
April 21, 2003 

Mr. Rick Taggart 
Pyramid Printing 
1119 N. First Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

City of Grand Junction 
Public Works Department 

250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668 

Phone: (970) 244-1555 
FAX: (970) 256-4022 

RE: TEDS Exception -No. 09-03, to Maintain Access onto Patterson Road 

Dear Mr. Taggart; 

Please find attached the committee's decision on the above request. The Review Committee 
approved this request with the following conditions: 

~ 1. The access will be right-in, right-out only. 
2. A right turn deceleration lane will be designed and built in full conformance with TEDS. 
3. A center median to preclude any left turns designed and built in full conformance with 

TEDS. 
4. Functional and adequate access will be provided to the Xcel property to allow removal of 

that access onto Patterson. 
5. The property will be platted to preserve 1hnctional frontage onto Foresight Circle East 

with the understanding that traffic demands and accident history on Patterson could 
eventually rt:iquire the closure of this driveway. 

With the submittal of plans showing these improvements, you may use this decision to proceed. 
If you have any question concerning this decision, please feel free to contact the Development 
Engineer in charge of your project or me at (970) 256-4047. 

~~/ 
Michael G. McDill, P.E. 
City Engineer 

C: Laura Lamberty, Development Engineer (256-4155) 
Pat Cecil, Development Services Supervisor 

\D£#09-03 2525Foresight04-21 



To: 

Thru: 

Copy to: 

From: 

Date: 

RE: 

City of Grand Junction 
Public Works Department 

250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668 

Phone: (970) 244-1555 
FAX: (970) 256-4022 

DESIGN EXCEPTION #DE09-03 

Mark Relph, Director of Public Works & Utilities 

Tim Moore, Public Works Manager 

Laura Lamberty, Development E.LT. 
Pat Cecil, Development services Supervisor 

Mike McDill, City Engineer 

April 16, 2003 

Request to Maintain Existing Access onto Patterson Road 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITUATION 

Applicant is planning to subdivide one lot into two at the above location. The proposal is to 
divide an existing lot that presently fronts on to Foresight Circle so that one (Lot 1) continues to 
front onto Foresight while the new lot (Lot 2) fronts onto Patterson. The current proposal 
includes an "Ingress and Egress Easement" through Lot 1 to provide secondary access to Lot 2. 
As the attached plan shows, one driveway currently exists along the north side of Patterson Road 
for the existing lot. There is a second driveway immediately adjacent to this property to the west 
and a third driveway to the Xcel substation just to the east of the property. 

In November of2002 the applicant proposed to close the Xcel drive and combine the other two 
into a single right-in right-out access. The current application proposes to add a right-tum 
deceleration lane and center median on Patterson Road leave the Xcel driveway in place and 
combine the other two driveways into a single right-in right-out access. 

Section 3.2.2, Provision for Access, requires all primary access to "be on the lower order street." 
As stated in the original review memorandum, this standard expects that every newly subdivided 
lot front and access onto the development's internal street system. Otherwise all developments 
would face their first row of lots onto the adjacent n1ajor street, which they are required to 
upgrade as a condition of development approval. Although this is only a two lot development, 

"-"' there is a lower order street available and access to it is limited only by property owner's 



I . 

previous choice of how to situate the first building. This subdivision should include a flag 
extension of Lot 2 up to Foresight Circle that would provide access and frontage on that street. 

According to George Miller's e-mail dated 11-09-02, which reviewed the original proposal, 
"Even the provision of restricted movement access, with a dedicated right tum lane and an 
adjacent median, do not guaranty an accident free condition .... " In fact we can be assured that 
there will be a measurable increase in accidents over the present non-use of this access. 

The applicant requests exception from Section 3.2.2., Provision of Access. 



EXCEPTION CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Will the exception compromise safety? 
This portion of Patterson Road is classified as a major arterial. It is the primary arterial street 
between the Interstate Highway 70 and I-70B and extends the full length of the City. This is 
easily the most heavily traveled east-west roadway in the valley. 

Any access onto this stretch of Patterson Road will increase the potential for accidents and 
seriously affect the capacity of this critical link. Initial modeling results from the Fl/2 
corridor Study indicate that this particular stretch of Patterson Road will become THE most 
congested portion of roadway in the western valley as the area to the west continues to 
develop. Every time a vehicle slows to enter the proposed access, it will reduce the capacity 
of that lane and create the potential for a rear-end accident. An accident will close that lane 
for an hour or more. As per George Miller's e-mail, all of these movements could take place 
on Foresight Circle with no affect at all on the major flow on Patterson Road. 

2. Have other alternatives been considered that would meet the standard? 
This is the least dangerous of the various alternatives provided by the applicant. The best 
option is still to close all three of the accesses onto Patterson and make all of the access for 
this property from Foresight Circle East, as it was originally intended. 

3. Has the proposed design been used in other areas? 
There are similar accesses elsewhere along Patterson Road. As traffic continues to increase 
on Patterson, the City will eventually be faced with the unpleasant task of closing, or at least 
further limiting all of these accesses. 

4. Will the exception require CDOT or FBW A coordination? 
No. 

5. Is this a one-time exception or a manual revision? 
This would be a one-time exception. 



Staff Recommendation 

I recommend denial of the requested Design Exceptions to Section 3.2.2 to allow a driveway 
access onto Patterson Road. We should not be approving subdivisions that are sure to cause 
future problems when another option exists. If any approval is considered, it should include a 
properly designed deceleration lane and curbed median that is in full compliance with TEDS. 

It appears there are options available to develop this site within the standards. If this site has too 
limited of access from Foresight Circle for this use, it may not be the best location for this type 
of business. 

Recommended by: -~~ 

Approved as Requested: 

Approved as Modified: ~ 

Denied: 

\DE#09 03-2525Foresight04-16 



TEDS Exception Application Comment (Transportation Engineering) 11-19-02 
2525 Foresight Cir. -Request to access to Patterson Rd. 

Background: 
Applicant requests access to a higher order adjacent roadway, to ensure business success. 
This site currently has existing access to Foresight Cir. (at the north end of the Parcel), 
and has probable access easement to the northwest, also to Foresight Cir., as well as 
existing curb cuts to Patterson Ave. Current proposed use (non-retail printing) is 
described as very low volume, and typically non- peak hour in nature. 

Response: 

Accident impacts to flow would be much more severe on Patterson than on 
Foresight, even with Patterson geometry improvements. As this parcel fronts both 
Patterson and Foresight, TEDS dictates that site access be taken from the lower order road 
(see TEDS 3.2.2 and 3.2.4). In defense of this perspective, and its application in this case, 
Patterson currently carries about 28,000 vehicles per day, and serves as a Principal 
Arterial. Foresight volumes are estimated to be less than 2,000 vehicles per day. Any 
delay to Patterson flow would be massive, in comparison, to a Foresight delay with 
respect to service of the general populace of the City. Even a restricted movement (right
in right-out) access onto Patterson could still increase accident probability higher than a 
Foresight access point. Additionally, geometric movement restrictors, such as median~, 
can, in themselves. produce higher acCldeiif" potential, when placed in isolated locations. 

"Indirect" site access will neither impair business success, nor unduly delay site 
related traffic. There are numerous, successful, less accessible sites (such as Gene 
Taylor's Sporting Goods) that do a thriving, higher volume business without the benefit 
of either direct access or high site visibility. Additionally, a Foresight approach route will 
add, at most 1,500 additional travel feet for the site's staff, client, and support trips (and 
less if access was taken from Foresight to the west of the property). 

In conclusion, I don't feel the expressed, perceived detriments described for this site, 
by taking access from Foresight, outweigh the potential detrimental impacts that 
could occur to Patterson flows. As stated above, potential Patterson flow impacts far 
exceed those of Foresight, with the occurrence of any accident. ?ven the provision of 
restricted movement access, with a dedic~ted_ ri ht_ t lane and (li1 ~d · acentmedian, do 
riot guarantee -an acc1 ent tree condition, and an isolated median section, such as what 
woultt be requrroo here, may even contr' te iQ_ll_c- -ident otential. Furthermore,-the 
expresse t eat to busmess success portrayed by a Foresight access route are not 
reflected by successful, indirectly accessed businesses elsewhere in the City. 
Additionally, Foresight access would, at most, add only a few seconds travel time to site 
arrival and departure times beyond those offered by Patterson access, and Foresight offers 
excellent connection to adjacent full movement access points, and adjacent signalized 
intersections, equal to, or perhaps superior to egress options offered by a direct Patterson 
link. 

,~age1J 



[}Aike McDill- Comments 1-20-03 Pyramid Printing 2525 Foresight Cir.Sub~ittal __ _ 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

George Miller 
McDill, Mike 
3/26/03 9:05AM 
Comments 1-20-03 Pyramid Printing 2525 Foresight Cir.Submittal 

Mike, for response, you'd asked me to evaluate the right turn deceleration lane design of this submittal. 

I'll respond with respect to current and proposed future TEDS standards for this type of lane. The plan 
shows that the decel taper to be approx. 30' long, and the decel/storage lane is approx. 90' long. 

For a 40mph condition, current TEDS standards would require a 30:1 taper decel taper (360' long). The 
proposed TEDS standard would allow a taper length similar to that used for a left turn lane; 90' long. For 
both present and proposed standards, this use would probably only need a 50' long storage lane. 

So, present standards would require a 360' long taper with a 50' storage lane. Propos~d __ ~tangarqs would 
require a 90' long taper aJsa wjth a 50' ~to@ge J~ne~ ---

This submittal details an access that has been discouraged previously, so, if I may, I'd like to comment on 
the proposal. I've attached the previously submitted comment on this issue (dated 11-19-02), and would 
also like to present that, according to current TEDS standard 6.2.8, unsignalized intersections on a 
principal arterial must be T intersections and spaced a minimum of 600' apart. 

Additionally, I would wish to add that I believe it to be of utmost importance, in the interest of future 
Patterson traffic flow management, to diminish, not expand our access point quantity on this principal 
arterial. 

Thanks, Mike. Please let me know if you need this submittal packet returned to you. 

CC: Kliska, Jody 

Page 1 I 
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PYRAMID PRINTING 

Mark Relph 
Public; Works ami Utilities Director 
City of Grand Jum:riott 
250 N. 5th Stteet .. Rm. 245 
Grand Junction. CO 81501 
United States of .Atuerica 

Dca:t: Mark. 

T-844 P.002/002 F-341 

Th<Ulk you, for t1tk.ing the time to review our sub-division pxoject again. J t.hi1tk you know by now that u1 

em::rllnce on Patt~:rson Rd. is critical to the project's success. At the same time we Wldcrst-and that trllffic is 
already very heavy alor...g this rhoroughfar~ and you ate txyillg to c()nt:tol further gtowth. 

At ow· last meeting we ~t Pyramid Printing ag;Teed to develop furt:hc:r options that your team could review. Ar 
the same -cime you requested som~ specificf' em COMisrcncy 'la.>ith respect to othC{ properties along this business 
corridor . .Afl we add1cssed these twO challenge:» it becam~ evident th-at they were very much intertwined. 

To be more specific two of the: newest propetcies along Patterson a:re the ocw Re/Max rcf2il develop.ment wd 
Communi!'/ Hospit:Al\s Surgi<;a! Cemct. Both of these properties have incotporated decclcr.t.tion lanes into their 
entr;lnces. Both of them, howevet, grc quite short in relationship to rcg\llarion that ~..,s ~c::ferenc:cd 10 out· 
meeting. In the case of Coo:ununilj Hospital, their li\l'lc: measur.c~ 187' from the ~idewa~ on the east end of the 
l~nc t<> the centcx- of me rut:n in enaanc;e. The Re·Ma.x deceleration lane, using the same method meas;.1res 148'. 

On ow: property we propose incorpot<\tU~~ a 150' dccdetari.on lane ioro the subdivision plan. 'With thi!:i we have 
three different appto~ches fen- the entrance itself'; we ~Will bring dxawings of each of these options to d1c 
meeting. While I have not bct:n succcs~ful to date jn talking with Public Service, I am confident we: can gcr 
tl::cm to relinquish their cut by buildlng :w entry to theit. station from our parking lot which would be fully 
paved. 

ln our diS<;Ulisions I made mention of how critical n Patterson enu;mce is to our. c:>ut of town cuswmcrs .. I :ilso 
indicated th:.it over a· p~riod of time this need would bcc.om.e less c;ritical. A~c;ordingly. I wouid propose that we 
encet into fiv~ yeru: ."sunset agrcc;:mc:nr". If after this period of tim~ the Ciry develops a uniform approach to 
closing entrances for businesses along this co.rridor thou Pyramid P1inting will ag:~:ee to follow thi:;; regulati.on. 

Thank you again fo.r yout hdp, I look foNTard to ou.r meeting tomorrow. 

Sincerely~ 

~--........:-·----··-
:>~---·~ 

Rick Tagg:u:t 

1 ! 19 ~·~. iic• • :1r.r'.l.'\ 

~~.rand )ur•U!t!J·,, CO 61 ',•:: 1 

':J/0) 11).7721! -r.:. 
sss h).:?7St.i ,(ll! FF.H 



February 26, 2003 

Mr. Rick Taggert 
Pyramid Printing 
1119 N. First Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

Foresight Professional Plaza Condominium Association 
2532 Patterson Road, Suite 10 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 

Dear Mr. Taggert, 

I have shown the draft plans you left with me to the majority of the owners in the condominium 
association. Specifically these were "Driveway Concept 4 Pyramid Printing" and "Driveway 
Concept 5 Pyramid Printing". In these drawings, we would lose our Patterson Road curb cut in 
lieu of a shared curb cut further west, with an entrance to our property on the west end of our 
parking lot through your property. 

The consensus is that the access to our property in either of these scenarios would be very 
confusing to our customers and clients and would be a significant hindrance to our day to day 
activities. We feel it might even be unsafe as people slow down in traffic and try to figure out 
how to enter our parking lot. The proposed plan would interrupt and damage our underground 
irrigation system, which is in place for our city mandated landscaping. Our traffic in your 
parking lot may at times be bothersome for you as would cut-through traffic from Burkey Street 
to your lot be troublesome for us. We feel our property value would be degraded by virtue of the 
loss of easy, direct, and obvious access to our property. 

We certainly welcome you as a new neighbor. However we feel there are probably better 
solutions to the issue of safe, direct access for you and your customers to your property. 
Therefore our decision is to not support any change to our existing curb cut access. 



PYRAMID 

March 10, 2003 

Mark Relph 
Public Works and Utilities Director 
City of Grand Junction 
250 N. 5th Street, Rm. 245 
GrandJunction, CO 81501 
United States of America 

Dear Mark, 

PRINTING 

Thank you for taking the time on such short notice to review our project on Patterson Road. As a follow up to 
our conversation, the purpose of this letter is to make a formal request for an exception to Chapter 14 of the 
City of Gr\lnd Junction Transp·nt:1.t.ion Engmeer111g Des'gn Standards for the property with its present address 
of 2527 l-'oresight Circle. Also this letter incorporates a brif.f hismry of our requests on the sub division of the 
property, as well as, specifics on what we at TOT LLC and Pyraraid Printing have agreed to. Enclosed with this 
letter is the progression of the drawings since our initial request and a letter detailing the stance of the 
Foresight Professional Pla'la Condominium Association, -::hC; property to our immediate east 

ln Lttc .'\u.gvst w.: submitted ·mmiti~tl reque~t for an exceptlon from the present TEDS regulatiors for our suh 
d1Vision projf~ct. The drawtngs we irJ.duded at that time combined the existing cut on the property with th.:: 
L..i.:ive that accesses the Thetmo Assembly property to our west. It was stated at that time that we would er~ter 
into a cross access agreemePt with this firm along with explonng with Xcel Energy the potential of clo~;ing 
their cut and utilizing the improved drive. The drive illustrated at that time had full access in. and out hoth e-u.t 

and w.~st. This request was denied in favor of the entry on Foresight Circle. 

l11 ()c;.t)her W< submitted a revi3ed request '.:vith an expl<~.fJ.ation frotn myself that the entry on Pat-te~:son ~va > 

c11ti·.:al tr ou:r resort cust,)mers ac1d that our r~tionale for buying the land was its ]'.)C.ttion and th~~ r:ase i..: 
provid~d K o;1t of ~own customers. The illustrations we };resented at this time restricted the exit en tlu driw- t' 

wel.t only. Tru; rcq~1est wa., again denied, however, we ;:lid Legin a more productive dialogue with yoursel; ~in!: 
s1 ;,ff n ~ re.m!t vf ;hi" 1 eq'Iest. [n pa ,:tic:u1:ar \70U chailt ngcd mv team to explore further options. 

L1 Jmuary we G·tn t~ back :Nith a third re'lUF_st for an ex· epti:m tlus request incorporated ·-t decde~a tton bn,_: 

into the entry 0f the drive while maintairung a west exit .mly w the drive. When this option was presented you 
reqt•ested thatl 'lleet (vich our neic;hho·s 10 the east an~:l explore if there was ~ny chance that we couLd COt1ihi<:K 

our entrance with thors. I m turn md with Dr. Ken Peroni the President of this condo project and presented a 
dravri.ng of a joint access. He reviewed this proposal wJ th his rnembers and replied to me on February 26111 

Oetter attached) that tlus appro~ch would ·:lot work f::>r hi.~ constituent<>. 

Dm1ng this same pt'riod I contacted Mr. \Y!ade Haerk: of Xcel Energy to explore the new entrance concept and 
the elimiaarion of their cut to fur:her r':duc.' accf~ss tc P:tttcrson. \1\lade indicated that they would be amcnalJk 
to the concept and he wou]d hav~( lli.s r~a; e.;tate division Ct)ntact me. As in the case of Thermo :\ssembly we 
will move forvvard to cnt ~r int() J cro6s :lcces;-; agrt"errer~t t-o ~ucccssfully conclude this matter. 

\X/ith the ;:t_br >VC a3 hackground I wou1d ike to r~quest the grancing c•f an exception to the TEDS regulatio11 pet 
the dta\\r:ing included. _.\sa Jescr1pi1o11 the emrancf' wili h;:tvc a 150' deceleration lane -w1.th F.ntty from b0th e.1st 
and west. lt JS my tndcr~tanding thctt Wf' 1"":1" h:'ve te buil-) ;on lp:v·npnate ("l 1rbing structure i., the modi·1 fl bne .. 
• -· 1, I'J 14. ~list Street 

Crancl Juncricm, CO 81 'Jlll 

970 24cl 7784 HI 

88iU45.7784 lOLL FRFF 

C)7() 242 0725 FAX 

pyramidc<pyrarnidprinring corn 
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-2- March 10,2003 

of Patterson to direct the eastbound traffic. The exit will be west only. The fmal drive will incorporate the 
elimination of the existing drive for Thermo Assembly plus eliminate the Xcel Energy cut. We will create with 
these 2 partners the proper documentation on this subject as the City requires. 

Mark, thank you again for working so closely with us on this project, I know it has been a difficult process but 
your diligence on our behalf is very much appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Taggart 














