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CITY UTILITIES 12th Street has a lot of tra.ffip - int~o-:
ducing additional traffic into and out of 
alley for access to an office building 
will increase traffic hazards. Alley 
should be service vehicle access only 
where feasible. 

MAPPING No Comment 

CITY ENGINEER-RISH Curb, gutter and sidewalks exist on both 
ltth and Gunnison and are in good condi
tion. The proposed layout with no curb 
cuts on this busy intersection is very 
good. The existing alley pavement is 
very deteriorated and should be paved 

PUBLIC SERVICE 

GJ DRAINAGE 

on their frontage to accomodate the 
traffic to and from the proposed parking 
lot. 

GAS: no objeetion. ELECTRIC: no objections. 

Okay. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNER 
The requested zone change is not consistent with either of the adopted 12th Street 
Policies concerning the existing zoning between North Avenue and Pitkin Avenue (#6) 
or with the policy of avoiding 11 Stripping 11 12th Street (#7). 
The presence of a park (Lincoln Park) should have a positive influence on residential 
development, one of the amenities desirable for residential development. 
The existing residential neighborhood is maintaining viability and is not declining nor 
is it changing in character. An error in zoning is not readily evident, nor has the 
area changed enough to warrant a rezoning. In this instance any development must be 
compatible with the existing devel:opment. --

DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT 
*Proposed architectural design of office building is residential in character and com
patible with adjacent homes. 
* Signage should be minimal and against structure. 
* Groundcover should be some type of grass versus the proposed gravelly 11 desert 11 land

scaping to best relate to landscaping of area. A new planting plan should be submitted. 
* No curb cuts-·should be allowed off 12th. Possible some sort of screening (fencing, low 

shrubs) could be utilized to route traffic to alley access. 
* Screening on west property line should also be addressed (cedar fence?) 
* What type of office use is proposed for this site? 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
-This project 'does not meet 12th Street Policy Statement {as per Camp Pl~nner comments). 
If considered for approval an amendment to the policy statement should be considered. 

GJPC 12-18-79 

I 

RIDER/GRAHAM/PASSED 3-1 A MOTION TO RECOMMEND D.ENIAL .. OF THE REZONE AND FINAL 
PLAN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 1) THAT IT DOESN'T MEET THE 12th STREET POLICIEf 
2) I FEEL WE STRONGLY NEED TO PROTECT A NICE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD: 3) IT 
DOESN'T MEET THE CRITERIA ESTABLISHED FOR A REZONE-NEIHB9RHOOD HAS CHANGED, OR 
THERE IS A REAL NEED FOR MORE ZONING OF THE TYPE REQUESTED, OR THE ZONING WAS 
WRONG IN THE FIRST PLACE. SCHOENBECK VOTING AGAINST THE MOTION. ,. 

<f.; 

>·· •. · .• · .•. 



Proposed rezone 
R. 1-..C to IB 
Lot 17, E:ock 45 

vostatek construction a. cfeslgn, inc. 
corl vostatek o1a. pre~k::ient 

City of G1·and Junction, Colorado 

The aite in consideration i:3 the vacant pareel of ground a,t the southwet5t 
comer of 12th :Street and G11nnison Avenue, F'or numy years thi.s rather prominently 
located site ( diagonally across from one of the main entrances to Lincoln Park 
and on thE! hE!avily travelled 12th Street C'orridor ) has bt;}en nothing more tha.n a 
vacant lot producing a robust crop of weeds emnually. 

It :is unfortunate that ,9. sit~! in such a visually prilne location to both 
automobile and pedestrian users should be releg<9.ted to this condition. Upon careful 
study there are reasons why this has come a'bout: 

a) Being on busy 1 noisy 12th Street the site has no·t:. been espElCially 
dE1sireable for the C<:)nstructj.on of a. single family rt'JSidenc:e, the use 
permUted by it:s present H 1-C zoning. Fr'iwlcy, safety and noise pollu
tion are the basic c<>nsidE!r.atione which render the site not amenable · 
to a resid~smtial use. 

b) E.ven if consideration would be given to placing a residence on the site, 
the required setbacks result in a fairly unuseable envelope in terms of 
wicltr: ( less than 20 feet ar·proxima't·e·ly ) • 'Today' s design and style pre
ferer.ces do not lend themselves to a readily a.ccepta.ble solution with 
tbese restrict}ons ft)r most of our eontemporary new home bui.lders,. 

c) 'ldth these problems, vd.lltne bu;:,rers have been few to purchase the parcel 
wben up fo·r s.ale. The~ absentee owne:rs do not desire to develope the parcel 
ttemselvee. 

Analyzing the site with the a.forementi.cned prCiblemiS for a residential appli
cation, its use a.s a corrr~ercial site be·come obvioue1,. There a1·e, thoue;h, certain 
conditions that must be dealt .. with to successfully apply this use to this site, 
and I shall now address thos•'.!: 

:()L_~1e /1 L)CJ'x: :J 'i 
; 'h I ..: 
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vosta~ek construction & design, inc. 
:~ori vostotek o i o r: rc:~ cJer-·~t 

a) The <:crchH.ectural ci'Ls.rncter of the ne.ighboJ•hood is residential (with the 
exception of the conmerctal ue:e dir··e;ctly north across Gunnison Avenue) 
and of a '[,u.:llding style porular i:n tht~ F.Jarl:i..er p!!.rt c>f the century. A com
merctal building on this si.t,e would defJnitt~ly have to be compatible 
with this established character and style or be rudely out of place. 

b) Farking and access to parking are of greater importance than for a res:lden
tial use. Additional curb cuts off of 12t.h St:rf~et should not be made. 

The solution 1 propose for the use ot thia site i:s at:~ follows: 

A tw<> story office bu:ildj_ng of about 2;~00 squart~ feet that has a. residential 
appearance of the 11Victorian11 style. T:he parkj.ng area will have access off 
the already exist:ing alley which has 11th an.d 12th Street curb cuts., The 
eight pa.rking spaces provided more than meet the city's requin:~ment of 
of' one ~;pace per 3oo square feet of office arf~a. 

The sudden emergence of this structure at the corner of 12th and Gunnison 
should be_,. I believe, a wel"~ome addition to the visual environment as one 
travelE these two streets. Also, if handled properly (:in terms of design and 
constructj_on) this unique buUding should bE· an aesthetic treat. 

. The desj.gn l'.rill be c;g,refully controlled. and be more than compatible wi.th 
those resj_dences nearbr. I will do m;y utmost to blend this building in ¥rith those 
already there. 

Tf.e of:ftce use to which the site sha11 be put ·will not be so heavy that it. 
wC.uld disru:pt the adjacent resident:~al use and ustE!l'PJ, especially in light of the 
al:~eady existing 12th Street corr:ldor on the· site's east aide. 

Jr conclusion, I suggest that this office l3tructu.:re housiLg one to two 
bu::oinersen \-:jJJ. not detract from this ne:l.gh.horhood but rat.her enhnnce 1t! 

Respect.fu~_ly submitted., 

Carl Vostatek, A.I.A. 
Architect/Developer 
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I 
August 25, 1980 

Mr. Karl Metzner 
City Planning Department 
559 White Avenue Room 60 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Dear Karl: 

As you know, tne final landscaping for my project at 655 12th 
Street is somewhat different from the layout shown on the Plot Plan 
which you have on file at your departmeat. Because of this difference, 
Planni.ng is holding up issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy until 
this situation is resolved. 

Please allow me to explain how this circumstance came to be and 
determine whether you feel it can remain as is. 

First, in the course of our discussions during the "Planned 
Development" design phase, you and I had several discussions concerning 
how the site was to be treated. In terms of landscaping, I thought we 
had mutually agreed that the entire site could be done in "Desert 
Landscaping" as long as some greenery was incorporated (as tbe "as-built" 
Plot Plan shows), even thoggh I didn't show· this on the Plot Plan you 
have. This is the premise I was using as I landscaped recently, even 
though the Plot Plan shov1s otherwise. ~iy memory could be serving .me 
wrong, though, for we negotiated on many items some of which are also 
not shown on the plan (for instance, increasing the alley turn-in radius 
off 12th Street which was done per engineering's specifications). 

Second, the Buyers of the building requested that landscaping 
maintenance be kept to a minimum for they are not interested in and do 
not have the time to properly maintain a lawn area. Therefore, the 
"Desert Landscaping" theme with washed gravel, colored gravel, and some 
planting_(. two trees, yucca, and low srl.I'ubs) was the logical solution. 

Karl, I believe the manner in which the site is now landscaped 
is presentable and aesthetically pleasing. I have substituted planting 
for the grassed area so w-e've. some greenery present. 

I respectfully request that the slight variance ( ie .• no grass) be 
allowed to remain as is. If you feel the council should review this 
situation, and they do, I'll abide by the decision they make. 

Truly yours, 

Carl Vostatek 
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CITY AND ·~ .~TY PLANNING 8 DEVELOPMENT PROCESSING- CITY 

September 22~ 1980 

Carl Vostatek~ Architect 
655 36%" Road 
Palisade~ CO 81525 

Dear Carl: 

CITY OF GRAND .. UNCTION-II($& COUNTY-COLORADO aJSOI 

SSI "HIT[ AV[.-ROOM &0-DIAI.. C 3031 14:S-9ZOO UT. S4S 

COUNTY BUILDING PERMiT 8 INSPE~nON 

We have received a letter concerning the landscaping at Victoria Square~ 
a copy of which is enclosed for your reference. Apparently~ some in 
the neighborhood are concerned that the desert landscaping does not fit 
in with the character of the surrounding residences . 

I think it would aid the issue greatly if we could take it back to the 
City Council for a clarification of their intent concerning the landscaping. 
Please let me know when it would be convenient for you so I can schedule 
the item for Council consideration. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely~ 

Bob Bright 
Senior City Planner 

BB:CA 

Enclosure 
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CITY AND COUNTY PLANNING a DEVt...___...MENT PROCESSING- · 

CITY AND COUNTY BUILDING PERMIT. a INSPECTION 

IIEAIOR!IIVDUM · 



CITY AND COUNTY PLANNING a DEV' 'AENT PROCESSING-

Reply Requested 

iJ/yES 0 NO 

To: ~ · 

'-' 
CITY AND COUNTY BUILDING PERMIT a INSPECTION 

IIIEMORANDUM 
Date:(;-~~?; 

From:J~ 
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Carl Vostatek 
655 36-71/4 Rd. 
Palisade, Co 

Dear Sir: 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION-MESA COUNTY-COLORADO 11501 

5!.9 WHIT£ AVE.-ROOM 60-DIAL (303) 243*9200 £XT. 343 

December 21, 1979 

On December 18, 1979 the Grand Junction Planning Commission 
voted to recommend denial of your petition for Rezone RlC 
to PB and Victoria Square Office for the following reasons: 

a) does not meet the 12th St. policy 
(a copy of which is enclosed) 

b) the area is primarily residential 

c) the existing zoning is incorrect 

Because·you retain the right to have the petition presented 
to the Grand Junction City Council it has been scheduled for 
January 16, 1980 at 7:30p.m. If you do not wish to continue 
with this item please notify our office so that we may delete 
it from the agenda. 

If you decide to continue, with this project please be in atten
dance or have a representative in attendance at the above men
tioned hearing. 

Sincerely, 
<- /\ ~ /' 
~-~~~/ 
Sue Drissell 
Planning Tech I 

cc file #83-79 

~-- ; 

r.:;· 


