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REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

FILE# 47-80 

ITEM, __ ~B~E~Z~OuN~E~Rul~A~t~OO-~P~R~-~8~--------------- DATE SENT TO REVIEW DEPT. 7-02-80 

DATE DUE ..1: ..... 1~4._-_,8._.0.___ __ 

PETITIONER ------------------------------------------------------------------

LOCATION --~E~a~s~t~o~f~2~7~3~/~4~L~iun~eL_ _____________________________________________ __ 

DATE REC. 
7-02-80 

7-10-80 

7-10-80 

7-10-80 

7-10-80 

7-14-80 

7-14-80 

7-16-80 

7-15-80 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

TECH REVIEW None 

CITY UTILITIES None 

PUBLIC SERVICE Public Service Co. No objuctions to 
rezone. Will request necessary easements 
at time of preliminary plat. 

CITY FIRE This office has no objections to this 
rezone. Water mains will have to be 
brought in from G rd. and from Applecrest 
Subdivision. Minimum 8" lines. Hydrants 
will be spaced every 300' from the town­
houses and every 500' for single family 
units. 

G.J. DRAINAGE 

CITY ENGR. 

UTE WATER 

TRANS. ENG. 

G. V. IRRIG. 

G rd. must be extended to provide access 
to development. Access must be provided 
from Applecrest Subdivision, given to 
access to development. More information 
on road width for fire equipment access 
to development. 

Out of dist. 

This ODP implies G Road will be opened to thru 
traffic. This will probably be a very significant 
neighborhood issue. I do not feel it is essential 
that G Road connect thru to the Highline Canal 
frontage road as shown on this plan. Improved 
collector streets with a route of G Road, 
27 Road, Cortland Avenue and 28 Road will accom­
plish the same routing result for thru traffic. 

No objections to rezone or development. 
Domestic and fire flow requirements will come 
from an 8" water line extension in G Rd. from 
Putter Dr., west of Singh' Sub. and from an 
8" connection to an existing 8" line in Apple­
wood St., south of Singh Sub. at the developer's 
expense. 8" AC pipe installed at $8.25 per 
foot. 
A minimum of an 8" looped system will be re­
quired within the development to meet fire 
flows for the condominums and townhouses. 
Extension policies, connection, development and 
tap fees in effect will apply. 

Vehicular access points to the site, other than 
"Gn Road, must be assured in order to provide 
adequate circulation. 

If this land is rezoned, it is expected that 
the developers must fence the boundary at the 
canal right-of-way to prevent public access to 
the canal & properly tile a drainage ditch located 
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47-80 Page2 

REZONE Rl A to PR-8 

7-16-80 

7-16-80 

7-lH-80 

7-29-80 

PARKS & REC. 

AIRPORT 

MT. BELL 

on the property & suitably deal with an irri­
gation lateral conveying water across the property 
to users westerly of it. 
There is no water-right for the property with 
the G.V. Water User's Assoc. 

None 

The Singh Subdivision would create significant 
and severe problems for Walker Field Airport 
operations, as well as create substantial safety 
and noise problems for the proposed future 
residents. This land is located immediately 
adjacent to existing airport property (separated 
only by the Government Highline Canal) , plus 
it is directly in .line with departing aircraft 
on Runway 22 (in fact, an extended runway line 
bisects, literally in halves, the proposed 
subdivision). Moreower, the (county adopted) 
Airport Master Plan calls for an extended 
34:1 angle approach slope for this runway 
which would place most of this property in the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) defined 
"clear zone": i.e., clear of all obstacles~ 
NO above ground development. 
For further comments see attached letter in file. 

No comment 

GJPC - FLAGER/FRANK PASSED 4-0 A MOTION TO RECOMMEND DENIAL 
TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF # 47-80 REZONE RlA TO PR8, 
BASED ON THE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND A FAMILIARITY 
WITH THE AREA, AND THE PROBLEMS THAT ARE THERE~ ALSO 
BASED ON THE CONCERN ABOUT THE INTERSECTION OF G ROAD 
AND HORIZON DRIVE. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Recommend denial due to proposed airport clear zone. 



Stn·lHARY SHEET 

FILE 4: 47-80 

PROPOSED ACTIVITY Rezone RlA to PR(8) 

LOCATION G Road at I-70 

PETITIONER M. Singh 
------~~------------------------------------------------

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY: 

Rezone 13.4 acres from RlC to PD8 with 107 total units proposed. 
Site is north of Apple Crest Subdivision and east of Partee 
Heights (I-70 borders the site on the east). 

HISTORY OF PROPOSAL: 

7-29-80 Planning Commission recommended denial of rezone reque~t 
due to proposed Runway 4/22 clear zone. 

COVJ.MENT S : 

Airport Authority reviewed proposal and commented by letter to 
City Planning Commission (letter included). The Airport Author­
ity stated that the Airport Master Plan calls for a 1,000-foot 
extension of Runway 4/22 south, which would extend the clear zone 
(where no above-ground obstruction is permitted) into the site 
in question. 

Also, the Planning Commission received a petition protesting the 
proposed development. Of 63 signatures, 5 were from adjacent 
property owners, which represented 50 percent of adjoining prop­
erty owners. 

'I 
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REVI~ SHEET SUMOARV -

FILE NO. #47-80 TITt::E HEADING Singh Svbdivision DUE DATE 9/13/82 --------------------------------
ACTIVITY- PETITIONER- LOCATION -·PHASE- ACRES Petitioner: Lalmani Singh. Location: 

Northeast of 27.75 Road line and G Road line. A request for an outline development plan 

of 48 lots on approximately 13.4 acres in a residential single family zone at 4_units 

per acre. Consideration of outline development plan. 

PETITIONER ADDRESS c/o Bray & Co. 3204 Hwy. 6 & 24 

ENGINEER Paragon 

DATE REC. 

9/8/82 

9/10/82 

9/9/82 

9/13/82 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

Public Service Gas: Request six ft. front lot easements adjacent to 
all streets and cul-de-sacs. 
Electric: Will request easements on preliminary or final 
plan. 

Planning Staff This is a request for an ODP in a straight RSF-4 zone. 
Comments Site plan: 

1) Alignment of streets and cul-de-sacs will need to 
meet City Engineers approval (i.e .. cul-de-sac to north). 

2) Some of the lots seem less than accessible, and 
could create access conflicts, when built. 

3) Will need avigation easements for Sighn Sub. with 
final plat rec. 

4) 5% open fee will be required prior to final plat. 
5) Need to resolve previous review comments of 7/14/80. 

RE: access, utilities and irrigaiton concerns, and 
airport. 

6) The majority of issues should be resolved prior to 
submittal of final plat. 

7) All lots will have to meet the RSF-4 zone requirements 
of setbacks etc. 

8) The extension of G Roaq to the east has long been 
part of the future street plan and should be included 
in plans for this development. General alignment 
should be along the south bank of the Highline 
canal to 28 Road. 

Ute Water Adequate fire flow for this development will require 
developer installation of an 811 extension in G Road from 
Putter Drive, easterly to and through the project and 
connecting to another 811 line located in Applewood St. 
Policies and fees in effect at the time of service 
application will apply. 

G. V.'.!Water Users On behalf of the Grand Valley Water Users' Association, the 
following items are noted for appropriate consideration in 
the development of the above-described subdivision. (a) 
There is one (1) open ditch and two (2) pipelines of long 
standing, crossing the development tract to convey irrigation 
water from the Highline Canal to numerous users. Such 
conveyances are not noted on the sketch plan, however 
their continued function with suitable right of way must 
be assured. {b) The Grand Valley Water Users' A!sociation 
requests the opportunity to approve the tiling plan, including 
materials, for the existing drain ditch, to the end the tiling 
job's workability is assured as ground-water can be a 
definite problem to the area if it is not properly handled. 
Also, in the event it may be considered, the situating of 
buildings over the tiled drain is highly inadvisable 
especially from the standpoint of maintenance in case of 
a tile line failure. (c) It should be clearly noted the 
Grand Valley Water Users' Association has found it impossible 
to police unauthorized vehicles off of the canal bank road 
adjacent to the proposed development and this unauthorized 
use has created certain dust and nuisance problems in the 
area, particularly for houses closest to the ditch bank. 



v 
#47-80 Singh Subdivision 

DATE REC. 

9/15/82 

9/17/82 

AGENCY 

Mountain Bell 

City Fire 

41ttt-il!.d 9 /;7 

q {t3/1V 0'1 £nJ. 

cr(t-~<l~ bJ~ t~ Fl<-(d 

10/14/82 
GJPC MINUTES OF 9/28/82 

u 

COMMENTS 

The Association is unwilling to arbitrarily close this ditch 
bank road as it is important to its operations and in as much 
as such road has been diligently and beneficially used by 
the Association in its operations for some 65 years and 
will continue to be so in the forseeable future, the 
Association denies any:afultgatfon on ~ts part to alter 
operations or accept added costs and expense of doing business 
to accommodate development of near by land. Therefore let 
it be clearly understood that such a problem exists and should 
be addressed prior to development rather than afterwards. 
Also access to the ditch bank road from adjacent lots will 
not be permitted. (d) As a matter of record, so there can 
be no misunderstanding, the proposed development tract for 
Singh Sub. has no water rights for irrigation water from 
the Grand Valley Water Users' Association or its facilities, 
including Highline Canal. 

No objection 

This office has no objections to this outline development. 
However, we cannot approve at this time. Plans must be 
resubmitted showing required fire line size, location, and 
hydrant location, to meet the requirements of the U.F. Code 
requirements. Plans must show streets and street names. 
Plans to show site, type of construction and size of structure. 
Must be submitted to compute the required fire flow. 

MOTION: (COMMISSIONER O'DWYER) "ON ITEM #47-80, SINGH SUBDIVISION OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN, I MOVE WE FORWARD THIS TO CITY COUNCIL WITH THE RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL ON 
THE BASIS OF: INADEQUATE ACCESSES TO THE PROJECT; TRAFFIC PROBLEMS; NON-EXISTENT 
IRRIGATION WATER; NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION; SAFETY FACTOR DUE TO THE NEARNESS OF RUNWAY 
422; THE FACT THAT IT IS NOT A GOOD USE OF THE PROPERTY, OVERALL." 

COMMISSIONER LITLE SECONDED THE MOTION. 

CHAIRMAN TRANSMEIER REPEATED THE MOTION, CALLED FOR A VOTE, AND THE MOTION CARRIED 
5-1. (COMMISSIONER RINKER VOTING AGAINST). 
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RESPONSE TO REVIEW SHEET COMMENTS 

SINGH SUBDIVISIQN 

File No.: 47-80 

Activity: Sketch Plan for Singh Subdivision 

Location: 27 3/4 and G Road lines 

Description: 48 lots on 13. 4 acres in RSF-4 zone 

Agency Response 

Public Service Company 

Staff 

• 

Gas: A 6' front lot easement can be shown as 
requested. 
Electric: Will request easements at later phase. 

1. Street alignments shown meet the City's cri­
teria for road design. 

2. The "flag" lots shown have a 30' m1mmum 
access lane. This is more than adequate width 
for a driveway and utility services. 

3. A vigation easements will be granted at final. 

4. The required open space fee shall be paid when 
the final plat is recorded. 

5. a. Access to the subdivision shall be via 
Applewood Street and G Road, both of 
which have extended right-of-way to the 
site. 

b. Water shall be installed as per Ute Water; 
sanitary sewer is available in Applewood 
Street; irrigation water is not available, 
therefore desert landscaping will be re­
quired. 

c. It is in hopes of resolving the airport 
issue that this plan for development under 
the existing zone is submitted for consider­
ation. 

6. These issues should be resolved with the 
preliminary plan. 

7. All lots will meet the requirements of the RSF-4 
zone. 

8. This plan shows Applewood Street as the Cort­
land Ave. - G Road connection in response 
to the City Engineer's comment of 7-14-80 
quoted here : 

I 

I 



Staff 
(continued) 

Ute Water 

v 
"This ODP implies G Road will be opened to 
thru traffic. This will probably be a very 
significant neighborhood issue. I do not 
feel it is essential that G Road connect thru 
to the Highline Canal frontage road as shown 
on this plan. Improved collector streets 
with a route of G Road, 27 Road, Cortland 
A venue and 28 Road will accomplish the same 
routing result for thru traffic." 

The main extensions necessary to provide ade­
quate fire flow shall be made. 

Grand Valley Water Users Assn a. Any existing ditches and/or pipes shall 
convey their historic flows. They shall 

Mountain Bell 

City Fire 

City Engineer 

be routed to property lines (with ease­
ments) and road rights-of-way as appro­
priate. Manholes will be located at all bends. 

b. The drain paralleling the Highline Canal 
shall be tiled and filled , and shall be 
covered by a 30' easement, 10' toward the 
roads, and 20' toward the canal. Planting 
restrictions will be detailed at preliminary. 

c. The developer shall install a 6' wood fence 
along the Highline Canal right-of-way. Be­
cause of the drain tile line, the lots backing 
on the Canal shall carry a 50-60 foot rear 
set back, as opposed to the 30 foot set­
back in the zoning regulation. Recognizing 
that the unauthorized traffic on the Canal 
Road is an unsolvable problem, the develop­
er can give a "hold harmless" type of agree­
ment. 

d. As no irrigation water is available, "desert" 
landscaping and minimum lawn areas will be 
required. 

Indicated "no objection". 

Indicated no objection to rezone. Although it is 
not required for a sketch plan, a revised plan 
showing a 6" looped water main with fire hydrants 
at intersections has been prepared for the Fire 
Department. Ordinary single-family stick-built 
homes shall be constructed on the site. This plan 
meets with their approval. 

Indicated "no comment". 
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2701-364-01-007 
Gary F & Dana J. Cholas 
714 Bunker Dr. -
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
it Jf?-Bo· 

2701-364-01-006 
Ed win S. Lamm 
337 North Ave. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

fJ;. · Jf7- eo 

2701-364-01-005 
Ilan L. & Bernice Jacobs 
710 Bunker Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
:if;.( Jf 7 ·IJO 

2701-364-01-004 
Gloria J. & Wm. Gross 
708 Bunker Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
tf:/ J.f"!- /JtJ 
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2701-364-01-003 
Wayne R. & Charlene Neely 
706 Bunker Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
~ Jf'l- 60-

2701-364-01-002 
Beatrice B. O'Rear 
704 Bunker Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
# lf~-(Jo 

2701-364-01-001 
Ola C. Robinson 
702 Bunker Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
# '1?-Bo 
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-SINGH SUBDIVISION-

• 
2945-011-27-001/003 & R. V. 

Storage 
Leland R. & Lloyd E. Unfred 
604 Ronlin Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
11\. .1/1- fJP 

2945-011-00-003 
Charles F. & R.B. Roberts 
681 28 Road Rt. 5 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
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2945-011-00-005 
Bernie F. & Dorthy M. Arellano 
2784 F 3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
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General 

IMPACT STUDY 
for 

SINGH REZONE 

• 

The Singh property is a planned unit development located along G Road 

east of 27 3/4 Road in the City of Grand Junction. It consists of 8 dwelling 

units per acre. 

Need for Change 

Presently there exists a demand in the City of Grand Junction for residential 

housing. This is due primarily to energy related growth being experienced in 

the Grand Valley. The location of the desired zone change request is acceptable 

due to the residential development occurring in the areas surrounding this property. 

Additionally, it is felt that this request should be considered as an "infill zone" as 

present development in the surrounding areas is similar in nature. 

Impact on the Surrounding Area 

The site is vacant and presently has minimum impact on the surrounding 

areas. It is anticipated that impact of site development in the future should be 

minimal due to the fact that similar residential development is occurring in the 

immediate vicinity. Additionally, the "planned Unit" regulations afford the 

opportunity to mitigate any adverse impacts. An overall boost to the economic 

base in the City of Grand Junction would be realized through the site development 

and construction of new residential dwellings. 
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Access to Area 

The primary access to the site would be via. G Road, which is presently 

classified as a major arterial. Once future subdivision of the parcel is completed, 

other accesses could be developed south to F 3/4 Road. The site lies approximately 

~ mile west of 27t Road, a collector. Additionally, Horizon Drive, a major arterial, 

lies in close proximity to the site. 

Accessibility to Utilities 

All necessary utilities required to serve the site exist adjoining the subject 

parcel. 

Impact on Public Facilities 

Once site development is complete, additional impact on public facilities would 

be realized. Should the proposed change in zoning be allowed, an increase in 

density would also be realized. It is felt that the requested increase would have 

minimal impact to the public facilities serving the subject site. It should also be 

pointed out that increased taxes generated by development of the site should 

somewhat offset the impact on the public facilities. 

Accessibility to Other Facilities 

Major commercial, business and employment centers lie along Horizon Drive, 

which is less than ~ mile northwest of the subject site. Schools located in the 

general area include Tope Elementary, Grand Junction High School, and West 

Jr. High. Due to present school district policies, it is not known at this time 

which schools students would attend. Two public park sites are within one mile 

of the subject site. Additionally, careful review of the development plan under 
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the planned development regulations C<;>uld include recreational and open spaces 

for the res,idents within the development. Several churches are also located 

in the immediate vicinity. 

Present Impacts to the Site 

The Highline Canal and Interstate 70 adjoin the property along the north-

easterly boundary. Careful consideration of the development plans could insure 

adequate buffers to avoid any possible impacts created by the canal or highway. 

Additional impact to the site is created by the existance of runway 4/22 at 

Walker Field. Presently the subject site is entirely located outside of the 

existing 40: 1 clear zone. However, the Master Plan for Walker Field prepared 

by Isabel & Associates in 1975 indicates extensions and upgrading of existing 

runway 4/22. The master plan states that the future 34:1 clear zone would 

overlay a bulk of the subject site. Mitigation of this impact is difficult to 

realize until review by the Walker Field Airport Authority is completed. 
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P E T I T I 0 N 

We, the undersigned property owners in the vicinity of 27.75 
Line and north and south of G Road, are opposed to the petition 
filed by Mr. and Mrs. Singh to rezone from R-1-A, single-family 
residential use at 4 units/acre, to Planned Residential Use at 
approximately 8 units/acre for the following reasons: 

1. We do not desire the higher density; or 

2. Increased traffic; 

3. No desire to have G Road opened up as an access 
outlet to the new development. 

We feel that R-1-A, single-family residential zoning, is the. 
appropriate zoning for this neighborhood. 

NAME ADDRESS DATE 
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P E T I T I 0 N 

We, the undersigned property owners in the vicinity of 27.75 
Line and north and south of G Road, are opposed to the petition 
filed by Mr. and Mrs. Singh to rezone from R-1-A, single-family 
residential use at 4 units/acre, to Planned Residential Use at 
approximately 8 units/acre for the following reasons: 

1. We do not desire the higher density; or 
2. Increased traffic; 

3. No desire to have G Road opened up as an access 
outlet to the new development. 

We feel that R-1-A, single-family residential zoning, is the 
appropriate zoning for this neighborhood. 
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We, the undersigned property owners in the vicinity of 27.75 
Line and north and south of G Road, are opposed to the petition 
filed by Mr. and Mrs. Singh to rezone from R-1-A, single-family 
residential use at 4 units/acre, to Planned Residential Use at 
approximately 8 units/acre for the following reasons: 

1. We do not desire the higher density; or 
2. Increased traffic; 
3. No desire to have G Road opened up as an access 

outlet to the new development. 

We feel that R-1-A, single-family residential zoning, is the 
appropriate zoning for this neighborhood. 
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PA'RAGON ENGINEERINt:i., INC. 
2784 Crossroads Blvd .. SUite 104 
Grand Junclron. Colorado 81501 (303) 243-8966 

Paul D. Bowers 
Walker Field, Colorado 
Public Airport Authority 
Third Floor 
Tower Building, Walker Field 
Grand Junction, CO. 81501 

Dear Mr. Bowers: 

June 26, 1981 

RECEIVED III:SA COUNTY 
DEVELOPMENT OEPARTIII:NT 

JUN 2 9 1981 

We have requested that the Singh Outline Development Plan and Rezone 
be scheduled before the City Council on July 15, 1981. 

As you may recall, this petition was denied by the Planning Commission 
on July 29, 1980, largely due to the review comments made by the Airport 
Autho~ty. 

It is our understanding that the Airport Authority has revised the master 
pIan , including the "clear zones" for Walker Field. 

In light of the revisions made to the "clear zones" and master plan for 
Walker Field, we are asking that the Airport Authority re-review the outline 
development plan for the Singh property. 

We have enclosed herewith a copy of the site plan and the review comments 
made on July 14, 1980 for your convenience. 

The City Development Department has requested that we have new review 
comments to them by the 7th of July. Your assistance in keeping with this 
time frame would be most appreciated. 

If you require any further information for your review, please do not 
hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours , 

~if£~ 
Kathy L. Kerndt 
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Grand Junction Planning Commission 
250 North 5th 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Ladies and Gentlemen : 

August 27, 1982 

Re: Singh Subdivision (File #47-80) 

The site of Singh Subdivision is a triangular parcel, located adjacent to 
Crown Heights and Partee Heights on the west, Applecrest Subdivision to the 
South and the Highline Canal on the northeast. The property is currently 
zoned RSF-4. 

This Sketch Plan shows 48 lots on the 13. 4 acre site, corresponding to 
a density of 3.58 units per acre. The lots fit the RSF-4 bulk development 
criteria. Development of the project would require improving G Road along 
the common line between Partee Heights and Crown Heights. 

Please review this Sketch Plan under the conventional subdivision regula­
tions. The developer and his representative shall be present at all public 
hearings to answer any questions on this petition. 

Very truly yours , 

'(~yo-' ;U < 

Katy F. Mcintyre 
Paragon Engineering, Inc. 

KFM:po 

Enclosure 
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