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FILE % 9079 DATE SENT TO PEVIFY! ACENCIES 12-5-79

ITE'! DEVELOPMENT IN H.O. - MESA MINI MALL DATE DUE 12-14-79
PETITIONER: Mesa Mall Mini Properties ‘
LOCATION:" NW corner of 24.5 Road & PattersonnRoad

DATE REC. AGENCY 0 B i)
12-10-79 MAPPING Okay
12-11-79 DESIGN & i
DEVELOPMENT 1. There is concern for the proposed curb cut
PLANNER along F Road. Because ofithe. proximity of
Mesa Mall, the intersection of F and 24.5
Roads is a busy intersection. Possibly the
aisle could be widened and re-located. Plans
ffor Mesa Mall should be reviewed to see if
broposed curb cuts could be designed across
“from each other to allow for easy traffic
“fFlow from one development to the other.
2. Size of parking spaces and aisles is not
designated.
3. Bicyélé racks should be provided on site, as
well as a bike path established along F Road.
4. Would like to see groundcover other than
G gravel, some imaginative use of different
sizes and colors of aggregates, possibly
:with some berming to make the area more
attractive.
12~13-79 GJ DRAINAGE 0K
12-17-79 CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER The 20' aisle between the parking stalls is
not adequate for manuevering into and out of the
spaces.
12-17-79 CITY ENGINEER What is the drainage pattern from the site and

where will storm runoff outlet? Power of attorney
for full improvements should be granted for F Road
and 24% Road.
F Road will probably be medianed at the intersection
which might restrict driveways to right turns only
ime,
e Go Rouon 242l adegoate? MPYC 1020
12-17-79 FIRE DEPT. Hydrants shown on plat will“meet requirements
for buildings. More water may be required de-
pending on lease expan.

12-17-79 CITY UTILITIES Developer must reach agreement with General
Growth to use sewage 1ift station at Mesa Mall
until city/county installs gravity sewer line

s in 24% Road -to be completed in early 1981.
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#90-79 DEVELOPMENT IN H.O, . MESA MINI MALL ' ‘Sheet 2.

12-18-79 PUBLIC SERVICE Gas: No objections #843-847
Electric: No objections. Developer to
contact :P.S. Co. for meter locations and
padmount transformer location.

,ou]d.héTS/:;; trquﬁgggyrﬁﬁj

The proposed Tandscaping does not
seem to have been planned with energy efficiency
in mind, i.e. a windbreak of coniferous to the
north, shaded parking lots (reduce cooling in
summer) deciduous trees to south, shrubs around
the perimeter.

12-18-79 - ENERGY OFFICE

§

12-18~79 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS Recommend approval of use Therells concern
for proper access to the site off F Road, and
additional review by the city traffic engineer
is requested before time of 'City Council.
The overall traffic circ¢ulation plan for this
area should be considered, and a meeting of the
petitioner and city staff could assure better
decisions on the proper access points.

Also, the following stipulations should be
addresses prior to City Council:
l, Need drainage plan as per city engineer comments.
2. Re-design of parking area as per city
traffic engineer comments.
3. Developer to reach agreement with General
Growth to:use sewer lift station at Mesa
Mall until city completes sewer extensions.
4. Address Design & Development Planner comments
regarding size of parking spaces, bike racks, and
and landscaping. ‘

1-29-80 RETURN TO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AS PER CITY COUNCIL REQUEST,

1-29-80 CITY ENGINEER As requested by you this morning, tie following
supplementary review comments are offered from
Jim Bragdon and me concerning the liquor store
petition on Lot 5 of Mesa Mini-Mall,
1. The right of way for 24% Road should be obtained
to fit Mesa County plans for improvements to 24%
Road. I understand Dave Leonard is or has inves-
tigated this matter to determine what dimensibn is
appropriate.
2. Additional right of way should be:-obtained for
the northwest corner of 24% Road and F Road so
the intersection design might be mitigated as much
as possible in the future.
. 3. Power of attorney should be obtained for missing
street improvements on both F Réad and 24% Road.
A maximum of one driveway each should be allowed
& / on F Road and on 24 Road frontages. These should
¢P be as far north and west as possible., Because of
S%V the road curvature on F Road just west of the
intersection at 24) Road, it is our opinion the
“¢ﬂ¢’€§g¢ first driveway from F Road should be west of the
curve end. This would be approximately 380 ft.
‘qggv from the centerline of 24% Road. The intersection
alignment is poor and potential for traffic hazard
and conflict between the intersection and driveway
on that curve at the speeds anticipated are the
reasons for our opinion.
5, Some of the sketches given to us yesterday show

accelleration-deceleration lanes. We feel these
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are not appropriate in this location because

the proximity of the F Road and 24% Road inter-
section just moves the problems closer to the inter-
section with these speed-change lanes,

6. The two-way aisle in the parking lot should be

at least 24 feet wide when adjacent to 90  parking
on both 51des

Ve ’f'

1-29-80 COUNTY ENGINEER With reference to the above prOJect and associated
. o right of way needs, I have the following comments:
1. 24% Road has been de51gned from F Road south
to 6 & 50. Right of way in this area is 80 feet
wide, with the center of right of way offset 10
feet westerly from the haif section line.
2. It is recommended that a minimum of ten additional
feet of right of way be reserved from all develop-
‘mient on both sides north of F Road since it'is

likely that 24% Road will be constructed with four
lanes and a median, at least as far as I-70. It
should be noted that a 100 foot total right of way
width would be preferable.
3. Since part of this proposed roadway is within or
adjoining the city limits, Mr. Ron Rish should be
contacted for his requirements.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Recommend approval of design subject to the requlrements of the city and county engineers
being met.

GJPC/1-29-80/ FLAGLER/RIDER PASSED 6-0 A MOTION THAT THIS PROPOSED PLAN BE
RECOMMENDED TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR DENIAL BECAUSE IT CANNOT FULLFILLITHE
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE STAFF IN RELATIONSHIP TO THE DESIGN OF THE CURB

CUT AND DRIVEWAY.
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\City
\CZ@M@&@ CITY OF GRAND JUNCTIDON—MESA CCUNTY--COLORADD BISO:
\\©@M6H© D m@@l& 455 WHITE AVE ~RUOM 60-DIAL {303 743-9200 EXT 343

\Department

February 1, 1980

Mesa Mini Mall Properties
P.0. Box 2026
Grand Junction, Co 81501

Dear Sirs:

On January 29, 1980 the Grand Junction Planning Commission voted to
recommend denial of your petition to the Grand Junction City Council
due to the non-compliance with review comments and staff comments
regarding the curb cut placement on 24% Road.

However, you still have the right to have your petition presented
to City Council. That date will be February 11, 1980 at 7:30 p.m.

If you do not wish to continue with your petition prlease contact
our office so that we may remove it from the agenda. If you
have any gquestions please contact Karl Metzner.

Sincerely,
L /—' - ‘
i A T ey

Sue Drissel
Planning Tech. I

cc file #90-79

Dillon Hunt
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ARMSTRONG ENGINEERS and ASSOCIATES, INC.

861 Rood Avenue — Grand Junction, Colorado 815601 — (303) 245-3861

January 29, 1980

Mesa County Development Dept.
P. 0. Box 897
Grand Junction, CO 81502

Attn: Diane
Re: #792430, Mesa Mini Mall
Dear Diane:

With reference to the above project and associated right of
way needs, I have the following comments:

1. 24% Road has been designed from F Road south to
U. S. 6 & 50. Right of way in this area is 80
feet wide, with the center of right of way offset
10 feet westerly from the half section line.

2. It is recommended that a minimum of ten additional
feet of right of way be reserved from all develop-
ment on both sides north of F Road since it is likely
that 24% Road will be constructed with four lanes
and a median, at least as far as I-70. It should
be noted that a 100 foot total right of way width
would be preferable.

3. Since part of this proposed roadway is within or
adjoining the City limits, Mr. Ron Rish should be
contacted for his requirements.

If I can be of additional assistance, please contact me.
Sincerely,

ARMSTRONG ENGINEERS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

&J&mﬂ% 777<12&7uﬂ44//

David M. Leonard, P.E.
Vice-President

DML/kr
cc: Ron Rish

ENGINEERING e SURVEYING e SOILS AND CONCRETE TESTING




erv OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLOF”O
MEMORANDUM
Reply Requested Date

Y N
es[ ] No[] January 29,.1980

To: (From:) Diane Smucny [ From: (To:) Ron Rish 4 \. ﬁ
Re: F Road and 24% Road

As requested by you this morning, thevf011ow1ng supplementary
review comments are offered from Jim Bragdon and me concerning the
liquor store petition on Lot 5 of Mesa Mini-Mall:

1. The right of way for 24% Road should be obtained to fit Mesa
County plans for improvements to 24% Road. I understand Dave
Leonard is or has investigated this matter to determine what
dimension is appropriate.

2. Additional right of way should be obtained for the northwest
corner of 24% Road and F Road so the intersection design
might be mitigated as much as possible in the future.

3. Power of Attdrney should be obtained for missing street im-
provements on both F Road and 24% Road.

4. A maximum of one driveway each should be allowed on F Road
and on 24% Road frontages. These should be as far north and
west as possible. Because of the road curvature on F Road
just west of the intersection at 24% Road, it is our opinion
the first driveway from F Road should be west of the curve
end. This would be approximately 380 ft. from the centerline
of 24% Road. The intersection alignment is poor and potential
for traffic hazard and conflict between the intersection and
driveway on that curve at the speeds anticipated are the reasons
for our opinion.

5. Some of the sketches given to us yesterday show accelleration-
deceleration lanes. We feel these are not appropriate in this
location because the proximity of the F Road and 24% Road
intersection just moves the problems closer to the intersec-
tion with these speed-change lanes.

6. The two-way aisle in the parging lot should be at least 24
feet wide when adjacentto 90 parking on both sides.

cc - Dave Leonard, Armstrong Engineers
Jim Bragdon
Jim Patterson
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