
Individuals with disabilities needing auxiliary aid(s) may request assistance by contacting the City Clerk at 448 E. 
1st Street, Ste. 112, Salida, CO 81201, Ph.719-530-2630 at least 48 hours in advance. 

 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT REGULAR 
MEETING 
City Council Chambers, 448 E. 1st Street, Salida, CO 

July 24, 2023 - 6:00 PM 

AGENDA 

Email public comments to: planning@cityofsalida.com 

Please register for the Board of Adjustment meeting: https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/rt/1909092342220683277 

CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

1. June 26, 2023 - Draft Minutes 

UNSCHEDULED CITIZENS 

AMENDMENT(S) TO AGENDA 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Public Hearings will follow the following procedure: 
A. Open Public Hearing    E. Public Input 
B. Proof of Publication    F.  Close Public Hearing          
C. Staff Review of Application/Proposal  G. Commission Discussion  
D. Applicant’s Presentation (if applicable)  H.  Commission Decision or Recommendation 
 

2. Kuhn Variance request - 147 West Fourth Street -  

The Kuhn variance request that was approved by the Board of Adjustment on June 26, 2023 did not 
contain a complete record at the time of consideration.  

A public comment on the variance request was emailed to the email address provided on the Board of 
Adjustment agenda. Staff was unaware that the email address was invalid and the comment was never 
received and made part of the record.  Now that the record is complete the variance shall be 
reconsidered.  

3. P&C Enterprises, LLC Variance Request - 306 Old Stage Road - Continued from the June 26, 
2023 meeting 

The purpose of the request is to receive a variance from the minimum side yard setback for accessory 
structures.  The minimum side yard setback is five (5) feet for accessory structures over twelve (12) feet 
in height.  

The applicant is requesting a minimum allowed side yard setback of 3’ for the garage constructed on the 
western portion of the property and 3’-3” for the garage constructed on the eastern portion of the 
property.  

An additional request is to receive a variance from the maximum lot coverage with structures if the P & 
C Enterprises, LLC Minor Subdivision is approved. 

BOARD COMMENTS 

ADJOURN 

**An alternate can only vote on, or make a motion on an agenda item if they are designated as a voting member 
at the beginning of an agenda item. If there is a vacant seat or a conflict of interest, the Chairman shall designate 
the alternate that will vote on the matter. If a Voting member shows up late to a meeting, they cannot vote on the 
agenda item if the alternate has been designated. 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT REGULAR 
MEETING 
City Council Chambers, 448 E. 1st Street, Salida, CO 

June 26, 2023 - 6:00 PM 

MINUTES 

Please register for the Board of Adjustment meeting: https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/rt/1909092342220683277 

CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN - 6:00 PM 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT 
Board Member Chairman Greg Follet 
Board Member Co-Chair Francie Bomer 
Board Member Giff Kriebel 
Board Member Judith Dockery 
Board Member Michelle Walker 
Board Member Brian Colby 
Board Member Aaron Derwingson 
 
ABSENT 
Alternate Board Member Dan Bush 
 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

1. December 13, 2022 – Board of Adjustment Draft Minutes 

Motion made by Board Member Co-Chair Bomer, Seconded by Board Member Colby. 
Voting Yea: Board Member Chairman Follet, Board Member Co-Chair Bomer, Board Member Kriebel, 
Board Member Dockery, Board Member Walker, Board Member Colby, Board Member Derwingson 
 

THE MOTION PASSED.  

UNSCHEDULED CITIZENS- NA 

AMENDMENT(S) TO AGENDA- NA 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Public Hearings will follow the following procedure: 
A. Open Public Hearing    E. Public Input 
B. Proof of Publication    F.  Close Public Hearing          
C. Staff Review of Application/Proposal  G. Commission Discussion  
D. Applicant’s Presentation (if applicable)  H.  Commission Decision or Recommendation 
 

2. 306-310 Old Stage Road Variance Request (The public hearing needs to be continued to the July 
24, 2023 Board of Adjustment meeting). 

Applicants Chris Vaith and Peter Schaefer of P&C Enterprises LLC, are requesting approval for two 
variances on the property located at 306 Old Stage Road, legally known as Lot 57 Two Rivers 
Subdivision. 

   A. Open Public hearing – 6:02pm 

   B. Proof of Publication – 

        C. Staff Review– 

 D. Applicant’s Presentation-  

   E. Public Input –  NA 
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        F. Close Public Hearing – 6:02pm 

       G. Board Discussion –    

 H. Board Decision – 

Motion made by Board Member Co-Chair Bomer to continue the public hearing to the July 24, 2023 
meeting, Seconded by Board Member Kriebel. 
Voting Yea: Board Member Chairman Follet, Board Member Co-Chair Bomer, Board Member Kriebel, 
Board Member Dockery, Board Member Walker, Board Member Colby, Board Member Derwingson 

THE MOTION PASSED.  
 

3. Kuhn Variance request - 147 West Fourth Street - The applicants, Martin & Adriane Kuhn, are 
requesting approval for a variance from the minimum side yard setback for the existing accessory 
structure.  

Accessory structures in the Medium Density Residential (R-2) zone district require a minimum side yard 
setback of three (3) feet. The applicants are requesting a minimum allowed side yard setback of 16” for 
an existing accessory building. 

   A. Open Public hearing – 6:03pm 

   B. Proof of Publication – 

        C. Staff Review– Planning Technician, Palumbo reviewed the application.  

  Commission discussed the following: 

• That the accessory structure was actually observable from the street 

• When the accessory structure was moved to the current location 

• When the accessory structure built and whether there was an encroachment 

• When the neighbor complaints were made  

 D. Applicant’s Presentation- Martin Kuhn and Adrienne Kuhn were present and spoke on the 
application. 

  Commission asked the following: 

• Whether the applicant had to get a building permit for the Master Plan of the backyard 

• Whether they built a new shed or shifted the existing shed over 

   E. Public Input –  NA 

        F. Close Public Hearing – 6:40pm 

       G. Board Discussion –    

  Commission discussed the following: 

• That the special circumstances arose because errors were made by staff  

•  If the Board approved this variance, whether it would just be for the shed or would future 
projects be eligible.  

 H. Board Decision – 

Motion to approve the variance made by Board Member Co-Chair Bomer, Seconded by Board Member 
Walker. 
Voting Yea: Board Member Chairman Follet, Board Member Co-Chair Bomer, Board Member Kriebel, 
Board Member Dockery, Board Member Walker, Board Member Colby, Board Member Derwingson 

THE MOTION PASSED.  
 

BOARD COMMENTS 

ADJOURN With no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 6:44 p.m. 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
MEETING DATE:   July 24, 2023 
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Kuhn Variance Application (Reconsideration) 
AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 
           
UPDATE ON RECONSIDERATION: 
The variance approved at the June 26th Board of Adjustments meeting did not contain a complete 
record at the time of consideration. A neighbor had sent electronic public comment prior to the 
hearing. The electronic comment was sent to an email displayed at the top of the Board of 
Adjustment agenda. Staff was unaware that the email address was defunct, therefore, the comment 
was never received. For this reason, reconsideration of the variance will preside with a now 
complete record.  
 
REQUEST:  
The purpose of the request is to receive a variance from the minimum side yard setback for an 
existing accessory building under twelve (12) feet in height. Accessory buildings in the Medium 
Density Residential (R-2) zone district require a minimum side yard setback of three (3) feet.  
 
The applicant is requesting a minimum allowed side yard setback of 16” on the southwest side of the 
property for the existing accessory building.  
 
APPLICANT: 
The applicants are Adriane & Martin Kuhn, 147 W. 4th Street, Salida, CO 81201. 
 
LOCATION: 
The property is legally known as Part of Lots 24, 25, & 26, Haskells Addition, City of Salida, Chaffee 
County, Colorado.  
 
PROCESS: 
Variances are addressed in the City’s Code of 
Ordinances, Section 16-4-180, Zoning 
Variances.  Variances may be granted from the 
standards of the underlying zone district and 
shall be authorized only for maximum height, 
minimum floor area, maximum lot coverage, 
minimum lot size, minimum setbacks, and 
parking requirements. 
 
The Board of Adjustment holds a public hearing 
after fifteen days advance notice of the hearing.  
The public hearing shall be held, at which any 
person may appear or be represented by an 
agent or attorney.  The Board may describe 
appropriate conditions and safeguards in 
conformity with the Zoning title of the City Code.   
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OBSERVATIONS:  

1. The subject property is located in the Medium Density Residential (R-2) zone district. 
Directly across 4th street is the Central Business District (C-2) zone district and Historic 
Protection Overlay (HPO).  
 

2. The southwesterly 12’ portion of the property is a 
paved driveway (private alleyway easement) for the 
neighboring property at 415 G Street. The property is 
constrained by curb and gutter in all other places for 
on-site parking.  
 

3. The primary building is a nonconforming building that 
does not meet the current front setback. The accessory 
building (single level log house) permitted in 1946, 
according to City documents, does not meet the 
current front setback. On a corner lot, the front lot line shall 
be designated by the location of the primary entrance or front 
porch. On a corner lot, the owner shall choose which lot line is 
designated the rear lot line. 

 
4. A written request in October 2021 was 

made to the Administrator to construct an 
8’ fence. The request was granted and in 
January 2022, the owners permitted and 
built an 8’ fence between their property 
and the neighboring, 415 G Street, 
property.  
 

5. On May 16th, 2023, a code violation letter 
was sent to the owners regarding the 
accessory building in question. Staff was 
made aware, by formal grievance in March 
2023, that the accessory building was 
encroaching on the neighboring property 
in 2016 and the current owners relocated 
the accessory building entirely on their 
property in its current location in 2021.  
 

6. The request is to receive relief from the minimum 3’ 
side yard setback for an accessory building. The 
applicant has relocated the building 16” from the 
current side yard property line. This does not include 
building eaves.  

 
7. Staff have received a comment from a neighbor 

against the variance request. This comment was sent 
to the Board of Adjustment and Applicants for 
review prior to this hearing. Comment is attached.  

 
Prior to permitting 8' fence. 
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Variance Approval Criteria Section 16-4-180(e): Variances from requirements of this Chapter 
shall be considered an extraordinary remedy.  When considering, reviewing, and deciding on 
whether to approve a variance application, the Board of Adjustment must find that all the following 
criteria have been met: 
 
 

1. Special Circumstances Exist. Strict application of the 
standards adopted in this Chapter would result in undue 
hardship or practical difficulties for the owner of such 
property.  Special circumstances include, but are not 
limited to, exceptional or peculiar limitations to the 
dimension, shape, or topography of the property, such 
as slope, standing or moving water, wetlands, 
floodplain, rock features, narrowness, shallowness or 
irregular shape of a lot.   

 
Applicant’s response:  
The special circumstances are: 
- Our house is old, with limited storage. We need the storage 

space.  
- Our lot is constrained by an easement for our neighbors. 
- The shed has been there for many years without complaint. 
- Our master plan for our backyard space is now complete. 

o We were granted multiple permits related to this 
project and a site plan showing the location of the 
shed was submitted and approved twice. The 
fence permit specifically spelled out that the fence 
was to be attached to this shed.  

o Concrete has been poured right up to and 
adhering to the skirting of the shed on 2 sides. 

o A hot tub has been placed next to the shed, 
according to the site plan, and permitted electrical 
has been installed on the side of the shed.  

o A small deck was just completed this winter that 
fills up the remaining space between the house 
and the shed. Custom fencing attached to the shed 
by permit could not be extended in the same 
fashion if the shed were removed.  

 

➢ The existing permitted 8’ fence attached to the accessory building was approved by 
the City on January 4th, 2022. On the site plan, the demarcation of where the 8’ fence 
is affixed to the “Exiting Shed” and “Craft Shed” that are off the property line.  
 

➢ At the time of fence permitting, staff assumed the accessory building was an existing 
nonconforming building as is the nature of the other buildings on the property. 
Therefore, we were unaware that this was indeed relocated to its current location a 
couple of years ago.  
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➢ The definition of setback in the Land Use Code: the distance required by this Chapter 
between the face of a building or structure and the lot line opposite that building face, measured 
perpendicularly to the building. According to the applicant, the accessory building was 
encroaching into the neighbor’s property at 415 G Street and moved completely 
onto their property, per the ILC. Relocating the accessory building must meet the 
standards of the zone district for all permitted and permit exempt buildings.  

 
 

2. Substantial Detriment. The requested variance would not create a substantial detriment to 
the public good and would not substantially impair the intent and purpose of this Chapter, 
this Code or the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Applicant’s response:  No impact. The shed has been in about the same location for years and 
there was a shed with no setback in the same place for years before that. Many other properties in the 
neighborhoods around downtown have similar sheds with no setbacks, including our neighbors. We 
now understand that our shed is not considered nonconforming according to the Land Use code. We’ve 
learned that it was placed by the prior owner after the setback requirements went into effect. However, 
we believe allowing the shed to remain where it is satisfies the spirit, though not the letter, of Section 
16-4-160 because there has historically been a shed in basically the same location for a long time.   
 

➢ The applicant had removed the encroachment of the accessory building 
completely onto their property at the current location. 
 

➢ The accessory building is behind the primary building, not very visible to the 
public; if at all.  

 

➢ The area in blue (image 
right) describes the 
buildable area of an 
accessory building that 
is under 12’ in height, 
utilizing 3’ side yard 
setbacks in the R-2 
zone district. The rear 
setback is hampered by 
the 12’ private alleyway, 
which would typically 
be a 5’ rear setback for 
accessory buildings. 
The accessory building 
is highlighted in orange.  
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3. Adverse Impacts. The requested variance would not result in significantly adverse impacts to 
the natural environment or to the surrounding properties and neighborhoods. 
 
Applicant’s response:  No adverse impacts. The neighbors have expressed a desire for privacy at prior 
points in time. In addition, they approved our request to build an 8-foot-tall fence along the property line. The 
shed continues this line of privacy and as you can see in the attached pictures, it is minimally higher than the 
fence in the required setback area.  
 

➢ A formal complaint regarding the location of the 
accessory building was made by a neighbor. The 
neighbor advised Staff in March 2023, that the 
accessory building was about a foot over onto their 
property and had been moved in 2021. It was moved 
without regard to the accessory building setbacks 
creating difficulty for the neighbor to construct a 
fence in that area. 
 

➢ The granting of the variance may impact the 
surrounding properties as it will be in close proximity 
to the side property line, the applicant may explain 
that maintaining the accessory building is feasible. 

   
 

4. Minimum Variance. The granting of the request is the 
minimum variance necessary for reasonable use of the property or building and the least 
deviation required from the applicable zoning standard to afford relief. 
 
Applicant’s response: The minimum variance necessary for continued reasonable use is to allow 
the shed to stay where it is. I am unable to be as precise as I would like by placing a string line aling 
the lot line due to the neighbors’ encroaching fence. The shed is approximately 16 inches from the lot 
line. The setback should be 36 inches. Please grant a variance for a setback of 16 inches and allow 
the shed to stay where it is.  

 

➢ Setbacks help provide privacy and to address basic safety issues: distances between 
buildings decrease the potential damage in case of a fire, provide the room necessary 
for a homeowner to maintain his/her buildings on his/her own property and 
provide for solar access and ventilation. As mentioned by the Building Department 
Official, “If a permit was required there would have been fire rating of the structure 
and no projections permitted with the close vicinity of the lot line.”  

o Sec. 18-2-10 of the Salida Municipal Code references the adoption of the 
International Residential Code (IRC) 2015 edition. In IRC 2015 section 
R105.2 Work Exempt from permit: “One-story detached accessory 
structures, provided that the floor area does not exceed 200 square feet. 
Although this work is exempt from permit the IRC states: “Exemption from 
permit requirements of this code shall not be deemed to grant authorization 
for any work to be done in any manner in violation of the provisions of this 
code or any other laws or ordinances of this jurisdiction.”  
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Land Use Code Sec. 16-4-180(f) The Board, in approving the variance, may impose such 
restrictions and conditions on such approval, and the premises to be developed or used pursuant to 
such approval, as it determines are required to prevent or minimize adverse effects from the 
proposed variance on other land in the neighborhood and on the general health, safety and welfare 
of the City. All conditions imposed upon any variance shall be set forth in the granting of such 
variance. 
 
REVIEW AGENCIES: 
 
Fire Department – Assistant Fire Chief, Kathy Rohrich – Fire Department has no concerns at 
this time.   
 
Public Works Department – David Lady – This has no impact on Public Works.  

 
Chaffee County Building Department – Chad Chadwick – See attached comments. 
 
 
REQUIRED ACTIONS BY THE BOARD: 

1. The Board shall confirm that adequate notice was provided. 
2.   The Board shall conduct a public hearing. 
3.   The Board shall make the findings whether or not criteria 1 through 4 of the above 

section are met by the applicant. 
 

 
POSSIBLE FINDINGS: 
 
Option A: Based on the findings below, the Board of Adjustment may recommend APPROVAL of 
the variance request based on the following findings of fact: 
 

• Special circumstances exist such that strict application of the standards adopted in this 
Chapter would result in undue hardship or practical difficulties for the owner of such 
property.   
 

• The requested variance would not create a substantial detriment to the public good and 
would not substantially impair the intent and purpose of this Chapter, this Code or the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

• The requested variance would not result in significantly adverse impacts to the natural 
environment or to the surrounding properties and neighborhoods. 
 

• The granting of the request is the minimum variance necessary for reasonable use of the 
property or building and the least deviation required from the applicable zoning standard to 
afford relief. 
 

 

 
Or 
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Option B:  Based on the findings below, the Board of Adjustment may recommend DENIAL of 
the variance requests based on the following findings of fact: 
     

• No special circumstances exist such that strict application of the standards adopted in this 
Chapter would result in undue hardship or practical difficulties for the owner of such 
property.   
 

• The requested variance would create a substantial detriment to the public good and would 
substantially impair the intent and purpose of this Chapter, this Code or the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 

• The requested variance would result in significantly adverse impacts to the natural 
environment or to the surrounding properties and neighborhoods. 

 

• The granting of the request is not the minimum variance necessary for reasonable use of the 
property or building and is not the least deviation required from the applicable zoning 
standard to afford relief. 
 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION #1: “I make a motion to reconsider the Kuhn Variance request.” 
 
 
If Above Motion #1 Passes:  
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION #2 (OPTION A): “I make a motion to approve the Kuhn 
Variance request as the request meets all of the review criteria for Zoning Variances.” 
 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION #2 (OPTION B): “I make a motion to deny the Kuhn Variance 
request as the request does not meet all of the review criteria for Zoning Variances.” 
 
 
 
 
 
BECAUSE THIS APPLICATION IS FOR A VARIANCE, THE SALIDA BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT SHALL MAKE THE FINAL DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION.  
DECISIONS BY THE BOARD SHALL BE FINAL AND MAY NOT BE APPEALED 
FURTHER EXCEPT IN COURT. 
 
 
 
Attachments: Proof of Publication 

Application materials 
  Agency reviews 

Figure 16-1 Detached Accessory Building Side Lot Line Setback Parameters 
  Public Comment Letter   
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Thank you for sending this our way. Apologies that it did not make it into the record the first time, as 
Planning staff was unaware that the "publiccomment" profile had been deleted. The Board of Adjustment 
will take it back up at their next meeting.  

From: Lindsay Sutton <lindsaysuttonart@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2023 2:53 PM 
To: Bill Almquist <bill.almquist@cityofsalida.com>; Franco Palumbo <franco.palumbo@cityofsalida.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment Regarding the Variance Proposed for 147 West 4th Street  

This is really upsetting that the people it directly affects were not heard.   Here is original comment as 
directed sent on Monday, July 26th at 10:43 AM. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Lindsay Sutton <lindsaysuttonart@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Jun 26, 2023 at 10:43 AM 
Subject: Public Comment Regarding the Variance Proposed for 147 West 4th Street 
To: <publiccomment@cityofsalida.com> 

In our capacity as residents bordering on the proposed variance, we strongly oppose it. Prior to the current 
residents acquiring the property, the structure in question was dropped about a foot onto our property. In 
2020 the current residents became very volatile while trespassing onto our property to paint said structure. 
We allowed a construction crew hired by the Khuns to access our property to move the shed off our property 
in 2021. While working with an architect on new fencing and backyard remodel plans it was discovered that 
the shed is only 20’’ from our property line which is not up to code. We expect the residents of 147 West 4th 
Street to be held to the same standards as we are. Allowing the current residents a variance only furthers the 
residents of 147 W 4th Street's entitlement.   

It is expected that we will receive the same special treatment regarding set-backs in 2025, should this 
variance be granted. We will apply for the proper permits for construction. As a result, our neighbors will also 
expect this treatment. 

Thank you, 
Lindsay and Aaron Stephens 
415 G Street 

‐‐  
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Franco Palumbo

From: David Lady
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2023 4:33 PM
To: Franco Palumbo
Subject: RE: 147 W. 4th Street - Agency Review - Variance

This has no impact on public works. 
 

 
 

From: Franco Palumbo <franco.palumbo@cityofsalida.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 9:51 AM 
To: David Lady <david.lady@cityofsalida.com> 
Subject: 147 W. 4th Street ‐ Agency Review ‐ Variance 
Importance: Low 
 
David, 
Sorry for the delay, I am hoping to get your feedback by next week for an agency review of a variance at 147 W. 4th 
Street.  
Please see the aƩached agency review packet. Let me know if you have any quesƟons. 
Thanks! 

Franco Palumbo 
Planning Technician 

 
ph: 719‐530‐2638 
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City of Salida, 448 East First Street, Suite 112, Salida, CO 81201 
719-530-2626, 719-539-5271 (fax), planning@cityofsalida.com 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL FORM 

 
ATTENTION:  _______________________________ DATE:         06/13/2023   
 

  Salida Public Works       Xcel Energy  
  Salida Fire Chief       Charter Communications 
  Salida Police Chief       Chaffee Co. Planning 
  Salida Finance Department      Army Corps of Engineers 
  Salida Sanitation Plant Supervisor     U.S. Postal Service 
  Salida Water Plant Supervisor     U.S. Forest Service 
  City Consulting Engineer - Streets     CO Dept. of Transportation 
  City Consulting Engineer – Water/Sewer    Chaffee Co. Building Dept. 
  City Attorney       School District R-32-J 
  Centurylink Communications      Division of Wildlife 
  Atmos Energy       Town of Poncha Springs 
  Historic Preservation Commission    Other:   

     
APPLICANT: Adriane & Martin Kuhn PHONE: 206-769-2805 FAX:       

 

EMAIL:   kuhnlandia@gmail.com 
 

PROPERTY LOCATION:  147 W. 4th Street 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The owners have applied for one variance from the required 3’ side yard setback 
for an accessory structure. The request is to receive a variance from the minimum side setback of three (3) feet 
required for a side yard setback an accessory structure under 12’ in height. The applicant is requesting a 
minimum allowed side yard setback of 16” on the southwest side of the property for the existing accessory 
structure.   
 

TENTATIVE MEETING DATES: 
   Planning Commission             _______  @ ______    P.M. 
   City Council    _______@  ______   P.M. 
   Board of Adjustment                          06/26/23@     6:00     P.M. 
TRANSMITTAL INCLUDES: 
   

 Application Form/Cover Letter   Vicinity Map 
   Site Plan      Other:       
   Plat 

NOTE:   A written response, even if only to advise that you have no concerns, is requested. 
 

REPLY:_______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
RESPONSE NEEDED BY:   06/20/22   RECEIVED:___________ 
    
PLANNING STAFF:  Franco Palumbo 

The square footage of the shed is not included in this report, if the shed is less than 200 sq ft. it
would be exempt from a building permit however it would still have to meet zoning set backs. If a
permit was required there would have been fire rating of the structure and no projections
permitted with the close vicinity of the lot line.

Building Department comments
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Fig. 16-1 Accessory Buildings Side Lot Line Setback Parameters 
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Hi Marty and Adriane,

I've attached the ILC and Invoice. I've also forwarded to the title company. Landmark may prefer payment prior to closing since it's so far out, but generally
payment can happen at settlement. Should you have any questions, you can contact Syd at Landmark Survey, at 719-539-4021. It doesn't look to me like the
shed is encroaching, so that is good news!

Can you please send me your lender information?

Thanks,

-- 
Kim Bouldin, Broker Associate
kbouldin@pinonrealestate.com
www.pinonrealestate.com

Pinon Real Estate Group
201 F Street, Salida, CO 81201  Cell: 719-539-7135
Office: 719-539-0200  Fax:719-539-0201
Toll free: 1-877-539-0200
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STAFF REPORT 

 
MEETING DATE:  July 24, 2023 
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: P&C Enterprises LLC. Variance Application 
AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 
           
REQUEST:  
The purpose of the request is to receive variances from the minimum side yard setback for accessory 
buildings.  Accessory buildings in the Two Rivers Planned Development with High - Density 
Residential (R-3) underlying zone district require a minimum side yard setback of five (5) feet for 
accessory buildings over twelve (12) feet in height. 
 
The applicant is requesting minimum allowed side yard setback of 3’ for the already constructed 
garage on the western portion of the property and 3’-3” for the already constructed garage on the 
eastern portion of the property.  
 
An additional request is to receive variances from the maximum lot coverage at the time of 
subdivision for townhome lots. The maximum lot coverage is 45% in the Two Rivers Planned 
Development with High - Density Residential (R-3) underlying zone district. 
 
The applicant is requesting a variance of 0.3% (10.6 s.f.) for proposed Lot 57B and 2.3% (65.5 s.f.) 
for proposed Lot 57C in the 3-lot subdivision.  
 
APPLICANT: 
The applicants are P&C Enterprises LLC., PO Box 382, Buena Vista, CO 81211. 
 
LOCATION: 
The property is legally known as Lot 57 Two Rivers Subdivision, Phase 1, City of Salida, Chaffee 
County, Colorado. The address is 306 Old Stage Road. 
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PROCESS: 
Variances are addressed in the City’s Code of Ordinances, Section 16-4-180, Zoning Variances.  
Variances may be granted from the standards of the underlying zone district and shall be authorized 
only for maximum height, minimum floor area, maximum lot coverage, minimum lot size, minimum 
setbacks, and parking requirements. 
 
The Board of Adjustment holds a public hearing after fifteen days advance notice of the hearing.  
The public hearing shall be held, at which any person may appear or be represented by an agent or 
attorney.  The Board may describe appropriate conditions and safeguards in conformity with the 
Zoning title of the City Code.   
 
OBSERVATIONS:  

1. The subject property is located in the Two Rivers 
Planned Development with High - Density Residential 
(R-3) underlying zone district. The Two Rivers Planned 
Development deviates from the Land Use Code 
Dimensional Standards Table16-F, regarding minimum 
lot size (4,400 sq. ft.) and minimum front yard setback 
(10’) for Lot 57.  
 

2. At the time of building permit submittal, applicant had 
worked with staff to fill out Salida building permit 
applications. Lot coverage for all structures: garages, 
triplex, covered patios were calculated at 44.5%. The 
maximum lot coverage of structures in the zone district 
is 45%.   
 

3. At the time of building permit submittal, the garage 
(accessory) building height was noted at 15’. The 
proposed setbacks were dually noted on the application 
at 9’ from the western property line and 5’ from the 
eastern property line.  

 
4. The original building permit submittal displayed dashed 

lines on the site plan that would resemble the proposed 
subdivision of Lot 57. Staff do not typically review for 
future lots at time of building permit. Items such as lot 
coverage and setbacks are reviewed against the current 
legal lot of record. At time of subdivision application is 
when staff will review to assure that the proposal, in 
adequate detail, is drawn and submitted according to 
the requirements of the Land Use Code. 
 

5. On November 2, 2022 the applicant submitted for a plan change with the Chaffee County 
Building Department. Due to what was thought to be a change only to the foundation type, 
the Building Department saw no reason for zoning approval signoff. However, an updated 
site plan was submitted to the Building Department that would have needed zoning sign off. 
See letter from the Chaffee County Deputy Building Official, Chad Chadwick.  
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6. A proposed subdivision, which may be viewed in a limited impact public hearing, has met 
the dimensional standards for minimum lot size for attached structures and lot frontage for 
attached structures but, after further calculations by a licensed surveyor the lot coverage is 
over the maximum for two of the proposed lots. Proposed Lot 57A has met the maximum 
lot coverage allowed for the zone district at 44.6%. Proposed Lot 57B has a lot coverage of 
45.3% and proposed Lot 57C has a lot coverage of 47.3%. Proposed Lot 57B is over lot 
coverage by 0.3% (10.6 s.f.) and proposed Lot 57C is over lot coverage by 2.3% (65.5 s.f.).  
 

7. The originally platted Lot 57 in the Two Rivers Subdivision was 8,967.7 sq.ft. The proposed 
three lot subdivision of Lot 57 has a total combined lot size of 8,945.3 sq.ft., a difference of 
22.4 sq.ft. Adding up the lot coverages of all structures on Lot 57 alone (8,967.7 sq.ft.) the 
development is 0.6% (59.7 sq.ft.) over lot coverage.   

 
8. As of Friday, July 21st staff has 

received two letters regarding 
the variance request. An 
adjacent neighbor has written 
a letter against the allowance 
of the variances. The other 
adjacent neighbor had 
questions and concerns 
regarding the variances, ideally 
wanting a “speedy close” to 
the entire project. Both letters 
are in the packet.  

 
 
 
 
Variance Approval Criteria Section 16-4-180(e): Variances from requirements of this Chapter 
shall be considered an extraordinary remedy.  When considering, reviewing, and deciding on 
whether to approve a variance application, the Board of Adjustment must find that all the following 
criteria have been met: 
 

1. Special Circumstances Exist. Strict application of the standards adopted in this Chapter 
would result in undue hardship or practical difficulties for the owner of such property.  
Special circumstances include, but are not limited to, exceptional or peculiar limitations to 
the dimension, shape, or topography of the property, such as slope, standing or moving 
water, wetlands, floodplain, rock features, narrowness, shallowness or irregular shape of a 
lot.   

 
Applicant’s responses:  
 
Side setbacks. Removal of the roof of this structure would result in hardship and undue difficulties due to the 
cost of additional materials and the timeframe required to acquire them, along with additional time and labor cost.  
 
Lot Coverage. The increase in lot coverage was due to the adjustment of the interior lot lines to meet the 
required setbacks and due to the enlargement of the front covered porches to align with the front porches of 
neighboring properties for visual aesthetics.  
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Staff Notes:  
 

➢ A plan change, that was submitted to Chaffee County Building Department in 
November 2022 accompanied a site plan that would have triggered zoning sign off. 
The amended site plan was never reviewed by City Staff. The Building Department 
recognizes there was oversight and asks the Board to take this into consideration.  
 

➢ Although, special circumstances do not specifically list development review errors in 
the code, this should be contemplated on behalf of the Planning & Zoning and 
Building Department Staffs. 

 

➢ At the time of building permit submittal, in December 2020, staff reviewed the 
applications showing a proposed 44.5% lot coverage. The lot coverage was 0.5% less 
than the allowed lot coverage for the zone district. This was a tolerance of about 45 
sq.ft. or 15 sq.ft per lot to be 
under the 45% lot coverage.  

 

➢ The proposed covered patios 
were 108 sq.ft. for the two 
outer units and 141 sq.ft. for 
the center unit. Based on the 
survey, the covered patios are 
roughly 150 sq.ft for each 
unit. Neighboring covered 
patios, based on recorded 
duplex and minor 
subdivision plats, are around 
115 sq.ft.   

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Top snapshot was proposed. Bottom snapshot is existing. 
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2. Substantial Detriment. The requested variance would not create a substantial detriment to 
the public good and would not substantially impair the intent and purpose of this Chapter, 
this Code or the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Applicant’s responses:  
 
Side setbacks. No detriment to the public good would be created by this structure and the height of such.   
 
Lot Coverage. We do not believe this requested variance would create any detriment to the public good. This 
small percentage of increase does not substantially impair the intent of the code.  

 
Staff Notes:  

 

➢ The enlarged front porches from the development plan may promote a greater 
use of the area. Front porches allow for casual conversations with neighbors 
and the public, ideally promoting the goals of the Comprehensive Plan 
regarding a sense of community.    
 

➢ The accessory buildings are located in the rear of the lots. They 
are visible to the public from the front right-of-way and rear 
property lines via 22’ shared access and utility easement. 

 
 

3. Adverse Impacts. The requested variance would not result in 
significantly adverse impacts to the natural environment or to the 
surrounding properties and neighborhoods. 
 

Applicant’s responses:  
 
Side setbacks. View corridors will not be impacted due to the roof design.   
 
Lot Coverage. We feel there will be no adverse impact by this increase of lot 
coverage. 

 
Staff Notes:  
   

➢ A complaint by a neighbor states: “It 
will permanently affect our view 
every time we look out our south 
facing windows.” The image at the 
right are the accessory buildings in 
question. The accessory buildings 
were permitted at that height but 
would need to shift 1’-9” to the west 
to come into compliance with 
Table16-F.  
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➢ The granting of the side yard variance may impact the surrounding properties as it 
will be in close proximity to the side property line. 

 

➢ Staff believes 59 sq.ft. of lot coverage over the allotted amount, referencing Table16-
F, does not create a significant adverse impact to the natural environment or 
surrounding properties.    

   
 
 

4. Minimum Variance. The granting of the request is the minimum variance necessary for 
reasonable use of the property or building and the least deviation required from the 
applicable zoning standard to afford relief. 
 

Applicant’s responses:  
 
Side setbacks. Granting this variance would not create any hardship to either the city or neighborhood and 
would be helpful to the owners by not creating any additional hardship or difficulties.   
 
Lot Coverage. Needed to subdivide the lots.    

 
Staff Notes: 
 

➢ Setbacks help provide privacy and to address basic safety issues: distances between 
buildings decrease the potential damage in case of a fire, provide the room necessary 
for a homeowner to maintain his/her buildings on his/her own property and 
provide for solar access and ventilation. As mentioned by the Building Department 
Official, “The garage meets the requirements for fire separation distances for 
structures less than 5’ from a property line and I am confident they will meet all 
requirements per the adopted building codes. I feel it will also meet the requirements 
for a zoning variance should one be required.”  
 

➢ Maximum lot coverage is necessary to limit the impervious surfaces on a property to 
alleviate drainage issues. The site plan shows limited impervious surfaces outside the 
covered areas. Areas that can otherwise be considered impervious are landscaping or 
uncovered parking/access.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
Land Use Code Sec. 16-4-180(f) The Board, in approving the variance, may impose such 
restrictions and conditions on such approval, and the premises to be developed or used pursuant to 
such approval, as it determines are required to prevent or minimize adverse effects from the 
proposed variance on other land in the neighborhood and on the general health, safety and welfare 
of the City. All conditions imposed upon any variance shall be set forth in the granting of such 
variance. 
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REVIEW AGENCIES: 
 
Fire Department – Assistant Fire Chief, Kathy Rohrich – No concerns at this time.   
 
Public Works Department – David Lady – This has no impact on Public Works.  

 
Chaffee County Building Department – Chad Chadwick – No concern with the variances from 
a building safety standpoint. See attached.  
 
REQUIRED ACTIONS BY THE BOARD: 

1. The Board shall confirm that adequate notice was provided. 
2.   The Board shall conduct a public hearing. 
3.   The Board shall make the findings whether or not criteria 1 through 4 of the above 

section are met by the applicant. 
 

 
POSSIBLE FINDINGS: 
 
Option A: The variance request(s) meet all criteria 1 – 4.  

 
Or 
 
Option B:  The variance request(s) do not meet all criteria 1 – 4. 
     
 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION (OPTION A): “I make a motion to approve the P&C 
Enterprises LLC. variance request(s), as they meet all the review criteria for zoning variances.” 
 
  
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION (OPTION B): “I make a motion to deny the P&C Enterprises 
LLC. variance requests, as they do not meet all the review criteria for zoning variances.” 
 
 
 
BECAUSE THIS APPLICATION IS FOR A VARIANCE, THE SALIDA BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT SHALL MAKE THE FINAL DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION.  
DECISIONS BY THE BOARD SHALL BE FINAL AND MAY NOT BE APPEALED 
FURTHER EXCEPT IN COURT. 
 
Attachments: Proof of Publication 

Application Materials 
  Agency Reviews 

Public Comment Letters 
Letter from Deputy Building Official  
Letter from Surveyor Regarding Proposed Structure Coverages  
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Franco Palumbo

From: David Lady
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2023 4:38 PM
To: Franco Palumbo
Subject: RE: 306 Old Stage Rd - Agency Review - Variance

This one also does not affect PW. Have you ran this by Bill? I know there were PC comments/concerns related to garage / 
ADU’s elevation profiles a few years back. There are also fire code issues that come into play when side setbacks are 
reduced. 
 

 
 

From: Franco Palumbo <franco.palumbo@cityofsalida.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2023 10:09 AM 
To: David Lady <david.lady@cityofsalida.com> 
Subject: 306 Old Stage Rd ‐ Agency Review ‐ Variance 
Importance: Low 
 
David, 
Another agency review for a variance at 306 Old Stage Road.  
Owner built the garages too high for the 3’ side yard setback minimum.  
The requirement is 5’ for accessory structures over 12’.  
Please see the aƩached agency review. I am hoping for responses next week.  
Thanks!  

Franco Palumbo 
Planning Technician 

 
ph: 719‐530‐2638 
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City of Salida, 448 East First Street, Suite 112, Salida, CO 81201 
719-530-2626, 719-539-5271 (fax), planning@cityofsalida.com 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
PROJECT REVIEW TRANSMITTAL FORM 

 
ATTENTION:  _______________________________ DATE:         06/13/2023   
 

  Salida Public Works       Xcel Energy  
  Salida Fire Chief       Charter Communications 
  Salida Police Chief       Chaffee Co. Planning 
  Salida Finance Department      Army Corps of Engineers 
  Salida Sanitation Plant Supervisor     U.S. Postal Service 
  Salida Water Plant Supervisor     U.S. Forest Service 
  City Consulting Engineer - Streets     CO Dept. of Transportation 
  City Consulting Engineer – Water/Sewer    Chaffee Co. Building Dept. 
  City Attorney       School District R-32-J 
  Centurylink Communications      Division of Wildlife 
  Atmos Energy       Town of Poncha Springs 
  Historic Preservation Commission    Other:   

     
APPLICANT: P&C Enterprises LLC PHONE: 719-239-1757 FAX:       

 

EMAIL:   antero.electric@icloud.com 
 

PROPERTY LOCATION:  306 Old Stage Road 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The owners have applied for two variances from the required 5’ side yard setback 
for an accessory structure. The request is to receive a variance from the minimum side setback of five (5) feet 
for the constructed garages being over 12’ in height.  The applicant is requesting a minimum allowed side yard 
setback of 3’ for one of the constructed garages and 3’-3” for the other constructed garage.    
 

TENTATIVE MEETING DATES: 
   Planning Commission             _______  @ ______    P.M. 
   City Council    _______@  ______   P.M. 
   Board of Adjustment                          06/26/23@     6:00     P.M. 
TRANSMITTAL INCLUDES: 
   

 Application Form/Cover Letter   Vicinity Map 
   Site Plan      Other:       
   Plat 

NOTE:   A written response, even if only to advise that you have no concerns, is requested. 
 

REPLY:_______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
RESPONSE NEEDED BY:   06/20/23   RECEIVED:___________ 
    
PLANNING STAFF:  Franco Palumbo 

This is new construction and required fire wall assemblies are installed, inspected and
approved. There is no concern with this variance from a building safety stand point.

Building Department Comments
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June 19, 2023 
 
 
Dear City of Salida, 
 
This letter is in regard to the request for a variance on the property being built at 306 Old Stage 
Road by P&C Enterprises LLC. 
 
Thank you so much for requesting input from those who are bearing the brunt of the primary 
impact of these variances.  As we understand it, the request is for two variances—the first is to 
build their garage 2 feet closer to our property line and the second is to build that garage two 
feet higher than the current building codes allow.   
 
We knew when we moved into our home at 312 Old Stage Road that anytime there is an empty 
lot next door, something eventually would be built and that there would be dust and dirt and a 
direct impact on our adjacent property.  For over two years we have been experiencing the 
impact of the construction next door. And we have wondered as other homes in our 
neighborhood were completely constructed, moved into and landscaped why it was taking so 
long to build this one. 
 
Each time there were flecks of paint or stucco on the side of our house we thought, “This is only 
temporary.” When the landscaping rocks and mulch in the front of our house blew full of dirt we 
thought, “This is only temporary.” When the water ran off the top of their building, splashing 
dirt onto the side of our home and even causing some settling of the soil against our home we 
thought, “This is only temporary.”  
 
Before the garage was built, no one asked us if we were OK with building their garage 2 feet 
closer to our property line. We figured that someone, somewhere approved that variance.  I 
know we were not asked what we thought about the height of the garage when it was being 
constructed—even though it violated the city’s height restriction. We did wonder why it had to 
be built so tall—especially adding a parapet above the actual roof. We wondered why it was 
even necessary, but we figured that someone, somewhere approved the height. 
 
Up to now I think we have been very patient and kind with the builders because we thought, 
“All of this is only temporary.” But now we’re being asked to deal with a code violation that is 
not temporary, it is permanent. And will permanently affect us as long as we own the home. It 
will permanently affect us every time we sit on our back deck and look south. It will 
permanently affect our view every time we look out our south facing windows. And it will 
permanently affect this situation for the next 100 years—or however long these buildings are 
there.  
 
We oppose the variance to allow that garage to violate the height restriction for the following 
reasons.   
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1)  It violates the current city code.  
2) We’re fine with allowing one variance (set back) even though it really crowds the space 

between our garages. But two variances on the same building! That just seems like too 
much. 

3)  This is rather subjective, but in a city and neighborhood that is striving to construct 
buildings with some aesthetic beauty and elegance, we think the garage is simply ugly. 
See attached pictures.  I know beauty if often in the eye of the beholder but…. We’re the 
ones who must look at that garage every single time that we step out the back of our 
master bedroom and onto our deck. Every time we eat dinner and entertain our friends, 
that garage looms.  I wonder if the builders would approve of this type of a variance on 
the homes where they reside—if they had to look at this garage every time they tried to 
enjoy their back yard.   

4) If this variance is approved, that garage will forever be that height and (in my opinion) 
remain an eyesore to anyone who has to deal with it in their line of sight—including the 
residents of that building. 

5) If we ever sell our property, having that very tall garage looming over our property will 
reduce the value as well as the attractiveness of our home.  

  
We’re very sorry that this wasn’t caught before the garage was constructed. It could easily have 
been built in compliance with city codes. We’re very sorry that reducing the height of this 
garage will delay the completion of this project. Believe me, we’re VERY anxious for this project 
to be completed!! And we’re very sorry that fixing this may be expensive.  Sometimes our 
mistakes do cost money—especially for those who made the mistake. In this case those of us 
who are being asked to permanently deal with the impact of this mistake are now being asked 
to pay the long term price/impact for it. We just don’t think we should have to do this.  
 
There is only one chance to fix this. And it’s now. And if it is fixed, we will be permanently 
grateful. Anyone who buys that property or our property in the future will be grateful. Thanks 
again for asking us to weigh in on this situation. We sincerely appreciate it.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dennis & Barbara Anderson  
Homeowners and residents of 312 Old Stage Road 
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Franco Palumbo

From: Dennis Anderson <danderson@crossroadscolorado.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2023 1:57 PM
To: Franco Palumbo
Subject: Re: Dennis & Barbara Anderson, 312 Old Stage Road

Importance: Low

Thank you Franco!  We really appreciate your quick response. I didn’t put this in the letter but every time a variance is 
granted, it potentially sets a precedence that other builders will site in order to obtain more and more variances—which 
will ultimately create pressure for new policies and lower the quality of life that we all hope for.   
 
Thanks again.  
 
Dennis  
 
 

On Jun 22, 2023, at 12:55 PM, Franco Palumbo <franco.palumbo@cityofsalida.com> wrote: 
 
Barbara & Dennis, 
  
I will put this in my staff report, specifically for the variance. 
Because we had a noticing issue, the public hearing will now be on July 24th instead. You will receive a 
new letter in the mail. 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks!  

Franco Palumbo 
Planning Technician 
<image001.png> 

ph: 719‐530‐2638 

From: Dennis Anderson <danderson@crossroadscolorado.com>  
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2023 11:57 AM 
To: Franco Palumbo <franco.palumbo@cityofsalida.com> 
Subject: Dennis & Barbara Anderson, 312 Old Stage Road 
  
[You don't often get email from danderson@crossroadscolorado.com. Learn why this is important 
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
Hi Franco, 
 
Here are our comments about the variance that P&C Enterprises LLC has applied for at 306 Old Stage 
Road.  We are out of town and won’t be able to attend the meeting on Monday either online or in 
person.  Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Please let me know that you received this letter along with the pictures. 
 
Sincerely, 

  You don't often get email from danderson@crossroadscolorado.com. Learn why this is important  
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Franco Palumbo

From: Graceann Mayo <katunagrace@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2023 9:09 AM
To: Franco Palumbo
Cc: Graceann Mayo
Subject: Two Rivers Variance Requests @ 306 Old Stage Rd. in Salida

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

[You don't oŌen get email from katunagrace@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important at 
hƩps://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdenƟficaƟon ] 
 
First DraŌ on June 18, 2023 
 
 
GreeƟngs Franco!  It is Grace Mayo of  Two Rivers! 
 
On 6/12/2023 I received the two leƩers from City of Salida for the 2 Variance requests @ 306 Old Stage Rd.  I am only 
commenƟng on the Variance of Garage Wall Height in this leƩer.  It seems that the Variance addressing the quesƟon of 
Lot split and Minor Subdivision should have been dealt with in 2021 before Permits were issued. 
 
In the way of context for the Board of Adjusters, I am an owner and full‐Ɵme resident of Two Rivers and have owned my 
home and lived in TR since February, 2020.  I have lived in my home 365 days a year every year since 2020, so it is 
difficult to not observe and quesƟon the process.  The six permits (3 for SFD and 3 for DTG) are dated January 12 and 13, 
2021. 
 
The ongoing, longterm construcƟon @ 306, 308 and 310 Old Stage Rd. has been challenging. Chris has done well in 
learning to communicate with me and treat me like a neighbor.  Nonetheless, the process seems endless and the Garage 
@ 306 is 3 feet away from my fenced in back yard. 
 
Yet, I am on another Lot in separate DuplexConversion.  My 2nd story Balcony now looks out at a Garage with a High 
Rear Wall and only 3 Feet between the West facing 306 Garage Wall and my Fence and Back Yard.  This is the emoƟonal 
side of this whole experience for me. 
 
I do not plan to aƩend the June 26th Hearing.  As I menƟoned to KrisƟe, at age 73, I no longer do meeƟngs! 
 
The instrucƟons in the leƩers say to address quesƟons/concerns to the City, so that is what I am doing.  I have many 
quesƟons, some of which seem like they need to be addressed to the County Building Department.  Whilemy concerns 
reference 306 Old Stage Rd. this is simply because it is the Garage in view of my Balcony that overlooks the Garage.  In 
other words, my quesƟons/concerns could also be made about the Garage belonging to 310 Old Stage Rd. 
 
I am not a contractor or a lawyer, hence the many quesƟons to learn about how the changes may impact my property 
and me: 
 
1). What is the Rear Wall Height of the already constructed Garage @ 306? 
2). What is the allowable Height of the Rear Garage Wall @ 306, given the fact that the 3 foot Setback was already in 
place? 
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3). Does this Wall Height pose any safety concerns with only a 3 foot Setback instead of the PermiƩed 5 foot Easement as 
originally posted on the ConstrucƟon Permits for 306, 308 and 310 Garages? 
4). It seemed while this Garage was under construcƟon, that the West Facing Side Wall (the Wall opposite my Garage 
Wall) was/is a Firewall.  Are the other Walls in the Garage @ 306 Firewalls?  Are they supposed to be Firewalls or are 
they allowed to only be Drywall? 
5). Do any of the changes to the original planned construcƟon @ 306 affect anything on my Recorded Survey and Plat 
(Lot 2 of Lot 58)? 
6). Will anything change in the General Notes SecƟon of my Recorded Survey, to reflect the Variance for the 3 foot 
setback and Higher Rear Garage Wall @ 306 Lot 57A? 
7). Do approved Variances of these types affect adjacent Property Appraisals? 
 
Chris tells me that the County soluƟon is to have P & C Enterprises have the roof torn off the Garage @ 306, have roof 
trusses torn out, and have the Garage roof fabricated into a pitched roof that slopes East and West, instead of the 
current North to South.  I have a strong sense that all of this will be costly, and much Ɵme will elapse to order the needed 
trusses and line up the needed trades people to complete the work. 
 
While I am not happy about the exisƟng situaƟon and the way it evolved, I do not want to partake in a decision that 
means it will cost a lot more Ɵme and money to the Lot owners.  If possible, I would like to see a plan of what else needs 
to be done (landscaping and fences, for example) with a project plan that assigns firm dates to its progress, bringing the 
enƟre project to a speedy close.  This seems like a more raƟonal plan and one that will bring more peaceful closure to 
the endeavor. 
 
I would like wriƩen responses to my above quesƟons, from someone authorized and sufficiently well‐versed in the 
issues, for my future reference and my property records. 
 
Thank you for listening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Graceann T. Mayo 
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TOTAL LIVABLE
MAIN FLOOR
SECOND FLOOR
PORCHES
GARAGE

LOT SIZE
FOOTPRINT
SITE COVERAGE

PROJECT AREA

UNIT A

1,396 SF
891 SF
505 SF
198 SF

308 SF

2,898 SF
1,189 SF

40%

UNIT B

1,548 SF
972 SF
576 SF
261 SF
308 SF

3,219 SF
1,257 SF

40%

UNIT C

1,401 SF
896 SF
505 SF
198 SF
264 SF

2,849 SF
1,152 SF

40%
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