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PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE

Proposal:
Locauon

Tax Parcel Number: /?%/5 /’5/ /- /5/ J’E
Review Fee: f L20.00
(Fee is due at the time of submittal. Make check payable to the City of Grand Junction,)

Additional ROW required? /g /
Adjacent road improvements required? mwmmﬂﬂ rd
Arca identified as a need in the Master Plan of Parks and Recreaton? /0 M
**Parks and Open Space fees required? __/y/g . Estimated Amoum:.{Z%MMW
ing fi i [ — ﬂZM Estimated Amount: :

Recording fees required?
Half street improvement fees required? yaa /M Estimated Amount:

Revocable Permit required? W@Mg
State Highway Access Perm# required? /
Applicable Plans, Policies and Guidelincs [ ryatazein

Located in identified floodplain? FIRM panel #_ /¢
Located in other geohazard area?

Located in established Airport Zone? Clear Zone, Critical Zone, Area of Influence? /Y&
Avigation Easement required?

While all factors in a development proposal require careful thought, preparation and design, the following “checked"
items are brought to the petitioner’s attention as needing special attention or consideration. Other items of special
concern may be identified during the review process.

@ Access/Parking @ Screening/Buffering &® Land Use Compatibility
O Drainage @ Landscaping O Tratfic Generation

O Floodplain/Wetlands Mitigation O Availability of Utilities O Geologic Hazards/Soils
Q Other
Related Files:

It is recommended that the applicant inform the neighboring property owners and tenants of the proposal prior to
the public hearing and preferably priar to submittal to the City.

PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE

WE RECOGNIZE that we, ourselves, or our representative(s) must be present at all hearings relative to this proposal
and it is our responsibility to know when and where those hearings are.

In the event that the petitioner is not represented, the proposed item will be dropped from the agenda, and an
additional fee shall be charged to cover rescheduling expenses. Such fee must be paid before the proposed item can
again be placed on the agenda. Any changes to the approved plan will require a re-review and approval by the
Community Development Department prior to those changes being accepted.

WE UNDERSTAND that incomplete submitals will not be accepted and submittals with insufficient information,
identified in the review process, which has not been addressed by the applicant, may be withdrawn from the agenda.

WE FURTHER UNDERSTAND that failure to meet any deadlines as identified by the Community Development
Department for the review process may result in the project not being scheduled for hearing or being pulled from

the agenda.

X Signature(s) of Petitioner(s) XSignamre(s) of Representative(s)
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\ x (grand Valley /\/c;tional Bank

* B 925 NORTH SEVENTH STREET e (303) 241-4400
* P.O. BOX 4030 GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502

Dear Neighbor:

Grand Valley National Bank has plans to construct a new
drive-up banking facility on the southeast corner of North 7th
Street and Teller Avenue. Our plans will require a zoning change
for the property and we are asking that you support the proposal.

Attached are architects drawings of the proposed facility.
The first drawing is looking southeast from a point of view above
our present banking house. The second drawing is a site plan.

The drive-up facility building is not very large; less than
900 square feet. We plan to enhance the appearance of the prop-
erty with attractive landscaping, especially along 7th Street.
The architectural style will be similar to that of our present
building. The parking area on the east side of the property will
be for employees of Sutton's Printing & Copy Center.

The proposal will benefit the neighborhood as follows:

1. It will replace a vacant lot with an attractive land-
scaped and maintained facility which should increase
the value of neighboring property.

2. The driveways of our present drive-up facility behind
our bank building will be converted to employee park-
ing, thus eliminating the present need for parking cars
on the street, especially on Teller Avenue.

3. Increased banking services will be available in the
neighborhood.

The property is presently zoned R-32, which means that it is
zoned for 32 residential units per acre. As a practical matter
with its present zoning, the property is probably best suited for
student housing for Mesa State College students.

We would appreciate your support for the zoning change. If
you have any questions or comments, please call (241-4400) or
stop by the Bank. Ask for any of the following officers Paul
Briardy, Jim Mackley, John Frederick or Bill Seidel.

Sincerely,
AT
Paul K. Briardy
Chairman



To Whom It May Concern:

I support Grand Valley National Bank's proposed rezoning of
the property southeast of 7th Street and Teller Avenue for the
purpose of constructing a drive-up banking facility:
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To Whom It May Concern:

I support Grand Valley National Bank's proposed rezoning of
the property southeast of 7th Street and Teller Avenue for the
purpose of constructing a drive-up banking facility:

SIGNED ADDRESS

OWNER

TENANT

o

o R . 74, _—
i)l LG 797 TELLER

X

747 Ll

X

e 7
J

No /
\/e.é /
oT Home€ -

[ ecT| Prcrer” 7
Dl‘d wOT| ATTEMET e
TU debﬂ'tf g

7ﬂo B0 i -

T E/ER AvEmE

74l (Folerrie
To7

Jw Tt




To Whom It May Concern:

I support Grand Valley National Bank's proposed rezoning of

the property southeast of 7th Street and Teller Avenue for the
purpose of constructing a drive-up banking facility:
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To Whom It May Concern:

I support Grand Valley National Bank's proposed rezoning of
the property southeast of 7th Street and Teller Avenue for the
purpose of constructing a drive-up banking facility:
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An attempt was made to contact the
residents of the designated area
(outlined in pink) to ask the
following question:

" Would you support Grand
Valley National Bank's proposed
rezoning of the property southeast
of 7th Street and Teller Avenue for
the purpose of constructing a
drive-up banking facility?"

The following results were obtained
from the 97 contacts:
30 persons signed a statement of
support
4 persons opposed the project
1 person "on the fence"
62 persons were not at home
when contact was attempted.
A packet of material was left
at the front door of the
residence., |
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& COPY CENTER

904 N. 7th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

(303) 241-1281
. (a0 2ar1z81 RECEIVED GRAND JUNCTL..
PLANNINC T)F!‘DAP'PMENT

JUL 25 1994

July 22, 1994

Ivy Williams

Code Enforcement Officer
250 North 5th Street }
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2668

Re: 838 N. 7th Street Parking Area
Dear Ms. Williams,
Please see the attached letter from the Code Enforcement Division addressed to me.

First of all, I want to tell you up front that I have no intention of complying. I have good proof
that this is a parking lot and has been since any of us were alive except for perhaps R.T. Mantlo.

I intend to take this to court and listed below are just four of many things we intend to point out

to the court:
1. It has been a parking lot for over 50 years.

2. Thave parked in the same spot for 13 years come October 1994.

3. The city at one time must have felt it was a parking place because it has the
only driveway "cut in" on Teller Avenue between 7th and 8th Streets.

4. Code now statcs that apartments can be built there. Apartments will need
parking so there must be a parking code some place.

These are just a few of many questions that someone will have to answer to the court.

Sincerely,

9 /: v . L g
‘;\A - ////Z /‘t://// ’ E

Darel Sutton -

cc: Mark Achen R.T. Mantlo
Reford Theobold Thomas Volkman
Mike Blackburn Larry Timm

Michael Drollinger Terry Farina

" “Western Colorado's Largest Quick Commercial Printer’



Grand Junction Community Development
Certified Mail Receipt P 040 746 140 Code Enforcement Division

250 North 5th Street
Darel ?uttor} . Grand Junction, Colorado 81501-2668
Sutton's Printing (303) 244-1583 FAX (303) 241-1599

904 N 7th st
Grand Junction, CO 81501

July 11, 1994
Re: 838 N 7th St Parking Area

Dear Mr. Sutton,

On June 14, 1994, I spoke with you regarding the current
use of the lot in the 800 block of North 7th Street as a parking
area for your employees. As was stated at that time, this
property is zoned RMF-32, a multi-family zone which does not
allow a parking lot.

Given the zoning ordinance, the City has choice but to
require that the illegal use of the property as a parking lot be
discontinued by August 1, 1994.

It is my understanding that Mr. Rob Jenkins had a pre-
application conference with Michael Drollinger and Kathy Portner
of the Community Development Department on June 22, 1994 to
initiate a rezone of the property to a zone district that would
allow parking as a legal use. If a complete application for a
rezone is submitted to the Department of Community Development on
or before August 1, I will not process the zoning violation until
the City Council has made a decision on the rezoning request.
Until a decision is made by the City Council, the property my
continue to be used for parking.

If a rezone application is submitted by August 1, the
rezoning petition would be heard by the City Planning Commission
on September 6. If the Planning Commission recommends approval,
the matter would then be heard by the City council on September
21 and October 5. The rezone application, if approved by the
City Council at the public hearing on October 5, would then
become effective in 30 days.



Sutton

On behalf of the City, I encourage you to voluntarily
discontinue use of the lot for parking and to take affirmative
steps to bring the use of the lot into compliance with the City
Code through application for rezone.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. If you
should have questions, please call me, 244-1593, or Michael
Drollinger, the City Planner assigned to the rezone project, at

244-1439.
Sincerely,

Ivy Williams
Code Enforcement Officer

pc L. Timm
M. Drollinger
Callahan Edfast Mortuary, property owner



REVIEW COMMENTS

Page 1 of 3

FILE # 133-94 TITLE HEADING: Rezone from RMF-32 to PB &
Final Plan

LOCATION: SE corner of 7th and Teller Ave.

PETITIONER: - Grand Valley National Bank

PETITIONER’S ADDRESS/TELEPHONE: 925 N. 7th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
241-4000

PETITIONER’S REPRESENTATIVE: Robert Jenkins

STAFF REPRESENTATIVE: Michael Drollinger

NOTE: THE PETITIONER IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT FOUR (4) COPIES OF WRITTEN
RESPONSE AND REVISED DRAWINGS ADDRESSING ALL REVIEW COMMENTS ON OR
BEFORE 5:00 P.M., AUGUST 25, 1994.

CITY PARKS AND RECREATION 8/03/94
Don Hobbs 244-1542

Open space fee based upon appraisal of $105,000 X 5% = $5,250 due in fees.

CITY PROPERTY AGENT 8/04/94
Tim Woodmansee 244-1565

| have reviewed the appraisal and offer the following comments: (1) The comparable sales
seem to support a square foot value of $6.50/sq.ft.; (2) The appraisal states that the subject
property consists of 17,500 sq.ft. According to my calculations, based on recorded plats and
re-surveys, the subject property consists of 24,062 sq.ft. | would therefore conclude that the
value of the property may be as follows: 24,062 sq.ft. @ $6.50/sq.ft. = $156,403.

CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 8/03/94
Hank Masterson 244-1400

A fire flow survey needs to be completed. Submit a complete set of plans to the Fire Dept.

MESA COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT 8/04/94
Bob Lee 244-1656

No comments.



FILE #133-94 /| REVIEW COMMENTS / PAGE 2 OF 3

CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 8/11/94

Jody Kliska 244-1591

Site Plan

Iltems circled in red on the attached SSID checklist need to be addressed on the next
submittal.

1.

o s

No

Attached are copies from the ITE publication Transportation and Land Use which
point out some parking and circulation considerations which may or may not have been
contemplated. This reference cites The Traffic Institute at Northwestern University as
the source of information for drive-in window storage requirements. These requirements
range from 20 to 30 car storage needed for a facility of this size, but the narrative states
only 14 vehicles can queue on this site. No "escape" route is provided out of the site
and further expansion on site is not possible.

Design and details of the proposed alley widening must be submitted. The five foot wide
slab must be a minimum of 8" thick, be placed on compacted subgrade in accordance
with city specifications, and joined to the existing slab by dowels or tie bars in a design
which meets the ACI code and city approval. Concrete must meet city specifications.
Dedication of the additional alley right-of-way is required.

New curb cuts require a city permit and must be constructed to city standards. The
standard should be shown on the plan or at least referenced. The same permit may be
used for the alley work. All concrete work in the right-of-way must be done by an
approved concrete contractor.

Sidewalk on 7th and Teller is old, in poor condition, and should be replaced.

Signing and striping details must be shown on the plans. This will also help in detailing
the site circulation.

The location of the dumpster needs to be shown on the plans.

It is not clear on the plan if the landscaping is separated from the pavement by curbing.
It should be, and a detail showing the dimensions needs to be provided. A curb is
required around the edge of pavement at the edge of the proposed parking area so
stormwater runoff is not increased to adjoining private property. The barrier between
the parallel parking spaces and the alley needs to be detailed with dimensions. It does
not appear wide enough to be effective and could be a driving hazard to exiting traffic
if it is not large enough to be visible.

Grading and Drainage

1.
2.

3.

| will need the square footage of landscaping on site to calculate the drainage fee.
Are the two gaps shown in the landscaping area on the south side of the site intended
as curb openings? If so, please identify and dimension.

Again, curbing around the pavement to separate it from the landscaping and adjacent
property should be shown on the plan.

Landscaping

1.
2.

TCP
1.

The landscape plan needs to comply with the SSID Manual checklist.
The perspective drawing shows landscaping in the parking area but none is shown on
the landscaping plan.

The transportation capacity payment is calculated at $4,420.16



FILE #133-94 / REVIEW COMMENTS / PAGE 3 OF 3

CITY UTILITY ENGINEER ~ 8/16/94
Bill Cheney 244-1590
Water: There are 6" Iobped lines in both 7th Street and Teller Avenue.
Sewer: There is sewer service in the alley between Teller and Hill.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT ' 8/15/94
Michael Drollinger 244-1439

See attached comments.



133-94 REZONE TO PB: 7th Street and Teller Ave.
COMMUNIT_Y DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning request based on the intensity of the use proposed,
and the incompatibility and encroachment of the proposed commercial use on the residential
zoning and residential neighborhood. Staff believes that the character of the area is and should
remain residential and that the site can be developed for much-needed multifamily
development, for which there are limited sites available near the downtown.

If Planning Commission should favorably consider the application, staff recommends that any
rezone and final approval be subject to at minimum the following conditions:

2. The Submittal Standards for Improvement and Development (SSID) (Section 5-6 of the
Code) requires submitted drawing to conform to drawing standards contained in the Code. The
following items were missing/not addressed in the submitted plans and shall be included in a
revised set of plans required prior to issuance of a Planning Clearance:

(page and item numbers refer to SSID checklists - copies attached)

Pg. IX-29 SITE PLAN
A-improper scale; K-incomplete; also iterms 1, 2, 3, 8, 11-lighting.

Pg. IX-20 LANDSCAPE PLAN
A-improper scale; K-incomplete; also items 4-include common and botanical names, quantities,
min. sizes as per ordinance; 7, and 8.

Pg. IX-13 ELEVATION AND PERSPECTIVE DRAWING
K-incomplete, 2-identify materials and colors proposed

The perspective drawing is inconsistent with the submitted landscape plan and shall be revised
to accurately depict existing and proposed vegetation.

3. Striping and/or signage should be provided to clearly identify circulation patterns; the
proposed striping shall be identified on the Site Plan.

4. No parking is permitted in the front yard setback in adjacent multifamily residential zones
as per Code. To maintain the consistency of the streetscape, the plans shall be revised to
eliminate parking in the front yard setback.

5. Section 5-7-7B7d of the Code states that on a corner lot no sign shall be placed within 15
ft. of the intersection of the two street-frontage property lines unless free air space is
maintained between a point 36 inches to 72 inches above street elevation. The proposed sign
should be moved to conform with this requirement. '

6. One purpose of planned development is to provide for maxunum long range neighborhood




- -’

and community benefits through the modification of conventional zoning requirements as set
forth in Chapter Four. Landscaping is one method by which to attempt to mitigate the adverse
impacts of a development. Given the high amount of impervious coverage in the subject
proposal, we recommend that the following landscaping requirements be made part of any
approval of this application:

a. Street trees shall be provided by the applicant along 7th Street and Teller Avenue to
conform with the existing streetscape. Plantings shall meet the minimum requirements
as set forth in the Code.

b. A planting bed adjacent to the proposed bkuilding would help to break up the
proposed unbroken expanse of concrete and pavement. . -

c. A hedge or similar group of plantings shall be provided along the fence on the south
side of the parking area east of the alley.

d. Additional planting shall be provided to better shield the proposed parking and
maneuvering areas from the street. .

7. The proposed strip (material type not identified) proposed to separate the parking area east
of the building from the alley is too narrow and represents a circulation hazard. The strip
should be widened (if a landscape strip is proposed, it should be at least five feet wide).

8. The new concrete curb cut on Teller appears to be excessively wide. City standards require
a 25 ft. wide drive; the applicant should consider narrowing the driveway to reduce the amount
of impervious coverage.

9. Access to the parking lot east of the alley should be from the alley, eliminating the curb
cut east of the alley. Access to the parking lot from the alley must be limited to one or two
access points. Some type of barrier must be provided along the alley to limit the access.



DREAWING STANDARDS CHECKLIST |
| SITE PLAN "
B
&
ITEM | GRAPHIC STANDARDS oK | NAE
A | Scale: 1" = 10°, 20, 30°, 4Q’, or S50'
B | Drawing size: 24" x 36"
C | Primary features consist only of prooosed facilities excaot those related to drainags 3
D | Notation: All non-construction taxt. and also construction notation for all primary features 1
E | Line weights of existing and orocposad (secondary and orimary) features oer City standards E
F | Lecation: All orimary facilities are fully located heorizontally (See Comment 1) '
| Crientation and north arrow
J Stamoed and sealed drawinas bv registered crofessional comostent in the work
§ K | Title block with names. titles, preoaration and revision dates
= [ L | Reference to Citv Standard Orawings and Soecifications
O [ M_| Legend of svmbols used
’5 N | List of abbreviations used i
w| P Muitiole sheets orovided with averall graohical kev and match lines i
%} o .
R | Neatnsss and legibility r
. £
L
i
ITEM FEATURES ok | NAk
1 Site boundary, and adiacent propeny lines, land use. and zcning ]
2 | Toral site acreage and prooosed land use breakdown £
3 | All existing and proocsad easements. streets and ROW's ¢
§ [ 4 | identity utility vendors to the site ¢
5 | Identifv existing and orovosed utilitias, including fire hydrants, meters, and sarvice taos | 3
6 | Show existing and prooosed drainagae iniets, pioes. channals. and manholes | | !
‘ 7 | Too and loe of sionaes far ratention/detantion basins or gther ampankmsnts l ! i
: 8 Traific ingress. saress. trattic flow patterns, and tratfic conrroi features ! | 1
9 | All naving and concrete waiks. pads. ramos, wheei chocks : l ! 1
10 | Building footprint, rooi line. extenor decrwavs. and roof drain location | | i
] 11 | Parking areas, striving, stails. lighting | |
12 | Areas !o recsive gravei | E
13 | Signage, trasn coilection araas. bike racxs and oaths, crosswaiks. fira lanes |
14 | Misceilaneous structures, fencas. wails
15 | Other non-iandscaning surfacs facilities
1 Do nat show existing ar proposed contours
17 | Far perimster strests, show roadway width from curd to curb or edge of pavement to edgs of pavement,
ROW width, and the monument or saction line.
18 | When aoaolicable, identify the maximum delivery or servica truck size and turning radius, hours of anticipated
dsiiveries, and show truck turning radii on the plan to show adequacy of entry/exit and on-site design.
19 | Identify trash dumoster type, anticioated pick-up time, and accessibility.
20 | Soacs for signature aporoval by City Enginesring with date and title.
21 | Soaca for signature of County Clerk and Recorder (when required) :
— ' . COMMENTS
1 All angle, curvature, tangency, grade break and change, and other primary features must be fuily located herizontally. However,
these may be identified on the Grading and Orainage Plan, or may be put on a separate "Staking Plan”.
2 i:ins scalsis 17 = 10" or 20, instaad ot preparing a separais Langscaping Plan, that information may ba providsd hareon if it
wiil nct be tco ciuttared and confusing. Also, add spacse for signature approval by Cammunity Development with date and titls.




[ DEAWING STANDAEDS CHECRLIET |

LANDSCAPE PLAN
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GRAPHIC STANDARDS

OK

Scale: 1" = 10’ or 20'

Drawing size: 24" x 36"

Primary features consist only of landscape features

Notation: All non-construction text. and also construction notation for all primary features

Line weights of existing and proposed (secondary and primary) features per City standards

Vertical control: Benchmarks on U.S.G.S. datum if public facilities other than SW are proposed

Qrientation and north arrow

Title biock with names. titles. oreparation and revision dates

Legend of symbols used

List of abbreviations used

Multiole sheets provided with overall graphical key and match lines

I
Nﬁ;]
[
1

Contouring interval and extent

DO |vlIZIZIX|—]lTim|O|0 o>

SECTION Vil

Neatness and leqibility

ITEM

FEATURES

OK

NA

Use the Site Plan as a base man. -

Identify areas to be covered with specific landscaping materials.

Boulders, mounds, swales. water courses, rock outcropopings.

alwjrol=

Planting Material Leaend includes common and botanical names. quantities, minimum ourchase sizes,

" mature height. aroundcover/perennial spacina, tvpes of soil. and other remarks.

Soecification of soil type and oreoaration.

Landscaoe irriaation lavout, desian, materials. and details (if requested bv Citv staif).

Plantina/staking and other details as reauired.

Reaguired note on Plan: "An underaround. pressurized irrigation svstem wiil be orovidec.”

[(o Rl Lool LN Y (020 13}

Soace for aooroval sianature bv Communitv Deveiooment with date anag ttle.

COMMENTS

i This drawing may be eiiminaied ii informaiion may be put on the Siie Pian. See Note (2) on the Site Plan Chacxiist.

MAY 1993
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DRAWING STANDARDS CHECKLIST
ELEVATION AND PERSPECTIVE DRAWING

lITEM GRAPHIC STANDARDS ; OK NA
I A | Scale: 1/8" or 1/4" = 1.0 foot ‘

B | Drawing size: 11" x 17°, 18" x 24", or 24" x 36"
K | Title block with names. titles, preparation and revision dates
R | Neatness and legibility.

SECTION Vil

ITEM FEATURES oK | NA

Elevations of all sides for all proposed structures

Identify all exterior materials. finishes. textures, and colors

3 | Show location of all sians. exterior furnishings, and other elements
P that affect the elevation of structures

—_

n

hamdamdannderlnn

COMMENTS

1

MAY 1993 ' IX-13




' o
GRAND VALLEY NATIONAL BANK ok
AND hd
SUTTON'S PRINTING AND COPY CENTER XS
. . R
Grading and Drainage Plan ) g S
eox% Q

The site consists of two parcels of property divided by the north/south alley QQ}
between Hill Avenue and Teller Avenue. The parcels contain 17,725 square feet and
6,334 square feet with the largest parcel lying west of the alley. The west parcel was
the site of a church that nearly covered the entire parcel with the east parcel being
asphalt surface parking. The church was demolished for new development that

never occurred. Historically, the site was almost entirely covered with impervious
surfaces that drained to the adjacent streets and alleys. A 1989 Architectural Survey
of the site prior to demolition is available.

In our proposed development, the east parcel (see site plan) would again be a
parking lot with impervious surface draining to the west and south. The west parcel
would be the location of the drive-up teller building, access lanes and parking area,
with a majority of the site draining to the two alleys (see the site plan for
approximately directions of flow). Both parcels will include landscaped areas.

The runoff from both parcels is conveyed either by the gutters on Teller Avenue, 7th
Street, Hill Avenue and the new concrete alley inverts to a storm sewer inlet at the
northeast corner of 7th Street and Hill Avenue. No change to this historic pattern is
anticipated. We propose to pay a drainage fee per Section VIII of the Stormwater
Management Manual based on the difference in historic and developed runoffs.

drainage.446



August 25, 1994

REVIEW COMMENTS RESPONSE
Grand Valley National Bank

Title Heading: Rezone from RMF-32 to PB and Final Plan
File No.: 133-94

Location: Southeast Corner, 7th and Teller Avenue
DPetitioner: Grand Valley National Bank

925 N. 7th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
241-4400

Representative: Robert D. Jenkins, AIA
Chamberlin Architects, P.C.
437 Main Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
242-6804

1. CITY PARKS AND RECREATION
Open Space Fee shall be paid as indicated.

2.  CITY PROPERTY AGENT

Reference the attached correction to the original appraisal which provides for
modifications to

a.  square foot value and

b.  property area.

The value of the property is appraised at $105,000.00.
3. CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT

A fire flow survey will be completed. A complete set of documents will be
submitted to the Fire Department upon request for a building permit.

A P R O F E S S I O N A L ¢ O R P O R A T | o]

437 MAIN STREET
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81501-2511
TELEPHONE (303) 242-6804
FAX (303) 245-4303



REVIEW COMMENTS RESPONSE
Grand Valley National Bank
August 25, 1994

Page 2

4.  MESA COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT

No comment.

5. CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER

a. Site Plan

1)

2)

3)
4)

5)
6)

Drive-up Traffic: The revised Site Plan, Sheet A1, provides for five
drive-up lanes, 21 cars in queue, for a total vehicle handling
capacity of 26 vehicles. This capacity falls well within ITE
recommendations for drive-up vehicle handling. Grand Valley
National Bank will initially install equipment for the commercial
teller lane (adjacent to the building) and two kiosks. Two lanes on
the south end of the site will remain for expansion; and in the
interim, one lane will serve as an escape route.

Alley widening: The alley widening will be constructed in
accordance with City specifications and the additional five (5) foot
wide by 125 feet long strip will be dedicated as an alley right-of-
way.

The new curb cut on Teller Avenue will be constructed in accordance
with City specifications.

The sidewalks on 7th and Teller, where poor condition dictates, will
be replaced in accordance with City specifications.

Signing and striping are shown on the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.
No dumptser shall be used. The trash from the Drive-up facility
shall be taken to the main bank across 7th Street and disposed of
properly at that location.

Except where landscaping abuts concrete sidewalks, all landscaping
shall be separated from paving with a six-inch (6") wide concrete
curb, projecting six inches (6") above the paved surface. The
proposed parking area shall be surrounded by concrete curb.
Reference concrete curb details on the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.

b. Grading and Drainage

D)

Square footage of total site, with a breakdown of hard surface and
landscaping is provided on the Landscape Plan, Sheet A2, and the
Grading and Drainage Plan, Sheet A3.



REVIEW COMMENTS RESPONSE
Grand Valley National Bank
August 25, 1994

Page 3

d.

2)  Drain-ways through concrete curbs at the south side of the site are
dimensioned on the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.

3)  Concrete curbs are identified and detailed on the revised Site Plan,
Sheet Al.

Landscaping

1)  Reference the revised Landscape Plan, Sheet A2.

2) A privacy hedge has been shown separating the new parking area

and the east/west alley.

TCP - Fee shall be submitted as directed.

6. CITY UTILITY ENGINEER

Utilities identified by the City Utility Engineer are noted on the revised Site
Plan, Sheet Al.

7.  COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

a.

b.

Rezone Considerations

Conditions
1) Condition Number 1 was omitted.
2)  Submittal Standards - reference revised drawings:
Al - Site Plan
A2 - Landscape Plan
A3 - Grading and Drainage Plan
A4 - Elevations - A new building elevation drawing is submitted in
place of the original perspective drawing.
3) Striping and signage are shown on the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.
4)  Parking is shown in the 20-foot setback along Teller. It is felt that

the existing Streetscape is not harmed by the two parking spaces in
this setback area. This area was a paved parking lot when occupied
by the church and continues in use as a parking area. Directly
across the street, the existing commercial building is constructed on
the south property line and parking extends to the sidewalk along
Teller Avenue. The Streetscape is not now consistent, and this
setback area has been a parking lot for many years.



REVIEW COMMENTS RESPONSE
Grand Valley National Bank
August 25, 1994

Page 4

5)

6)

8)

9

The building sign has been moved in accordance with City

standards. Reference the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.

Landscaping:

a) Street trees are shown on the revised Landscape Plan, Sheet A2.
Spacing of trees and tree species and size will conform to City
standards.

b) Planting beds with low shrubs (three-foot maximum) are
shown on the east and west side of the building.

c) A hedge is shown along the south property line of the parking
area.

d) Additional planting is shown on the property along 7th Street.

Curbed areas separating paved vehicular circulation and the

north/south alley (on both sides of the alley) are shown on the

revised plans. Each curbed area shall include low shrubs.

The new curb cut on Teller Avenue shall be 25 feet wide, as shown

on the revised Site Plan, Sheet Al.

Access to the parking area shall be from two locations in the

north/south alley. The existing curb cut on Teller Avenue shall be

removed and that area landscaped, as shown on the revised plans.

RD]J/8-25rcom.397



DATE: August 18, 1994

TO: Grand Valley National Bank

FROM: Gary H. Cape

RE: Correction of calculations, appraisal of 838 N. 7th

Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501

Due to an error on my part, I figured the square footage of
the above subject property at 17,500. The correct figure should
be 24,062 square feet.

The estimated per square foot value will be reduced to
$4.36. This is reasonable to conclude from the market data
employed earlier; also the per square foot value generally drops
as the subject site is larger.

The estimated market value remains the same: $105,000.00.

I apologize for the error and any inconvenience.

Sincerely,
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133-94 REZONE TO PB: 7th Street and Teller Ave.
COI\’[I\/IIJNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning request based on the intensity of the use proposed,
and the incompatibility and encroachment of the proposed commercial use on the residential
zoning and residential neighborhood. Staff believes that the character of the area is and should
remain residential and that the site can be developed for much-needed multifamily
development, for which there are limited sites available near the downtown.

If Planning Commission should favorably consider the application, staff recommends that any
rezone and final approval be subject to at minimum the following conditions:

2. The Submittal Standards for Improvement and Development (SSID) (Section 5-6 of the
Code) requires submitted drawing to conform to drawing standards contained in the Code. The
following items were missing/not addressed in the submitted plans and shall be included in a
revised set of plans required prior to issuance of a Planning Clearance:

(page and item numbers refer to SSID checklists - copies attached)

Pg. IX-29 SITE PLAN
A-improper scale; K-incomplete; also iterms 1, 2, 3, 8, 11-lighting.

Pg. IX-20 LANDSCAPE PLAN
A-improper scale; K-incomplete; also items 4-include common and botanical names, quantities,
min. sizes as per ordinance; 7, and 8.

Pg. IX-13 ELEVATION AND PERSPECTIVE DRAWING
K-incomplete, 2-identify materials and colors proposed

The perspective drawing is inconsistent with the submitted landscape plan and shall be revised
to accurately depict existing and proposed vegetation.

3. Striping and/or signage should be provided to clearly identify circulation patterns; the
proposed striping shall be identified on the Site Plan.

4. No parking is permitted in the front yard setback in adjacent multifamily residential zones
as per Code. To maintain the consistency of the streetscape, the plans shall be revised to
eliminate parking in the front yard setback.

5. Section 5-7-7B7d of the Code states that on a corner lot no sign shall be placed within 15
ft. of the intersection of the two street-frontage property lines unless free air space is
maintained between a point 36 inches to 72 inches above street elevation. The proposed sign
should be moved to conform with this requirement. ‘

6. One purpose of planned development is to provide for maxunum long range neighborhood




and community benefits through the modification of conventional zoning requirements as set
forth in Chapter Four. Landscaping is one method by which to attempt to mitigate the adverse
impacts of a development. Given the high amount of impervious coverage in the subject
proposal, we recommend that the following landscaping requirements be made part of any
approval of this application:

a. Street trees shall be provided by the applicant along 7th Street and Teller Avenue to
conform with the existing streetscape. Plantings shall meet the minimum requirements
as set forth in the Code.

b. A planting bed adjacent to the proposed building would help to break up the
proposed unbroken expanse of concrete and pavement.

c. A hedge or similar group of plantings shall be provided along the fence on the south
side of the parking area east of the alley.

d. Additional planting shall be provided to better shield the proposed parking and
maneuvering areas from the street.

7. The proposed strip (material type not identified) proposed to separate the parking area east
of the building from the alley is too narrow and represents a circulation hazard. The strip
should be widened (if a landscape strip is proposed, it should be at least five feet wide).

8. The new concrete curb cut on Teller appears to be excessively wide. City standards require
a 25 ft. wide drive; the applicant should consider narrowing the driveway to reduce the amount
of impervious coverage.

9. Access to the parking lot east of the alley should be from the alley, eliminating the curb
cut east of the alley. Access to the parking lot from the alley must be limited to one or two
access points. Some type of barrier must be provided along the alley to limit the access.



POSTING OF PUBLIC NOTICE SIGNS

The posting of the Public Notice Sign is to make the public aware of development proposals.
The requirement and procedure for public notice sign postlng are required by the City of
Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code.

To expedite the posting of public notice signs the following procedure list has been prepared
to help the petitioner in posting the required signs on their properties.

1. All petitioners/representatives will receive a copy of the Development Review Schedule
for the month advising them of the date by which the sign needs to be posted. IF THE
SIGN HAS NOT BEEN PICKED UP AND POSTED BY THE REQUIRED DATE, THE
PROJECT WILL NOT BE SCHEDULED FOR THE PUBLIC HEARING.

2. A deposit of $50.00 per sign is required at the time the sign is picked up.

3. You must call for utility locates before posting the sign. Mark the location where you
wish to place the sign and call 1-800-922-1987. You must allow two (2) full working
days after the call is placed for the locates to be performed.

4, Sign(s) shall be posted in a location, position and direction so that:
a. It is accessible and readable, and
b. It may be easily seen by passing motorists and pedestrians.

5. Sign(s) MUST be posted at least 10 days before the Planning Commission hearing date
and, if applicable, shall stay posted until after the City Council Hearing(s).

6. After the Public Hearing(s) the sign(s) must be taken down and returned to the
Community Development Department within three working days to receive full refund
of the sign deposit. For each working day thereafter the petitioner will be charged a
$5.00 late fee. After eight working days Community Development Department staff will
retrieve the sign and the sign deposit will be forfeited in its’ entirety.

Community Development Department staff will field check the property to ensure proper
posting of the sign. If the sign is not posted, or is not in an appropriate place, the item will be
pulled from the hearing agenda.

| have, read the above information and agree to its terms and conditions.

’zAéf)' 1212144;4' | 2/ Joq

SIGNATURE - DATE
FILE #/NAME e%t/33 'gf/ &M RECEIPT # / 523
PETITIONER/REPRESENTATIVE: 2& Jé/?///fv  PHONE # 2 4 l- é(%4
DATE OF HEARING: 7 —¢ ~7 ¥ POST SIGN(S) BY: B -6~ i
DATE SIGN(S) PICKED-UP____ & /z ¢/ 74

. — if s, // /)gl//
DATE SIGN(S) RETURNED f0 - CF - 7“/ RECEIVED BY

2
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STAFF REVIEW
e
_FILE: #133-94

DATE: August 30, 1994

REQUEST: Rezone RMF-32 to PB (Planned Business)

L_CCATION: Southeast corner 7th Street and Teller Avenue

APPLICANT: Grand Valley National Bank
e

EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant (used for surface parking)

~R NN
. . os;-ki 3 s . Q)\‘&\
PROPOSED LAND USE: Bank Drive-up/Surface Parking oo Y \o Cav
4 ® \wt\*"o' A\S I

SURROUNDING LAND USE: _ > ~\,,?o

NORTH: Commercial (Sutton’s Printing)

SOUTH: Single/Multi Family Residential \

EAST: Single Family Residential : e ~

WEST: Single/Multi Family Residential 40’@
EXISTING ZONING: RMF-32 é% O <

‘ A%

PROPOSED ZONING: PB (Planned Business)

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: B-3 (Retail Business)

SOUTH: RMF-32

EAST: RMF-32

WEST: RMF-32 '
O

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

No comprehensive plan exists for the area. The "Downtown Residential Neighborhood
Guidelines" and the "7th Street Corridor Guidelines" discourage further "encroachment of non-
‘residential uses into existing residential areas."

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The staff analysis is divided into four sections: (1) an overview of the proposal; (2) planning
analysis recommending denial of the rezone request; (3) analysis of rezone criteria and (4)
suggested conditions of approval should the application be considered favorably.

Ly



The Development Proposal

The applicant is requesting a rezone and final plan approval to construct a drive up bank
- facility to be located at the southeast corner of Seventh Street and Teller Avenue. The site
contains Lots 6-12 in Block 27. Lots 10 and 11 are bisected by a north-south alley.
Surrounding land uses are single and multifamily residential to the east, south and west and
business uses to the north and northwest. The existing Grand Valley National Bank building
with drive up is located to the northwest of the site and has two drive up lanes. The applicant
proposes to close the existing drive up facility upon construction of the new drive up facility.

The existing zoning on the parcel is RMF-32 (Residential Multi-family, 32 units per acre). The
applicant requests a rezone to PB (Planned Business). :

The parcel is presently used as parking for Sutton’s Printing which is not a permitted use in
the existing zone and is the subject of Code Enforcement Department action. This
development proposal includes a parking lot for eleven (11) vehicles which would serve
Sutton’s Printing.

ction of the drive up facility with five (5)
operations and record storage. Also included
in the proposal were 19 parking spaces. Sife”tirculation was proposed from two driveways and

The applicant’s origin

As a result of preliminary staff review and recommendations, the applicant has modified the
proposal. The proposal now calls for the initial construction of three (3) drive up lanes with
two (2) lanes reserved for future expansion. In addition, the east driveway on Teller Avenue
was eliminated as per staff’s request. The petitioner proposes to widensthe alley from 15 ft.
to 20 ft. to accommodate the additional traffic. 2 O);Pp}q 9 \7\59"

L O
Planni n% Analysis & (’\‘ A oﬂ/y
%{ \09/ \.. \d @‘b
The integrity of a residential area is critical to maintain a sense of neighborhood character and
@ cohesion and to maintain the attractiveness and value of an area. The downtown residential
area of the City - extending from the south side of Belford Avenue to the north side of Ouray
Avenue from 2nd Street to 11th Street is, almost without exception, residential in both use and
zoning. However, the continued encroachment of nonresidential uses in this cohesi "L)\o W
neighborhood will have an adverse impact on both the uses and zoning and w111 esult }'{stl%\lhe a(»f o w
loss of potential multi-family housing sites near the do VD Tt @

: Qers
The business zones to the north on TellerAvenue e en to accommodate "‘5‘;\/@
businesses~which 3t thefime-were-smfall and whichﬁi&% unpa]%’e A&rbY residential areas.
However, with the success of these businesses came “the ne d t&tﬁg{pand. With expansion

comes the need for additional property and increased traffic 1 impacts on the surrounding area.
Expansion of the businesses requires further encroachment and impagt on residential areas

which ongmally xvastheugh ould-naot be impaectedby—these—by ', SES. T—lns—pa-ttemjs

ypical or w tlSCC’ LIe pnes.-.and-restdae |
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zones are adjacent to each other.

encroachment of nonresidential uses into the downtown residential area and will adversely
impact the existing residential neighborhood. Approval of nonresidential zoning south of
Belford Avenue where none presently exists between 2nd Street and 11th Street will set a
precedent that will make further encroachment of nonresidential uses p0531ble aAaddition,

Lalieve 1t- o :,._. = SR 3 m e theaddi \.:/lg?
IS0usy W - e ave ul
‘ Mév;boﬂ AR yepats fissves o m«c)\wg“@m Y“O\DOS ? "
1. The proposal is not consistent with the purposes of zoning set forth in the Zoning and
Development Code or with established City policies.

0 Staff believes that approval of the subject rezone request will continue the pattern of

The proposed development is not consistent with the established purposed of zoning as set
forth in the City Code including:

A. Encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the City and to ensure a logical and
orderly growth and development of the physical elements of the City;

B. ... guide the orderly transition of urban areas;
D. Protect and maintain the integrity and character of established neighborhoods;
F. Promote the development of convenient and beneficial clusters of uses, including business

and shopping facilities where satisfactory proof is made that the same are reasonably necessary
and desirable for the public convenience and benefit.

' elt)p}mnt is not in keeping \with th;e 1 51de tial cﬁaracte of Xhe aréa| south\of
/ ¢ and will advgej?elyA egExtyi d h act r of \the/ rgsidéntial

suited for the proposed use or that the site is not appropriate for multifamily development. The
drive up bank use does not necessarily rely upon its proximity to the primary bank facility to
function successfully. In fact, there are existing examples in the City of drive up facilities not
adjoining the primary bank office such as NorWest Bank in downtown.

Not, wps)s%e_w% \;../'B\‘*\l, N}q,(x.%&g) C,:“};\ \A.MN\'; o Zlc,se,j —_—> Nmzy \1126\0,,

Both the "Downtown Nelghborhood Residenti C? idelines” and the "7th Street Corridor
Guidelines" include specific policies to discourage the encroachment of nonresidential uses
outside of established business zones. The Teller Avenue area is not specifically identified as
a transitional area from residential to business uses. Ly

¢

(2) The intensity of the proposed use is greater than current zonmg Build-out of the site
as currently zoned would only yield 7 to 10 multifamily units generating less traffic.

The intensity of the proposed use is greater than which would be permitted by existing zoning.

4
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It is our estimate that only 7 to 10 units of multifamily housing could be constructed on the
parcel, even though the maximum density which is permitted by zoning considering the size
of the parcel would be 16 units. The maximum number of automobile trips generated from

- 7 to 10 units of multifamily development would be between 70 and 100 trips per day. The

petitioner has indicated that the current drive up facility serves about 220 trips per day (with'
_only two drive up lanes). Thus, the proposed use (which would ultimately have five lanes)
“woudd generate over at least twice the number of vehicular trips than if the site were developed
under current zoning and would be built with the capacity to accommodate far more.

(3) The City has recognized the need for multifamily sites near the downtown and services -
the subject parcel is an opportunity to meet this need.

The need for additional multifamily housing in the community is well documented. However,
the number of sites located close to 'downtown services and which can take advantage of
existing infrastructure are limited. The subject parcel is an opportunity to meet this important
goal.

(4) Nonresidential development of the parcel, especially as an auto-oriented bank drive up
will impact the integrity of the historic district, even though the parcel does not lie directly
within the district.

The character and historic significance of a historic district is partially determined by the
"landscape" in which the historic district is set. ey th Street Historic District is the oldest,
most intact residential area in the city which¥éliés’ upon the surrounding areas outside the
district to help maintain this character. Further encroachment of businesses in close proximity

to the historic district, especially an auto-oriented use such as a bank drive up, is not consistent

with the prevalent historic development pattern of the area. o
-0
Q o
. g I
A 0K 35 R S S
Rezone Criteria <yv ) {l,?c’lg &
e ég\@{gé\}) R

Section 4-4-4 of the Zoning and Development Code contains criteria which must be considered
in the review of a rezone request. To minimize repetition, references are made to the previous
section where applicable.

A. Was the existing zone an error at the time of adoption?
There is no evidence that the existing zone was an error at the time of adoption.

B. Has there been a change of character in the area due to installation of public
¢ facilities, other zome changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development
¥ transitions, etc?

ofd > There has been some intrusion of businesses to the north, however, the south side of

Teller Avenue and areas further south remain exclusively residential.

ey Is there an area of community need for the proposed rezone?
O\
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The petitioner has documented a need for the expansion of the business which staff
does not dispute; however, the benefits of the proposed expansion are outweighed by
the negative impacts of the use. Expansion of the business could occur elsewhere in
an area zoned for such a business use.

D. Is the proposed rezone compatible with the surrounding area or will there be
adverse impacts?
The proposed rezone is not consistent with the purposes of zoning, the character and
integrity of the surrounding area, the established zoning of the downtown residential
area and the character of the historic district located immediately to the south. For
further discussion of these points, refer to the staff analysis preceding this section.

" E. Will there be benefits derlved by the commumty, or area, by granting the

proposed rezone?

Benefits of a rezoning are not apparent. The benefits of a bank drive up facility could
be met elsewhere - where allowed by zoning. The negative impacts of the proposal are
discussed at length in the staff analysis preceding this section.

F Is the proposal in conformance with the policies, intents and requirements of
this Code, with the City Master Plan, and other adopted plans and policies?
?;Q/ The "Downtown Residential Neighborhood Guidelines”" specifically discourage
/§ additional non-residential encroachment into residential areas. The 7th Street
< Corridor Guidelines do not specifically address Teller Avenue, however, the guidelines
do specifically recommend against further encroachment of nonresidential uses outside
of established business zoning.

. é\ ‘Are adequate facilities available to serve development for the type and scope

Ry Rt 7 suggested for the proposed zone?
Y L2 QG }9 Adequate facilities are available.

o L

Osky 4)o/":Staff feels that the request for the non-residential zoning of Lots 6-12, Block 27 is not
Dol

supported by the rezone criteria.

Conditions of Approval

Should the Planning Commission and/or City Council choose to favorably consider the subject
application, staff believes that at a minimum the conditions contained in the review comments
should be met. Staff’s recommendations are designed to mitigate to the extent possible the
adverse visual impacts of the proposal and integrate the business into the residential area.

The petitioner has agreed to most of the staff recommendations in the review comments
(forwarded to petitioner on August 17th) which have been incorporated into a revised set of
plans. The following outstanding issue remains:

(1) Staff believes that no parking should be permitted in the front yard setback. This
requirement is consistent with what exists in the current RMF-32 zoning on the south side of

+



‘Teller Avenue. The requirement would maintain a consistency in the streetscape along the
south side of Teller Avenue and would only result in the loss of two parking spaces. Presently,
the on-site parking lot for Sutton’s Printing on the north side of Teller Avenue is underutilized
- and could accommodate the additional vehicles. The petitioner should also be required to
revise the plan to reconfigure the site design to eliminate the large paved driveway area in the
front yard setback to the north of the proposed building. The parking for this area should be
relocated. :

The applicant has agreed to provide planting details prior to issuance of a Planning Clearance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning request for the reasons discussed above. If Planning
Commission should consider approval of the rezoning request, staff recommends that approval
be subject to the conditions detailed in this staff report. :

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:

Mr. Chairman, on item 133-94, I move we forward the request for rezone to PB (Planned
Business) at 7th Street and Teller Avenue to City Council with a recommendation for denial.
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wwLDEN, MUMBY, SUMMERS & LIVINGST (e
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
NORWEST BANK BUILDING, SUITE 400
2808 NORTH AVENUE
P.0. BOX 398
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81502 AN
JAMES GOLDEN
KEITH G. MUMBY
K.K. SUMMERS
J. RICHARD LIVINGSTON

AREA CODE 303
TELEPHONE 242-7322
FAX 242-0698

SUSAN MUMBY

September 12,

Michael Drollinger
Senior Planner

City of Grand Junction
250 N. 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: Grand Valley National Bank
Dear Michael:

This is to advise you that I represent Grand Valley National Bank
with respect to the zoning change request on 7th Street.

I will be out of town from September 14, 1994, through
September 21, 1994.

The purpose of this letter 1is to request that the matter be
continued from the September 21st City Council Meeting to
October 5, 1994.

If you have any questions, please call me.
Very truly yours,

GOLDEN, M SUMMERS & LIVINGSTON

-

By

" Keith G. Mumby
KGM/dmc

xc: Paul Briardy, Grand Valley Ntl. Bank

K: \MUM\GRAVAL\DROLLING.LTR



September 15, 1994

TO: Michael Drollinger
Senior Planner

FROM: Jody Kliska
Development Engineer

RE: Parking Observations
Grand Valley National Bank - Sutton’s Printing

The following is a summary of parking observations taken on five
separate occasions at the bank and at Sutton’s Printing. Turning
movements into the bank and out of the drive-through to determine
directional distributions of site generated traffic.

Grand Valley National Bank

Occupancy Observations

Location Available 1 2 3 4 5 "Avg % _Used
Customer Parking 17 9 4 10 1 1 5 29%
Employee Parking 15 13 13 13 13 12 13 87%
On-Street 7 5 5 7 7 6

Customer parking was observed at approximate five minute intervals
on Friday, September 9, 1994 from 11:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. Results
are below.

Time Occupied Spaces % Lot Occupancy
11:33 7 41%
11:35 3 18%
11:40 2 12%
11:47 5 29%
11:52 1 1%
11:55 1 1%
12:00 1 1%
12:05 4 23%
12:08 6 35%
12:10 8 47%
12:15 4 23%
12:20 2 12%
12:25 2 12%
12:30 6 35%

Average occupancy of the lot for this hour was four vehicles, or
24% of the total spaces available. Maximum occupancy observed was



47% of the lot capacity.

Sutton’s Printing

Occupancy Observations

Location Available 1 2 3 4 5 Avg % Used
On-Site Parking 15 3 8 7 4 5 5 33%
Vacant Lot 18 18 19 17 16 18
On-Street 7 4 2 2 4 4
Observations:

Date Time Day of Week

8-11-94 10:30 a.m Thursday

8-30-94 3:35 p.m Tuesday

9-01-94 2:10 p.m Thursday

9-06-94 2:35 p.m Tuesday

9-09-94 11:35 a.m Friday

Grand Valley National Bank Turning Movements

Entering Bank

Approach Direction # Vehicles % of Total Entering
Eastbound on Belford 20 24% of Total

Southbound on 7th St. 27 32% of Total

Northbound on 7th St. 36 43% of Total

Westbound on Belford 1 1% of Total

Observations made from 11:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. September 9, 1994

Exiting Drive-Through

Departure Direction # Vehicles % of Total Leaving
Westbound on Teller 10 37% of Total
Southbound on 7th St. 6 22% of Total
Northbound on 7th St. 11 40% of Total
Eastbound on Teller 1 1% of Total

Observations made from 12:30 p.m. to 1:30 p.m.

I also observed two violations of the of the right turn only sign
posted at the 7th Street exit and five vehicles exited the parking
area through the entrance.



STAFF REVIEW

L A R
SR R

FILE: #133-94

DATE: September 28, 1994
REQUEST: Rezone RMF-32 to PB (Planned Business)

LOCATION: Southeast corner 7th Street and Teller Avenue

APPLICANT: Grand Valley National Bank

ot e
SR

EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant (used for surface parking)
PROPOSED LAND USE: Bank Drive-up/Surface Parking
SURROUNDING LAND USE:

NORTH: Commercial (Sutton’s Printing)
SOUTH: Single/Multi Family Residential

EAST: Single Family Residential
WEST: Single/Multi Family Residential
EXISTING ZONING: RMF-32

PROPOSED ZONING: PB (Planned Business)

SURROUNDING ZONING:
NORTH: B-3 (Retail Business)
SOUTH: RMF-32
EAST: RMF-32

WEST: RMF-32

i

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

No comprehensive plan exists for the area. The "Downtown Residential Neighborhood
Guidelines" and the "7th Street Corridor Guidelines" discourage further "encroachment of non-
residential uses into existing residential areas."

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The staff analysis is divided into four sections: (1) an overview of the proposal; (2) planning
analysis recommending denial of the rezone request; (3) analysis of rezone criteria and (4)
suggested conditions of approval should the application be considered favorably.



The Development Proposal

The applicant is requesting a rezone and final plan approval to construct a drive up bank
facility to be located at the southeast corner of Seventh Street and Teller Avenue. The site
contains Lots 6-12 in Block 27. Lots 10 and 11 are bisected by a north-south alley.
Surrounding land uses are single and multifamily residential to the east, south and west and
business uses to the north and northwest. The existing Grand Valley National Bank building
with drive up is located to the northwest of the site and has two drive up lanes. The applicant
proposes to close the existing drive up facility upon construction of the new drive up facility.

The existing zoning on the parcel is RMF-32 (Residential Multi-family, 32 units per acre). The
applicant requests a rezone to PB (Planned Business).

The parcel is presently used as parking for Sutton’s Printing which is not a permitted use in
the existing zone and is the subject of Code Enforcement Department action. This
development proposal includes a parking lot for eleven (11) vehicles which would serve
Sutton’s Printing.

The applicant’s original proposal was for the construction of the drive up facility with five (5)
drive up lanes, and a 900 square foot building for operations and record storage. Also included
in the proposal were 19 parking spaces. Site circulation was proposed from two driveways and
from the north-south alley along Teller Avenue.

As a result of preliminary staff review and recommendations, the applicant has modified the
proposal. The proposal now calls for the initial construction of three (3) drive up lanes with
two (2) lanes reserved for future expansion. In addition, the east driveway on Teller Avenue
was eliminated as per staff’s request. The petitioner proposes to widen the alley from 15 ft.
to 20 ft. to accommodate the additional traffic.

Planning Analysis

The integrity of a residential area is critical to maintain a sense of neighborhood character and
cohesion and to maintain the attractiveness and value of an area. The downtown residential
area of the City - extending from the south side of Belford Avenue to the north side of Ouray
Avenue from 2nd Street to 11th Street is predominently residential in use and almost eclusively
residential in zoning. However, the continued encroachment of nonresidential uses in this
cohesive neighborhood will have an adverse impact on both the uses and zoning and will result
in the loss of potential multi-family housing sites near the downtown.

The business zones to the north on Teller Avenue and beyond were approved to accommodate
businesses which at the time were small and which has little impact on nearby residential areas.
However, with the success of these businesses came the need to expand. With expansion
comes the need for additional property and increased traffic impacts on the surrounding area.
Expansion of the businesses requires further encroachment and impact on residential areas
which originally it was thought would not be impacted by these businesses. This pattern is
typical of what is occurring in many areas of the City where business zones and residential



zones are adjacent to each other.

Staff believes that approval of the subject rezone request will continue the pattern of
encroachment of nonresidential uses into the downtown residential area and will adversely
impact the existing residential neighborhood. Approval of nonresidential zoning south of
Belford Avenue where none presently exists between 2nd Street and 11th Street will set a
precedent that will make further encroachment of nonresidential uses possible. In addition,
staff believes that a nonresidential rezoning of the parcel will have the additional impacts listed
below:

1. The proposal is not consistent with the purposes of zoning set forth in the Zoning and
Development Code or with established City policies.

The proposed development is not consistent with the established purposed of zoning as set
forth in the City Code including:

A. Encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the City and to ensure a logical and
orderly growth and development of the physical elements of the City;

B. . .. guide the orderly transition of urban areas;
D. Protect and maintain the integrity and character of established neighborhoods;

F. Promote the development of convenient and beneficial clusters of uses, including business
and shopping facilities where satisfactory proof is made that the same are reasonably necessary
and desirable for the public convenience and benefit.

The proposed development is not in keeping with the residential character of the area south of
Teller Avenue and will adversely impact the integrity and character of the residential
neighborhood. While the need for the expansion of the business is not disputed, the location
of the proposal outside of established business areas with available land for development and/or
redevelopment is inappropriate. The applicant has not demonstrated that the site is uniquely
suited for the proposed use or that the site is not appropriate for multifamily development. The
drive up bank use does not necessarily rely upon its proximity to the primary bank facility to
function successfully. In fact, there are existing examples in the City of drive up facilities not
adjoining the primary bank office such as NorWest Bank in downtown.

Both the "Downtown Neighborhood Residential Guidelines" and the "7th Street Corridor
Guidelines" include specific policies to discourage the encroachment of nonresidential uses
outside of established business zones. The Teller Avenue area is not specifically identified as
a transitional area from residential to business uses.

(2) The intensity of the proposed use is greater than current zoning - Build-out of the site
as currently zoned would only yield 7 to 10 multifamily units generating less traffic.

The intensity of the proposed use is greater than which would be permitted by existing zoning.



It is our estimate that only 7 to 10 units of multifamily housing could be constructed on the
parcel, even though the maximum density which is permitted by zoning considering the size
of the parcel would be 16 units. The maximum number of automobile trips generated from
7 to 10 units of multifamily development would be between 70 and 100 trips per day. The
petitioner has indicated that the current drive up facility serves about 220 trips per day (with
only two drive up lanes). Thus, the proposed use (which would ultimately have five lanes)
would generate over at least twice the number of vehicular trips than if the site were developed
under current zoning and would be built with the capacity to accommodate far more.

(3) The City has recognized the need for multifamily sites near the downtown and services -
the subject parcel is an opportunity to meet this need.

The need for additional multifamily housing in the community is well documented. However,
the number of sites located close to downtown services and which can take advantage of
existing infrastructure are limited. The subject parcel is an opportunity to meet this important
goal.

(4) Nonresidential development of the parcel, especially as an auto-oriented bank drive up
will impact the integrity of the historic district, even though the parcel does not lie directly
within the district.

The character and historic significance of a historic district is partially determined by the
- "landscape" in which the historic district is set. The 7th Street Historic District is the oldest,
most intact residential area in the city which relies upon the surrounding areas outside the
district to help maintain this character. Further encroachment of businesses in close proximity
to the historic district, especially an auto-oriented use such as a bank drive up, is not consistent
with the prevalent historic development pattern of the area.

Rezone Criteria

Section 4-4-4 of the Zoning and Development Code contains criteria which must be considered
in the review of a rezone request. To minimize repetition, references are made to the previous
section where applicable.

A. Was the existing zone an error at the time of adoption?
There is no evidence that the existing zone was an error at the time of adoption.

B. Has there been a change of character in the area due to installation of public
facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development
transitions, etc?

There has been some intrusion of businesses to the north, however, the south side of
Teller Avenue and areas further south remain exclusively residential.

C. Is there an area of community need for the proposed rezone?



The petitioner has documented a need for the expansion of the business which staff
does not dispute; however, the benefits of the proposed expansion are outweighed by
the negative impacts of the use. Expansion of the business could occur elsewhere in
an area zoned for such a business use.

D. Is the proposed rezone compatible with the surrounding area or will there be
adverse impacts?
The proposed rezone is not consistent with the purposes of zoning, the character and
integrity of the surrounding area, the established zoning of the downtown residential
area and the character of the historic district located immediately to the south. For
further discussion of these points, refer to the staff analysis preceding this section.

E. Will there be benefits derived by the community, or area, by granting the
propssed rezone?
Benefits of a rezoning are not apparent. The benefits of a bank drive up facility could
be met elsewhere - where allowed by zoning. The negative impacts of the proposal are
discussed at length in the staff analysis preceding this section. |

F. Is the proposal in conformance with the policies, intents and requirements of
this Code, with the City Master Plan, and other adopted plans and policies?
The "Downtown Residential Neighborhood Guidelines" specifically discourage
additional non-residential encroachment into residential areas. The 7th Street
Corridor Guidelines do not specifically address Teller Avenue, however, the guidelines
do specifically recommend against further encroachment of nonresidential uses outside
of established business zoning.

G. Are adequate facilities available to serve development for the type and scope
suggested for the proposed zone?
Adequate facilities are available.

Staff feels that the request for the non-residential zoning of Lots 6-12, Block 27 is not
supported by the rezone criteria.

Conditions of Approval

Should the Planning Commission and/or City Council choose to favorably consider the subject
application, staff believes that at a minimum the conditions contained in the review comments
should be met. Staff’s recommendations are designed to mitigate to the extent possible the
adverse visual impacts of the proposal and integrate the business into the residential area.

The petitioner has agreed to most of the staff recommendations in the review comments
(forwarded to petitioner on August 17th) which have been incorporated into a revised set of
plans. The following outstanding issue remains:

(1) Staff believes that no parking should be permitted in the front yard setback. This
requirement is consistent with what exists in the current RMF-32 zoning on the south side of



Teller Avenue. The requirement would maintain a consistency in the streetscape along the
south side of Teller Avenue and would only result in the loss of two parking spaces. Presently,
the on-site parking lot for Sutton’s Printing on the north side of Teller Avenue is underutilized
and could accommodate the additional vehicles. The petitioner should also be required to
revise the plan to reconfigure the site design to eliminate the large paved driveway area in the
front yard setback to the north of the proposed building. The parking for this area should be
relocated. ' '

The applicant has agreed to provide planting details prior to issuance of a Planning Clearance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning request for the reasons discussed above. Should City
Council consider approval of the rezoning request, staff recommends that approval be subject
to the conditions detailed in this staff report.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Commission recommended denial of the rezone request.

133-944
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October 4, 1994 VUST()¢1994

HAND DELIVERED

Michael Drollinger
Senior Planner

City of Grand Junction
250 N. 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: $#133-94 Rezone From RMF-32 to PB & Final Plan
Petitioner: Grand Valley National Bank
Location: Southeast corner of 7th St. and Teller Ave.
Dear Michael:
The purpose of this letter is to request that the matter be
continued from the October 5th City Council Meeting to October 19,
1994.
If you have any questions, please call me.

Very truly yours,

GOLDEN, MDMBY, SUMMERS & LIVINGSTON
By ' }%f?%zzé;nuﬁéa
Keith G. Mumby /

xc: Paul Briardy, Grand Valley Ntl. Bank

KGM/dmc

K:\MUM\GRAVAL\DROLLING.2TR
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