east calming device to Tract D. 

3. All shown cul-de-sacs are located more than 150' away from adjacent 
intersections, so will need to provide 48' radius bulbs. The required emergency 
turnaround turning radii are defined in TEDS chap 5 Fire Dept. Access section 
(33' inside and 48' outside radii). 

4. The next plan set will need to clarify existing and future area access points, 
striping, and signing details on 30 Rd. along the site frontage and for a distance of 
200' beyond the frontage in both directions. 

5. The next plan submittal will need to detail all street name, stop sign, and street 
light locations. 



DevRev 30 Rd 626 Monarch Glen Sub 6-11-03 Miller (PP-2003-060) 

Comments pertain to plan set and response set received 5-29-03. 

Comments: 

1. Applicant has stated that the 30 Rd left turn lane has been removed from the plan set, 
as ROW is unavailable. The need for the turn pocket is not predicated on available 
ROW, but on the need generated by this site's traffic, in conflict with anticipated 30 Rd 
volumes. The necessity of a left turn pocket at the site's primary access point on 30 Rd 
was presented at the general meeting review of this site. All future plan sets will detail 
the road width enhancements to accommodate this pocket and its striping design, as well 
as existing and proposed signing, area access points, and all above-ground utilities along 
the site frontage, as well as beyond the site frontage for a minimum of200' along 30 Rd. 



Preliminary Subdivision Review Checklist 
Development Engineering 

File No. Pp-dOD?> -OLO S taffEngmeenu^/^ 
Project Name_^OM/rJ) 6k H 
Location ^0 &d 3 p *iio 
Dev Review Meeting Date_ Review Performed 

BASIC PROJECT DATA 
Flood Zone Road Access 2 
Airport Critical Zone r-J Road S^fet^lf^W^ £ Access S h c 4 > 

Use Specific Stds? N) Road M . . l l g i ^ / v ^ ^ Access S f T c i j 

Class 

Class 

Class 

SWMMP • No Special Issues • See Below 

Special Corridor • A ^ P 

CDOT Highway? NO 

Urban Trail Master Plan • 

Hillside Design Standards?_ 

Notes: 

_ Plan Consistent with GIS Info • Yes D N o 

Nearby CIP/Development Project? 

Wetlands, Floodway Delineation? 

Drainage District^ 

Water Purveyor_ 

Sanitary District_ 

Other Utility 

SITE VISIT: Conducted On 
• Adjacent Uses Indicated 
• Utilities Shown Accurately 
• Quality/Nature of Access Verified 
• Adjacent/opposite Accesses Reviewed 

Notes: 

• Site Features Accurately Depicted 
• Site-to-Site Grading/Drainage Examined 
• Sight Distance Issues Checked 
• Utilities Accuratel y Depicted 

SUBMITTAL REVIEW: 

•Complete per checklist •Graphic Drawing Standards Met 
Notes: 

• Adequate Features Depicted 

P L A T COMMENTS 
•Drainage, Utility, Sight Distance Easements 
• Adequate Offsite R/W for Improvements 

GrJ DC Ucct 2 U>k lU/ 

TRANSPORTATION 
• Traffic Impact Study 
• Site Connectivity 
• Turn lanes required 
• Roadway Horizontal Geometry 

• Right-of-Way Dedication 

• Site Access Spacing/Intersection Spacing 
• Special Transportation Needs (Bus, Bike, Ped) 
• Lot Access Spacing/Positioning 
• Roadway Vertical Geometry 

• Spacing of Access/Intersections 
• CDOT Permit Required? 
• Offsite Improvements to Standard 

• Shared access agreements 
• Fire Department Access Adequate 
• TEDS Exception Required 



• Stacking 
• Neighboring access points (Big Picture) 
• • 
DRAINAGE 
• Direct Discharge Verified at Historical 
• I i x p a H S t v e S o i k -
• Lot Grading/Drainage Noted 
• Floodplain/Floodway Issues 
• Drainage Impact Fee 

SANITARY & W A T E R 
• Minimum Grades Met 

• Frontage Curb/gutter/sidewalk 
• 

• Off-site Drainage Adequately Passed Through 
• Rook^ait-Area 

• Irrigation/Drain Water Ditches (on/off site) 
^•Emergency Flowpath of Water 
Q^feetention Pond Geotech Investigation 

• Separation of Utilities 

P R E L I M I N A R Y G E O T E C H N I C A L I N V E S T I G A T I O N 
ET Correct Pavement Section Loadings by Street J^TSoft Soils 

-S-High Groundwater LTHigh Salts/Corrosion Problems ^tJl/faJ^G _ . 
• Engineered Foundation Required FVuJi^d 1*3 BolowifJrade Construction Limited 

-Q-Expansive Soils -CTkock FaH-Area 
-Q-Near-Potential Groundwater Source • Ruck- ExCffvation Required 
• Substaatial Overlot Grading Required f^&Report Consistent with Plan & Grading Req'ments 

MISC 
Omnium mi//"faImp & 

TRANSACTION S C R E E N P R O C E S S 

Tracts 
Fencing out of sight triangle 
Mailbox location 



DevRev 30 Rd F.3 Rd Monarch Glen Sub 4-25-03 Miller (PP-2003-060) 

Site had been reviewed in the general meeting process. Proposal is to develop 65 single 
family homes. Site extends east from 30 Rd and will link to existing stub connections at 
Star Light (north, and south of site), Milburn. Site's main access will be from 30 Rd at F 
3/10 extended. 

Proposal shows traffic calming (3 speed tables) along the main E-W road (Milburn Dr.). 
Plan shows left turn facilities on 30 Rd, but does not provide a complete striping detail. 
As part of the widening, plan shows new asphalt placements on 30 Rd. 

Comments: 

1. This is a prelim. Plan so this comment section will simply overview final design 
concerns for future submittals.. 

2. On 30 Rd, existing and future striping details, as well as existing and future 
signing, and area access details will need to be provided within the shown scope 
of the plan. 

3. Striping details will need to conform with TEDS chap 6 details relating to 
transition rates for the currently posted 30 Rd speed limit, as well as the storage 
and turn lane transition lengths also detailed in Chap 6. 

4. With respect to asphalt seam placements on 30 Rd, all seams will need to be 
either on the (future) lane lines or mid lanes. Seam placements on wheel paths 
produce accelerated degradation of mat.. 

5. Future plans will need to show stop and street name placements. On this design, 
all north and southbound movements will be stopped, except for westbound F 
3/10 at 30 Rd. There will also be need for "No outlet" postings, where 
appropriate. 

6. Future plans will need to show street light placements (required at all 
intersections). 

7. Landscaping design will need to comply with sight distance required clearances 
as detailed in TEDS chaps 5 & 6.. 



M e m o r a n d u m 

To: Mike McDill 

CC: Pat Cecil 

From: Laura C. Lamberty 

Date: May 15,2003 

Re: Monarch Glen -Loop Lane Spacing with Local Residential Streets 

Proposed TEDS exception requests waiver from spacing requirements for four separate instances of 
loop lanes developed with 7 single family residential lots facing the loop lane. Loop lane is designed 
for two-way traffic and is in conformance with Chapter 13 of TEDS. 

Given the area served by Milburn, I would expect the volumes on Milburn to be near the upper end of 
the local road section capacity. The loop lane volumes would be 7 vph in the peak hour. I would 
expect most traffic from the loop lanes to be from or to 30 Road, with little traffic originating from or 
going to Starlight or further east down Milburn. 

1. East King's Glen Loop to Imperial Lane (138.49') While this is 11.5* short of our standard, the 
spacing could be improved by adjusting lot lines slightly and gain perhaps 5' - 7' and still meet 
lot size requirements. Leaving as-is would not produce conflicting movements. 

2. West Regal Glen Loop to Imperial Lane - This is marginally (less than 1') from our standard. 
Adjustment of this would make other situations worse, and I think exception should be granted. 

3. West Regal Glen Loop to Starlight Drive - This is marginally (less than 5') from our standard. 
Adjustment of these would make other situations worse, and I think exception should be granted. 

4. East Regal Glen Loop to Starlight Drive - This is by far the worst spacing situation of the 
situations presented. I think a revised site layout could solve the problem. 

The analysis of the alternatives considered does not really present the option of truly revising the site 
layout and not pulling lots a little this way and that. 



GENERAL PROJECT REPORT 

Monarch Glen Subdivision 
Preliminary Plan Application 

March 28, 2003 

Submitted by: 

Just Companies, lnc 
2505 Foresight Circle, Unit A 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 



Project Description 

Monarch Glen Subdivision is located directly east of 30 Road at F 3/10 
Road. There are several subdivisions adjacent to the property; Lauradale 
Subdivision is located to the north, Mountain Vista is located to the east, 
Village East Subdivision is located to the south, Trading Post Subdivision 
is located to the southwest, and Little Trio, Single Tree, and Aspenwood 
Meadows Subdivisions are located to the west. This land use application 
is for a Preliminary Plan Application. 

The City of Grand Junction recently annexed the property and assigned 
an RSF-4 zone to the property. The Preliminary Plan attached with this 
application shows a layout that conforms to the RSF-4 bulk standards 
outlined in the Zoning and Development Code. The project proposes 65 
lots on approximately 18.479 acres for on overall density of 3.52 units per 
acre. 

There are 21 lots that are accessed by loop lanes, King's Glen Loop, 
Regal Glen Loop and Monarch Glen Loop. As outlined in the City's 
Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual, Section 
13.2.2, Loop Lane Standards, dimensional standards are different for lots 
that are accessed by loop lanes. For these 21 lots the Front Setback will 
be 30-feet for garages and 15-feet for the living area. For side-loaded 
garages the Front Setback is 25-feet. The Rear Setback is reduced by 
10-feet to 15-feet. In addition, the loop lane standards allow for a 20% 
reduction in lot size, which would reduce the minimum lot area to 6400 
square feet. However, at this time, the lot size minimum for the project is 
proposed as 8000 square feet. 

The proposed dimensional standards for the RSF-4 zone, with the 
modifications for loop lanes outlined above, are shown below (Zoning and 
Development Code, Table 3.2 and TEDS Manual Section 13.2.2); 

Minimum Lot Area 8000 SF 
Minimum Lot Width 75 ft 
Minimum Street Frontage 20 ft 
Front Setback 20 ft (Principle Structure) 25 ft (Accessory Structure) 

Loop Lane Accessed Lots 15 ft (Living Area) 30 ft (Garage) 

Side Setback 7 ft {Principle Structure) 3 ft (Accessary Structure) 

Rear Setback 25 ft (Principle Structure) 5 ft (Accessory Structure) 

Loop Lane Accessed Lots 15 ft 
Maximum Lot Coverage 50% 
Maximum Floor Area Ratio 0.40 
Maximum Building Height 35 ft 



B. Public Benefit 

Monarch Glen Subdivision will provide residents with a quality single-
family residential project that has been planned in accordance with City of 
Grand Junction Standards. In addition, the proposed project will provide 
the area with an excellent infill project that will enhance the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

C. Neighborhood Meeting 

As required by the Community Development Department, the petitioner 
held a meeting to outline the proposed application. The meeting was held 
on March 10, at Bray and Company and included Ed Lenhart of Just 
Companies, Brian Hart of LANDesign and Greg Kuhn of Bray and 
Company. Pat Cecil from the Community Development Department was 
also in attendance. Several preliminary layouts of the subdivision were 
provided for the neighbors to review. 

Approximately 20-30 neighbors attended the meeting and presented a 
variety of questions, some of which are outlined below; 

1. Traffic: There were two main concerns regarding traffic impacts to 
the area, 30 Road connection location and the Starlight Drive and 
Milburn Drive connections. The neighbors were told that the 
location of the 30 Road connection and the connections to Starlight 
Drive and Milburn Drive connections were required by the City's 
Transportation Engineering department. 

2. Drainage: The neighbors had questions regarding the proposed 
drainage design for the project. The neighbors were told that a 
detention pond will be located near the southwest corner of the 
subject property and will drain to the Grand Junction Drainage Ditch 
line located along the south boundary of the property. 

3. Street Lights: Neighbors that lived directly west of the project did 
not want to see street lights installed at 30 Road and F 3/10 Road. 

4. Development Schedule: Many neighbors asked how soon the 
property might develop, however, a specific schedule was not 
given. 

D. Project Compliance, Compatibility, and impact 

1. Zoning and Growth Plan 

As mentioned in Section A of this narrative, the subject property 
was recently zoned to RSF-4 in conjunction with an annexation into 
the City of Grand Junction. The proposed project has been 
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designed to conform to the RSF-4 zone requirements. In addition, 
the Growth Plan designation for the property is Residential 
Medium-Low (RML) 2-4 units per acre. The proposed project will 
result in a density of 3.52 units per acre, which is within the Growth 
Plan range. 

2. Surrounding Land Use 

The land surrounding the subject property is fully developed as 
single family subdivisions. Lauradale Subdivision is located to the 
north, Mountain Vista Subdivision is located to the east, Village 
East Subdivision is located to the south, Trading Post Subdivision 
is located to the southwest, and Little Trio, Single Tree, and 
Aspenwood Meadows Subdivisions are located to the west. Each 
of the listed subdivisions can be described as single family 
developments consistent with the RSF-4 zone. 

3. Site Access and Traffic Patterns 

There will be four connections to the proposed subdivision; 30 
Road to the west, Starlight Drive to the north and south and Milburn 
Drive to the east. The City's Transportation Engineering 
department required each of the street connections listed. In 
addition, the City required that the connection to 30 Road must be 
directly across from F 3/10 to the west. 

30 Road will be improved to Urban Collector status on the east side 
of the street in conjunction with the development and a southbound 
left turn lane will be included. 

Traffic calming has been provided for Milburn Drive by the way of 
n two speed tables. 

4. Availability of Public Utilities 

Sanitary sewer will be provided by Central Grand Valley Sanitation 
District and Domestic water will be provided by Clifton Water 
District. Fire hydrants will be installed with the construction of the 
project. Dry utilities will be extended from the surrounding 
subdivisions. 

5. Special or Unusual Demands on Utilities 

It is not anticipated that this project will have any unusual effects on 
public utilities such as sanitation, water or storm sewer. 
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6. Effects on Public Facilities 

It is not anticipated that this project will have any unusual effects on 
public facilities such as fire department, police station, streets, 
parks or schools. 

7. Project Impact on Site Geology 

It is not anticipated that this project will have an impact on site 
geology or current geologic conditions. A Geotechnical Report 
covering the property is included with this submittal. 

8. Drainage 

A Preliminary Drainage Report has been submitted with this 
application. The stormwater control method planned for the project 
will be a detention pond facility located near the southwest corner 
of the site. The pond will drain to the Grand Junction Drainage 
District line that runs along the south boundary of the site. 

Development Schedule and Phasing 

The project will be phased in two filings, 37 lots in Filing 1 and 28 lots in 
Filing 2. The attached Preliminary Plan shows the phase line for the 
project. 

The rate at which Monarch Glen Subdivision is developed will depend on 
the market demand for housing in the Grand Junction area. The project is 
proposed as one application with no future filings. It is anticipated that a 
Final Plan and Plat application will be submitted within one year after 
Preliminary Plan approval. 
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Just Companies, i n c . 
COMMERCIAL » RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 
2505 Foresight Circle # A • Grand Junction, CO 81505 • (970) 245-9316 Phone (970) 256-9717 Fax 

February 26, 2003 

A Neighborhood Meeting will be held to discuss the development of the old 
Krizman Property now known as Monarch Glen. This property is across from 
F 3/8 Road on 30 Road. 

You are invited to stop by and review the preliminary plan and discuss any 
concerns you have with the developer and a representative from the city. 

Date: March 10, 2003 
Time: 7 thru 8 p.m. (Open forum, come anytime during this hour) 
Place: Bray & Company Training Room 

1007 N. 7 t h Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

"Just Better Builders 
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Geotechnical Investigation 
Monarch Glen Subdivision 

626 30 Road 
Grand Junction, Colorado 
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