
Individuals with disabilities needing auxiliary aid(s) may request assistance by contacting the Community Development Department 
at 448 E. 1st Street, Ste. 112, Salida, CO 81201, Ph.719-530-2626 at least 48 hours in advance. 

 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT REGULAR MEETING 

City Council Chambers, 448 E. 1st Street, Salida, CO 
Monday, July 27, 2020 - 6:00 PM 

Email public comments to: publiccomment@cityofsalida.com  
Please register for the Board of Adjustment meeting: https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/rt/1909092342220683277  

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES  

1. Draft BOA Minutes - May 26, 2020 

UNSCHEDULED CITIZENS 

AMENDMENT(S) TO AGENDA 

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

2. Chaffee County Complex - Variance Request - The purpose of the request is to receive: (A) a variance in the number of 
required on-site parking spaces for a future campus building addition; and (B) a variance in maximum access/parking 
coverage, in anticipation of the proposed addition. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

NEW BUSINESS 

BOARD COMMENTS 

ADJOURN 
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MEETING DATE:  Monday, May 26, 2020 
MEETING TIME:  6:00 PM 
MEETING LOCATION: City Council Chambers, 448 E. First Street, Suite 190, Salida, CO 
___________________________________________________________________   
Present:  Follet, Bomer, Denning, Kriebel, Mendelson, Steimle, Walker, Van Nimwegen, 
Jefferson, Almquist, Attorney Nina Williams 
 
Absent:  Dockery, Chambers           
 
AGENDA SECTION:  
 
I. CALL TO ORDER BY Follet: - 6:01 PM 
II. ROLL CALL:  
III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES – February 24, 2020 – Denning made a motion 

to approve the minutes as written.  Kriebel seconded the motion.  All were in favor and 
the motion carried. 

IV. UNSCHEDULED CITIZENS – None 
V. AMENDMENTS TO AGENDA - None 
VI. PUBLIC HEARINGS –   

 
1. Bourget Variance Application - The purpose of the request is to receive a variance 

from the minimum setback of twenty (20) feet required for the rear yard setback of the 
primary structure. The applicant is requesting a minimum allowed rear yard setback of 5’ 
to build an attached garage to the proposed primary structure at 326 Crestone Avenue, 
Unit C. 

A.   Open Public Hearing:  6:08 PM 

B.  Staff Review of Application.  Jefferson gave an overview of the application and 
explained that the applicant could build a detached garage with a 5’ rear setback.  He 
is requesting the variance so that he can build an attached garage to the primary 
residence because of access and easement constraints. Staff recommended approval 
of the variance.   

C.  Applicant’s Presentation:  Property owner, Mark Bourget explained why he is 
needing a variance for the attached garage and that he has already looked at a variety 
of configuration options to no avail, and that he was available to answer questions.   

D.  Public Input: Nancy Wallace, 929 W. Third Street, asked for clarification about the 
use of the garages and number and type of trees to screen the property from 
properties below.  Stephanie Perko, 953 W. Third Street, also asked for clarification 
regarding screening and expressed a desire for additional landscaping and expressed 
concern about drainage coming down the hill from a neighboring property lot.   

E.  Closed Public Hearing - 7:10 PM 

F.   Board Discussion –Follet opened the discussion and the BOA reviewed each of 
the review standards. Discussion focused largely on the dimensions, number of bays, 
and location of the proposed garage and the idea that the applicant was indeed 
creating some of the challenge due to its size. The issue of what was considered 
“reasonable” was discussed at length. Follet reminded the Board that design of a 
proposed structure was not exactly in the purview of the Board, but rather that the 
focus was on whether the proposal met the criteria for the variance. Van 
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Nimwegen acknowledged that the applicant could technically separate the primary 
structure and the garage by just a few inches or a few feet (with the appropriate fire 
rated walls) to accomplish their intent and leave the garage where it is—but that such 
a solution would not allow the Board to condition any trees or fencing to protect 
nearby neighbors. Mendelson questioned the engineer’s report regarding the 
stability of the slope in that location due to the existing river rock and expressed 
concern that the proposed garage and existing dwellings are too close to the 
escarpment. Kreibel suggested tabling the request in order to look at the site closer 
and to allow for additional engineering analyses. Follet noted that there was 
significant information provided already and felt that the Board could make a 
decision given what was available and the request in front of them. Bomer 
mentioned concern about drainage down to the neighboring properties and 
screening that could reduce injury to the neighborhood. Jefferson noted that on-site 
drainage was required to be addressed via the development, regardless, per the code. 
The applicant echoed the comments of Van Nimwegen that they could build the 
garage detached from the house but that they preferred to do it attached.  

G.   Board decision - A motion was made by Bomer to approve the variance request 
with the following conditions:  

• In order to minimize the adverse effects from the proposed variance on other 
land in the neighborhood the conditions are as follows: 

 
1. A 6’ tall privacy fence be built along the rear property line. 

2. A minimum of 12 trees be planted evenly spaced to provide screening along 
the rear property line. 

 
    Kriebel seconded the motion.  Mendelson and Walker voted against and with a 

vote of 5 to 2 the motion carried.   
 

IX. UNFINSHED BUSINESS- 
X. NEW BUSINESS- Van Nimwegen mentioned that staff was expecting to have the 

latest installment of the Land Use Code updates soon and that could be covered in 
the next work session (June 9); that the E. Crestone Avenue requests were slated for 
June 22nd; and a variance request from Chaffee County was also expected to be 
before the Board soon. He also mentioned that Council recently approved the use of 
public ROW downtown for businesses to expand into temporarily, given the current 
health restrictions due to COVID.   

XI. BOARD COMMENTS-  Steimle noted that he wouldn’t be available on June 12 
but would be available on June 9. 

XII. ADJOURN: With no further business to come before the Board of Adjustment, the 
meeting adjourned at 7:51 pm, with Bomer making the motion and Denning 
seconding.    
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                                    BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT STAFF REPORT 
 
MEETING DATE:  July 27, 2020 

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Chaffee County Variance Application, 104 Crestone Avenue 

AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 

STAFF:   Bill Almquist 
          
REQUEST:  
The purpose of the request is to receive: (A) a variance for the number of required on-site parking 
spaces for a future County campus building addition; and (B) a variance for the maximum allowable 
uncovered parking/access coverage, in anticipation of the proposed addition and related 
maintenance access. The site is zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1). 

Though no formal building permit for the addition has yet been submitted, the applicant would like 
to know if the variance requests may be granted prior to moving forward with the development 
proposal. Specifically, the applicant is interested in knowing whether newly created diagonal parking 
spaces within City right-of-way around Thonhoff Park and along the west side of Crestone Avenue 
(total of 39 spaces) may be applied towards the parking requirements for the addition, thereby 
avoiding having to provide parking within existing open space on the site. The applicant would also 
like to know if the coverage limit may be further exceeded for the purpose of: (1) building additional 
parking where the EMS storage garages currently reside along Third Street; and (2) building an 
access lane from Crestone Ave to the rear of the Chaffee County Administrative Building (CCAB), 
since the future building addition would eliminate the existing access to the rear of the CCAB.  
 
APPLICANT: 
The applicant is Chaffee County, P.O. Box 699, Salida CO 81201.   
 
LOCATION:  
The subject property is located at 104 Crestone Ave, the Chaffee County Administrative Building—
a 3.75 ac lot legally known as Exempt Property Strip B Block 4 of Eddy Brothers Addition, City of 
Salida, Chaffee County, Colorado.  
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PROCESS: 
Variances are addressed in the City’s Code of Ordinances, Section 16-4-180, “Zoning Variances.”  
Variances from the standards of the underlying zone district shall be authorized only for maximum 
height, minimum floor area, maximum lot coverage, maximum 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 agent or 
attorney.  The Board may prescribe appropriate conditions and safeguards in conformity with the 
Zoning Code.    
 
OBSERVATIONS:  

• The subject property currently has 92 on-site parking spaces. There are an additional 52 diagonal 
spaces on the east side of Crestone Avenue that informally serve the County campus [which 
includes the CCAB, the Judicial Facility (Court), and Jail].  

• According to staff observations, and as noted in the County’s written response, parking on-site 
and along the east side of Crestone Avenue is generally at its peak when jury duty selection and 
Board of County Commissioners meetings are scheduled at the same time. At those times, 
parallel spaces around Thonhoff Park and on the west side of Crestone Avenue (across from the 
Court and Jail) can occasionally serve as overflow parking. 

• Per Table 16-D, the campus addition will require a future Limited Impact Review in front of 
Planning Commission. The proposed addition is approximately 15,000 square feet in area and 
would house additional office and Commissioners’ Chambers space. Given the 1 parking space 
per 400 s.f. requirement for government buildings, the addition would require a total of 38 new 
spaces. The addition would also permanently eliminate nine spaces located between the existing 
CCAB and court building. As part of the concept site plan, the County is proposing to demolish 

Subject property outlined in orange 

Location of proposed 
addition 

EMS Storage 
Garages 

Proposed rear 
access lane 

Existing rear 
access lane 

New diagonal 
parking spaces 
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the EMS storage garages along Third Street to create ten new spaces in that location. The 
resulting net gain of one space means that 37 additional new spaces would need to be identified.   

• The County acknowledges that “a minimum of 30 – 35 on-site parking spaces out of the total 92 
existing on-site spaces will be closed off for safety and construction workspace for 9 to 12 
months…” These spaces would include those behind the construction zone (along Third Street) 
and directly in front, between the existing buildings.  

• City of Salida Public Works has recently created 23 diagonal parking spaces along the northern 
and eastern perimeter of Thonhoff Park, and 16 diagonal parking spaces along the western side 
of Crestone Avenue, across the from the Court and Jail. It is these 39 new spaces that the 
applicant is requesting to have applied towards parking for the future addition (the application 
states 37). For reference, this striping has resulted in approximately 20 more spaces than what 
was previously available with parallel parking in those areas. Additional parallel parking spaces 
are also available on the east and south perimeter of the park and the other side of Park Place.  

 

Newly-striped diagonal parking around Thonhoff Park 

Newly-striped diagonal parking on west side of Crestone Ave across from Judicial Facility  
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• The subject property is located within the Single-Family Residential (R-1) zone district. The 
maximum parking/access coverage in the R-1 district is 10%. The existing parking/access 
coverage on the subject site is currently ~18%. The applicant is requesting a variance to increase 
the amount of parking access coverage by approximately 8,400 sf (~5%) in order to 
accommodate additional on-site parking spaces along Third Street, as well as a new maintenance 
access drive between Crestone Avenue and the rear of the CCAB.  

• Existing maintenance access to the rear of the building is anticipated to be eliminated with the 
addition that is proposed between the existing buildings. The applicant states that a maintenance 
access drive is necessary for a variety of purposes, such as: staging during future construction, 
building maintenance, freight deliveries, voting machine storage and loading, access to 
transformer and generator, access to the trash enclosure, and basement storage.  

• The applicant had originally proposed an access drive with attached parking lot (to meet on-site 
parking requirements) just southeast of the CCAB. This proposal would have required the 
removal of six large trees and considerably more paving. Significant public opposition to the 
removal of those trees was demonstrated via a petition that was signed by over 500 individuals 
and published in The Mountain Mail. Subsequent discussions with the City regarding the 
potential for counting the newly-created diagonal parking spaces towards future parking 
requirements led the County to revise their application to include only the maintenance access 
drive in that location. According to the revised application, this proposal will retain four out of 
the six trees originally slated for removal with the parking lot.   

• A tree assessment report for the campus was commissioned by Chaffee County and compiled by 
Landscape Resource Consulting. Among other findings, the report recommends that one 
additional subject tree (not affected by the proposed maintenance access drive) be removed due 
to poor health.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

*Via Chaffee County  
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REQUIRED SHOWING FOR VARIANCES (Section 16-4-180):   
The applicant shall demonstrate the following to the Board of Adjustment before a variance may be 
authorized:   
 

1. Special Circumstances Exist. There are special circumstances or conditions which are 
peculiar to the land or building for which the variance is sought that do not apply generally 
to land or buildings in the neighborhood. 

 

Location of proposed maintenance access drive, looking northeast from Crestone Ave. 
(drive proposed between two trees in foreground)  

Location of proposed maintenance access drive at rear of building, looking northwest 
(two trees adjacent to building proposed to be removed)  
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Applicant’s response:   
(A- Parking Requirements) The Courthouse Campus has historically utilized on-street parking for a 
significant portion of its parking needs, this has allowed the campus to maintain significant green space on the 
campus. Allowing the addition of new angled parking spaces along Thonhoff Park will save 4 large trees on 
the campus and minimize the impact to green space for parking.  
(B- Parking/Access Coverage) The Courthouse campus pre-exists the original City Zoning. The proper 
zoning for a government campus would have been C-1 or a special government center zoning, not an R-1 low-
density single-family house zoning.   
 
 Staff comments: The subject property is unique in that it is a government facility 

that receives substantial public use and employs a considerable number of people, 
but is located on property zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1). To meet parking 
requirements for any future addition, the most likely location to add parking on site 
would be within the green space to the southeast of the CCAB. This area, however, 
holds historic and environmental significance to the community for its park-like 
atmosphere and canopy of large trees.  

Staff notes that an excess of parking/access coverage currently exists and has been 
permitted in the past due to the public use of the property. The R-1 zoning and 
corresponding coverage limits are clearly not compatible with the current and 
historical uses on this site. For reference, of all the City zoning districts, only R-1 and 
R-2 zones require less than 25% parking/access lot coverage. Staff agrees that special 
circumstances exist.  

 
2. Not Result of Applicant. The special circumstances and conditions have not resulted from 

any action of the applicant. 
 

Applicant’s response:  
(A- Parking Requirements) The zoning is not the result of the applicant and neither is the code that does 
not consider the historical use of off-site parking.   
(B- Parking/Access Coverage) The zoning is not the result of the applicant. This has been recognized by 
previous councils and P&Z as the 1968, 1999 and 2002 additions were added to grant variances for this 
reason.  
 
 Staff comments: It is correct that the County offices pre-dated the City’s modern 

zoning districts, and that the use and zoning may not be compatible. However, it 
should also be noted that the need for additional parking spaces and additional 
parking/access coverage (due to a proposed future addition) would indeed be the 
result of the applicant’s actions. The County could choose to locate said building on 
another County property. At the same time, as the applicant has stated within their 
application, this would not be most efficient use of services nor the most 
environmentally-conscious option—as individuals would likely be forced to drive to 
a separate facility to do County business.  

 
3. Strict Application Deprives Reasonable Use. The special circumstances and conditions 

are such that the strict application of the provisions of this Chapter would deprive the 
applicant a reasonable use of the land or building. 

 
Applicant’s response:  
(A- Parking Requirements) Applying the code using R-1 zoning deprives the County and its citizens 
reasonable use of the land as a government campus facility.   
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(B- Parking/Access Coverage) Applying the code using R-1 zoning deprives the County and its citizens 
reasonable use of the land as a government campus facility. The building addition requires additional coverage 
for the rear lane and the replacement of the old EMS garage with a parking area for the Sheriff’s office. The 
rear lane is required to load voting machines, trash, freight and building maintenance. 
 
 Staff comments: Staff believes that strictly applying minimum parking standards 

may not deprive reasonable use of the land, but it could have a significant impact on 
the historically-enjoyed park-like setting of that half of the County campus. And if 
expanding the capacity of County services and office space can be considered 
“reasonable use,” then strictly applying R-1 zone district parking/access coverage 
standards to the government campus which has existed in this location for many 
decades would indeed deprive the County reasonable use of the land or building—
especially when taking into account a growing population. Staff also acknowledges 
the applicant’s assertion that additional parking and access areas will be needed for 
staging during construction, and an expansion of the coverage would be required for 
those uses.  

Communities must often balance the need for public services with the protection of 
historic and environmental resources. In this case, staff certainly recognizes the value 
to the public of the trees and green space southeast of the existing CCAB. Staff also 
recognizes the importance of government functions and the practical use and 
maintenance of government buildings. Staff discussed with the applicant the option 
of constructing access to the rear of the building via Third Street, in order to keep 
the green space to the southeast of the buildings untouched, but was informed by 
the applicant that such an option would not be feasible.  

In the end, staff feels that eliminating the need for an on-site parking lot in the green 
space while still ensuring access to the rear of the building via a relatively narrow 
drive lane is an acceptable compromise between competing values. Furthermore, 
staff notes that an access drive will not be encumbered by parked cars in the same 
way that a parking lot would be, and therefore enjoyment of the green space would 
be significantly less impacted. Recommended conditions of approval intended to 
further reduce the visual and physical impact to the green space are included later in 
the report. 

 
4. Variance Necessary to Provide Reasonable Use. The granting of the variance is 

necessary to provide the applicant a reasonable use of the land or building. 
 

Applicant’s response:  
(A- Parking Requirements) The necessary building expansion to serve the growing population of the 
county with quality government services is denied if the R-1 zoning is applied and historical off-street parking 
to preserve trees and green spaces is denied.    
(B- Parking/Access Coverage) The necessary building expansion is required to provide quality service to 
the citizens of Chaffee County. Denial could result in a County building being built in a location that would 
have a much higher environmental impact and would not be accessible by walking or bicycle. Likely it would 
be outside the City limits.  
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 Staff comments: If expanding the capacity of County services and office space can 
be considered “reasonable use,” and that expansion is conditional upon relaxation of 
certain parking and/or coverage requirements, then the requested variances are 
necessary to provide reasonable use. A variance to parking requirements is being 
requested to avoid construction of an additional parking lot on the green portion of 
the site. Staff believes that applying a specific number of the nearby public parking 
spaces (around Thonhoff Park and along Crestone Ave) in exchange for retaining 
that green space and preserving some trees is a fair and reasonable trade-off/use.  
 
A variance to parking/access coverage is also being requested to accommodate the 
on-site parking along Third Street and for the rear access lane. The applicant has 
stated the importance of maintaining access to the rear of the CCAB. Though it is 
unclear whether the applicant could provide a comparable design that would 
maintain access via the existing location (where the building addition is proposed), 
staff acknowledges that the design would have to be revised substantially and would 
likely have additional impacts to other dimensional standards (such as height or 
parking spaces) and physical features. By granting a variance to parking/access 
coverage in the amount requested, the applicant avoids having to request a similar 
variance for a parking lot within the green space, and can have access to the rear of 
the CCAB for important public functions and maintenance. The variance allows the 
County to expand their current stated building needs with only minimally affecting 
the existing green space.   

 
5. Minimum Variance. The granting of the variance is the minimum necessary to make 

possible the reasonable use of the land or building. 
 

Applicant’s response:  
(A- Parking Requirements) Counting the new additional angled parking installed by the City as a 
portion of the parking required for the new building is the minimum variance and minimum impact to the 
campus green space and the neighborhood as historically most of the parking has been on-street. The angled 
parking will serve to reduce traffic speeds on the wide streets improving pedestrian safety.  
(B- Parking/Access Coverage) By maximizing the off-street parking, this is the minimum variance to 
functionally add the needed building addition.  
 
 Staff comments: Allowing for the 39 additional newly-striped parking spaces to 

count towards the parking requirements for the proposed building addition would 
eliminate the need for an additional parking lot to the southeast of the existing 
buildings. 
  
In addition to applying the off-site parking spaces towards the parking requirements, 
increasing the additional parking/access coverage for the parking along Third Street 
and the rear access drive also allows for the construction of (and access to) the 
building as conceptualized, while eliminating the need for the additional parking lot. 
Staff agrees that this is the minimum variance necessary to make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or building. 
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6. No Injury to the Neighborhood. The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the 
neighborhood surrounding the land where the variance is proposed, and is otherwise not 
detrimental to the public welfare or the environment. 
 
Applicant’s response:  
(A- Parking Requirements) The neighborhood has expressed its desire to preserve as much green space on 
campus as possible. This request continues the historical off-site parking that has existed since the 
construction of the building and minimizes the environmental impact of parking for the project.  
(B- Parking/Access Coverage) The rear lane is designed to miss 4 of the trees the previous parking lot 
design would have removed. The two trees to be removed for the lane will be removed with or without the lane 
due to their age, size and proximity to the historic courthouse. Four new trees will be planted to increase tree 
diversity and provide age diversity for the longer-term health of the tree coverage on the campus.   
  
 Staff comments: With the granting of variances to both the parking requirement (to 

include off-site parking) and parking/access coverage (for the expanded parking 
along Third Street and the new maintenance access drive), staff feels that the 
proposed addition and associated features will not be injurious to the surrounding 
neighborhood nor detrimental to the public welfare or the environment. There are 
ample parking spaces within the right-of-way around Thonhoff Park and along 
Crestone Avenue to handle the vast majority of overflow spaces that could be 
needed for the County buildings, including that which is proposed. Though the rear 
access drive will certainly have some impact to the existing green space and at least a 
couple of the large trees on the site, staff also recognizes that: (1) an access drive 
would be visually and physically less impactful than a parking lot; (2) as noted in the 
attached tree assessment report, over time some of the older trees will likely need to 
be removed for safety in this public location; (3) removing two older and larger trees 
is less impactful than removing six; and (4) the County’s proposal to plant at least 
four new trees will provide greater species and age diversity to the trees on the 
campus property.  

Specifically in regards to the aesthetic and environmental impact of the drive lane, 
staff recommends as conditions of approval: 

• Prior to construction of the drive lane, the applicant shall submit 
construction plans to City staff for administrative review. 

• Prior to submittal, the applicant shall investigate alternatives to paving the 
drive lane, such as heavy-duty porous pavers, “grass-crete,” or at least using 
colored asphalt that will blend in with the surrounding green space. 

• The access drive lane shall not be for use by the general public, nor shall it be 
used for the storage of vehicles. The applicant shall put a gate up at the 
entrance to the access drive and shall sign the drive (on the gate and/or on 
the surface of the drive with “No Parking”).    
 

Staff also sees a potential issue with building the entrance to the access drive 
between the two southern-most trees along Crestone Avenue. Locating the 12-foot 
drive lane there could inadvertently yet significantly impact the root zones of both 
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trees, potentially leading to their premature demise. Therefore, staff recommends the 
following condition of approval: 

• The applicant shall demonstrate (via a certified arborist’s analysis) that the 
drive lane can be constructed in the proposed location without significantly 
impacting the root zones of the two adjacent trees. If the proposed drive lane 
cannot be constructed without such impact, then the applicant shall locate 
the entrance of the drive lane where the southern-most tree along Crestone 
Avenue currently resides, so as to increase the likelihood that at least one of 
the two trees will be preserved.  

Staff notes that the Public Works Director cannot recommend moving the entrance 
much more to the southeast than stated above, as planned future realignment of 
Crestone Avenue at Poncha Blvd may create challenges with such location. Public 
Works also notes that the drive lane cut in this location will eliminate 3-4 parking 
spaces along Crestone Avenue.  

Lastly, staff recognizes that virtually any development within the existing green space 
will likely have some impact on the surrounding trees. Furthermore, the tree 
assessment report recommends the removal of one additional tree in the subject 
area. The applicant’s proposal to plant four new trees to replace the two they intend 
to remove via the drive lane is reasonable and forward-thinking; however, there is no 
guarantee that with such development that only two trees will be impacted. 
Therefore, staff recommends the following conditions of approval:  

• The applicant shall make a good-faith effort to protect other nearby trees by 
installing root zone protection fencing as part of the access lane construction 
process.  

• The applicant shall plant and maintain, within the green space, two new trees 
for every tree that needs to be removed as part of the proposed development 
and related tree assessment report.  

7. Consistency with Code. The granting of the variance is consistent with the general 
purposes and intent of this Land Use Code. 

 
Applicant’s response: (None)  
  
 Staff Comments: The applicant’s proposals would comply with all other aspects of 

the zoning code. 

 
REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS: 
 
Fire Chief, Doug Bess:  Fire Department has no concerns. 
Public Works Director, David Lady:  3-4 Public Parking stalls will be impacted as a result of the driveway 
cut in the proposed location on Crestone Ave. It was identified by the applicant that parking is in high demand along 
Crestone Avenue. Future realignment of Crestone Ave at Poncha Blvd may impact the driveway location and 
alignment. 
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REQUIRED ACTIONS BY THE BOARD: 

1. The Board shall confirm that adequate notice was provided and a fee paid. 

2. The Board shall conduct a public hearing. 

3. The Board shall make findings regarding points 1 through 8 of the above section. 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS: 

 That the variance request is in substantial conformance with Section 16-4-180(e) Required 
Showing for Variances, because the variance will allow the highest and best use of the 
property, (with recommended conditions), will not be injurious to neighbors, maintenance is 
feasible, and is in keeping with the general purposes of the Code. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends the Board of Adjustment APPROVE, WITH CONDITIONS, Chaffee 
County’s request for a variance to parking standards on the site to count specific off-site parking 
spaces and the County’s request for a variance to parking/access coverage standards on the site to 
allow for an additional on-site parking spaces along Third Street and an access lane connecting 
Crestone Avenue and the rear of the building.   
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: “I make a motion to approve the Chaffee County Variance 
requests as they meet the review standards for Zoning Variances, subject to the following 
conditions:” 
 

1. Prior to construction of the drive lane, the applicant shall submit construction plans to City 
staff for administrative review. 
 

2. Prior to submittal, the applicant shall investigate alternatives to paving the drive lane, such as 
heavy-duty porous pavers, “grass-crete,” or at least using colored asphalt that will blend in 
with the surrounding green space. 

3. The access drive lane shall not be for use by the general public, nor shall it be used for the 
storage of vehicles. The applicant shall put a gate up at the entrance to the access drive and 
shall sign the drive (on the gate and/or on the surface of the drive with “No Parking”).  

 
4. The applicant shall demonstrate (via a certified arborist’s analysis) that the drive lane can be 

constructed in the proposed location without significantly impacting the root zones of the 
two adjacent trees. If the proposed drive lane cannot be constructed without such impact, 
then the applicant shall locate the entrance of the drive lane where the southern-most tree 
along Crestone Avenue currently resides, so as to increase the likelihood that at least one of 
the two trees will be preserved.  
 

5. The applicant shall make a good-faith effort to protect other nearby trees by installing root 
zone protection fencing as part of the access lane construction process.  

6. The applicant shall plant and maintain, within the green space, two new trees for every tree 
that needs to be removed as part of the proposed development and related tree assessment 
report.  
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Board of Adjustment – Public Hearing Item 1, Pg. 12 

If the Board recommends denial of the request, the findings for denial must be stated.  

If approved, all variances shall expire twelve (12) months from the date of issuance if no building 
permit has been issued to establish the variation authorized, or if the variation does not require a 
building permit, unless the variation is established, ongoing, and in operation. Such time period shall 
not be altered by transfer of ownership. 

BECAUSE THIS APPLICATION IS FOR A VARIANCE, THE SALIDA BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT SHALL MAKE THE FINAL DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION.  THE 
DECISION OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MAY BE APPEALED WITHIN 15 DAYS 
OF THE DECISION AS SET FORTH IN SECTION 16-2-70 OF THE LAND USE CODE. 

Attachments: Revised application materials 
Conceptual building addition plans  
County parking needs analysis and initial parking lot plan 
Tree assessment report by Landscape Resource Consulting 
Advertisement in opposition to removing trees from The Mountain Mail 
Proof of Publication 
Public Comment
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REVISED VARIANCE APPLICATION (7/7/2020)
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Variance Application Page 1 of 6 

VARIANCE APPLICATION 
448 East First Street, Suite 112 

Salida, CO 81201 
Phone: 719-530-2626  Fax: 719-539-5271 

Email: planning@cityofsalida.com 

A. TYPE OF VARIANCE REQUESTED (Fill In Applicable Requests)

1. Variance from Maximum Height:  Existing Height (in feet):________ Proposed Height (in feet):________

2. Minimum Variance from Floor Area: Required Floor Area:________   Proposed Floor Area:________

3. Variance from Maximum Lot Coverage: Allowed Parking Coverage:10% Existing Parking Coverage: 25%
Proposed Lot Coverage: 35%

4. Variance from Parking Requirements: Existing Spaces:________   Required Spaces:________
Total Spaces Proposed:________ Percent Reduction Proposed:________ 

5. Variance from Minimum Setback Requirements

a. Setback Variance Information:

i. Type of setback:    Front yard  Rear yard  Side yard

ii. Which direction:   North  South  East  West

 Northeast  Northwest  Southeast  Southwest

iii. Type of Building:  Principal  Accessory Building

iv. Current Setback: ________

v. Proposed Setback: ________ 

vi. Required Setback: ________ 

b. Second Setback Variance Information (if applicable):

i. Type of setback:  Front yard  Rear yard  Side yard

ii. Which direction:   North  South  East  West

 Northeast  Northwest  Southeast  Southwest

iii. Type of Building:  Principal  Accessory Building

iv. Current Setback: ________

v. Proposed Setback: ________

vi. Required Setback: ________

6. Variance from Land Use Code Section:
16-4-200 zone district standards, table 16F  Parking Coverage
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Variance Application Page 2 of 6 

B. DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (City Code Section 16-4-180)

1. Pre-Application Conference. Optional.
2. Submit Application.
3. Staff Review. Schedule Hearing. Forward Report to Applicant and Board.
4. Public Notice Provided For Hearing.
5. Public Hearing Conducted by Board and Action Taken.

C. APPLICATION CONTENTS

A digital copy of all application materials is required.

1. General Development Application

2. Site Plan. A site plan of the subject property, showing existing and proposed features, buildings, etc.
which are relevant to the review of the application. The copies shall only be accepted on 8½" x
11", 11" x 17" or 24"x 36" paper.

3. Required Showing. The applicant shall indicate the way the proposal meets the required showing as
outlined in the application.

4. Public Notice
a) List. A list shall be submitted by the applicant to the city of adjoining property owners’ names and

addresses. A property owner is considered adjoining if it is within 175 feet of the subject property
regardless of public ways. The list shall be created using the current Chaffee County tax records.

b) Postage Paid Envelopes. Each name on the list shall be written on a postage-paid envelope. Postage is
required for up to one ounce. Return Address shall be: City of Salida, 448 E. First Street, Suite 112,
Salida, CO 81201. 

c) Applicant is responsible for posting the property and submittal of proof of posting the public notice.

5. Application Fee. $500 cash or check made out to City of Salida.
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Variance Request: 

Chaffee County like many Colorado counties is experiencing tremendous growth.  The Colorado 
Department of Local Affairs currently estimates that Chaffee County has a population of 20,024 people.  
Due to Chaffee County’s location and proximity to plentiful natural resources, it is expected that Chaffee 
County’s population will continue to increase, which is supported by the historical data showing 
population increases in Chaffee County since 2010.   

In order to meet the needs of a growing population in 2021 Chaffee County is planning to expand the 
Chaffee County Administrative Building (CCAB), located at 104 Crestone, Salida.   

The County considered the following criteria for where to build the expansion of offices; operational 
efficiency, convenience of service to the public, construction costs, walkability and bicycle access to 
services and environmental impact of construction.  It was clear that for all the criteria, expansion of 
office space on the existing campus site is the best choice. 

The new Chaffee County Administration Building Expansion (CCABE) is planned to take place between 
the “1968 Administration” addition to the CCAB and the “1991 Court Facility”.  The new addition will be 
a 16,000 square feet expansion to the CCAB with a walk out basement Sheriff’s Office on 3rd Street and a 
two-story addition with an entrance on Crestone Avenue.  The construction of the building is scheduled 
for Spring 2021. 

The County in discussions with the City initially understood it would have to meet the off-street parking 
requirements for the new building with an addition of 38 on-site spaces.  The design team worked for 
several months reviewing parking options and determined the best option was to increase the 3rd street 
parking by 12 spaces by removing the existing old EMS garage and building 26 new spaces on the east 
lawn of the CCAB, which would also provide the rear access to the CCAB basement.  Section 16-8-10 
Table 16J of the City code requires additional off-street parking for the CCAB expansion.    

To ensure adequate access and services to the public during the construction phase the project team 
determined it would be necessary to address parking and the existing CCAB basement access prior to 
the start of construction by providing additional parking and a new basement facility access.  The team 
determined that additional parking and the basement access needed to be completed in the 
summer/fall of 2020 in preparation for the construction in the spring of 2021. 

During the CCABE construction a minimum of 30 – 35 on-site parking spaces out of the total 92 existing 
on-site spaces will be closed off for safety and construction workspace for 9 to 12 months  (there are 52 
angled on street spaces on Crestone Avenue that also serve the campus.  These parking spaces serve the 
CCAB, Courthouse and Jail for the 95 employees and the public visitors to the campus.   During the 
expansion,  the public must be able to safely access critical governmental services, such as the court, 
elections, Sheriff’s Office and Jail, District Attorney, Assessor, Clerk & Recorder, Treasurer, Board of 
County Commissioners and other County departments housed on the campus.    Parking at the current 
facility is already at its maximum during peak periods during Court jury selection and County 
Commissioner meetings.  The existing access to the “CCAB basement” which is used for deliveries, 
maintenance and voting machine storage will be blocked during construction and permanently by the 
new CCABE building. 
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New Building & Initial Parking Concept 

 

The only option for access is a new access lane on the east side of the CCAB due to the elevation 
difference between the basement and 3rd street.  This was part of the logic for the previously proposed 
on-site parking expansion because the rear lane access could also serve as the back out central lane of 
the parking lot. 

The County prepared a variance application and began discussions with the City  in May for increased 
parking coverage of 7.5% for the new parking lots (Section 16-4-200 Table 16F parking coverage) as R1 is 
limited to 10%.  The existing parking coverage approved by previous campus expansions in 1968, 1991 
and 2002 is 18%, with the variance, the parking coverage would have been increased to 25%.    

There was an immediate public outcry regarding the required removal of 6 trees to build the parking lot.  
The County and City have worked together to find a solution to reduce the impact to trees on the site.  
The City Public Works Director suggested increasing the off-site parking by striping angled parking 
around a portion of Thonoff park which would provide the required 38 additional parking spaces.  The 
spaces have been striped and are currently in use as of June 26th.  

On the recommendation of City Staff, The County has modified its original variance request. This 
variance request is as follows: 

1. To allow for the new striped angled off-site parking at Thonoff Park which provides 37 new 
spaces to count as a portion of the parking requirement new CCABE.  Section 16-8-80 Table 16 J 
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requires Off-Street parking.  This variance request would approve the 37 new angled off-site 
spaces to count toward the required parking. 

a. Special Circumstances Exist: 
i. The Courthouse Campus has historically utilized on-street parking for a 

significant portion of its parking needs, this has allowed the campus to maintain 
significant green space on the campus.  Allowing the addition of new angled 
parking spaces along Thonoff Park will save 4 large trees on the campus and 
minimize the impact to green space for parking. 

b. Not the result of the Applicant: 
i. The zoning is not the result of the applicant and neither is the code that does 

not consider the historical use of off-site parking. 
c. Strict Application deprives reasonable use: 

i. Applying the code using R1 zoning deprives the County and its citizens 
reasonable use of the land as a government campus facility. 

d. Variance is required to provide reasonable use: 
i. The necessary building expansion to serve the growing population of the county 

with quality government services is denied if the R1 zoning is applied and 
historical off-street parking to preserve trees and green spaces is denied. 

e. Minimum Variance: 
i.  Counting the new additional angled parking installed by the City as a portion of 

the parking required for the new building is the minimum variance and 
minimum impact to the campus green space and the neighborhood as 
historically most of the parking has been on street.  The angled parking will 
serve to reduce traffic speeds on the wide streets improving pedestrian safety. 

f. No Injury to the neighborhood: 
i. The neighborhood has expressed its desire to preserve as much green space on 

campus as possible.  This request continues the historical off-site parking that 
has existed since the construction of the building and minimizes the 
environmental impact of parking for the project. 

2. The second variance request is for on-site parking coverage.   Section 16-4-200 Table 16F 
parking coverage in  R1 is limited to 10%.  The existing approved parking coverage for the 
campus site is 18%.   The new parking area that will be added off of 3rd Street in the location of 
the old EMS garage will add to the parking coverage (This currently approved as structural 
coverage on site) and the rear lane access for the existing CCAB basement which will also count 
towards Uncovered Parking/Access coverage 16-4-200 Table 16f.   These two areas will increase 
the coverage from the existing 18% by 5% to 23% for the campus.  This revised plan reduces the 
number of trees to be removed to two trees that are against the back of the building.  The need 
for an access to the rear lane is an absolute requirement and there is no other viable option. A 
preliminary landscape plan was prepared for the previous parking lot concept which would have 
planted 8 new trees to replace the 6 trees removed, improving the diversity of trees and adding 
younger trees to a campus of old trees with limited additional life.  Four new trees will be 
planted to offset the loss of the two trees that are necessary to remove. 
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Current Rear Lane Design 

a. Special Circumstances Exist: 
i. The Courthouse campus pre-exists the original City Zoning.  The proper zoning 

for a government campus would have been C1 or a special government center 
zoning, not an R1 low-density single-family house zoning. 

b. Not the result of the Applicant: 
i. The zoning is not the result of the applicant.  This has been recognized by 

previous councils and P&Z as the 1968, 1999 and 2002 additions were added to 
grant variances for this reason. 

c. Strict Application deprives reasonable use: 
i. Applying the code using R1 zoning deprives the County and its citizens 

reasonable use of the land as a government campus facility. 
ii. The building addition requires additional coverage for the rear lane and the 

replacement of the old EMS garage with a parking area for the Sheriff’s office. 
iii. The rear lane is required to load voting machines, trash, freight and building 

maintenance. 
iv. Large mature trees against the building are a hazard and are recommended for 

removal. 

Trees Saved 

Trees to be 
removed 
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d. Variance is required to provide reasonable use: 
i. The necessary building expansion is required to provide quality service to the 

citizens of Chaffee County.  Denial could result in a County building being built in 
a location that would have a much higher environmental impact and would not 
be accessible by walking or bicycle.  Likely it would be outside the City Limits. 

e. Minimum Variance: 
i.  By maximizing the off-street parking, this is the minimum variance to 

functionally add the needed building addition. 
f. No Injury to the neighborhood: 

i. The rear lane is designed to miss 4 of the trees the previous parking lot design 
would have removed.  The two trees to be removed for the lane will be 
removed with or without the lane due to their age, size and proximity to the 
historic courthouse.  Four new trees will be planted to increase tree diversity 
and provide age diversity for the longer-term health of the tree coverage on the 
campus. 

 

The existing Campus conditions are: 

• Campus Size:                         168,420 square feet 3.87 acres 
• Existing Parking Coverage:  30,266 square feet 18 percent (previously approved campus 

expansions)  
• New Parking & Rear Access Coverage 8,400 square feet 5% percent (new increase) 
• Total Proposed Parking and Access Coverage 23% 

 

Section 16-4-180 of the Code allows for Zoning Variances and the Code specifically authorizes 
variances for parking requirements.  Before the Board of Adjustment authorized a variance, the 
applicant shall demonstrate the following:  

 

Special Circumstances Exist: 

There are special circumstances/conditions which are peculiar to the land or building for which the 
variance is sought that do not apply generally to land or buildings in the neighborhood.   

The original Courthouse was constructed on the 3.87-acre property in 1936 and predates any known 
zoning map in Salida. The earliest zoning map that we can locate is 1946.  The map shows the 
Courthouse site has been zoned R-1 single family residential from the time of this historic map. 

Government Administrative Facilities are a Limited Review in the current Zoning Code 16-4-200 Zoning 
District Standards Table 16F. 

The City of Salida has historically recognized the County Campus (“Campus) as a necessary 
administrative facility and has recognized the value of having the Campus in the center of the City.  The 
City has demonstrated its position in 1968, 1991 and 2002 by approving Campus expansions to meet the 

24



needs of a growing community.  Parking has been expanded in 1968, 1991 and 2002 to accommodate 
these expansions.   The land and building are special conditions, since they have historically been the 
hub of all major essential governmental services for Chaffee County.  The property’s use for 
governmental functions has predated the existence of any known City zoning code and the use of the 
building and property is essential for the public and unique in an R-1 zone.  Allowing for the variance to 
increase parking lot coverage by 7.5% allows the County to maximize the use of the County site and 
allows the County to expand the CCAB allowing the community to access a majority of county services at 
one central location.  

Additionally, the City has historically recognized the  Campus, which has existed prior to a zoning code,  
as a special condition over the years as expansions and improvements to the Campus as shown in the 
photos below. 

The original Chaffee County Courthouse on the Campus site was constructed in 1932. 

 

In 1968 the Chaffee County Courthouse was enlarged with an attached addition on the north side. 
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In 1991 a detached Court facility was constructed north of the 1968 building addition, with a front 
parking lot. 

 

In 2002, a new attached jail was built on to the north side of the 1991 Court facility with an expansion of 
the court front parking lot. 
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Not the Result of the Applicant: The special circumstances and conditions have not been the result of 
the applicant. 

The applicant’s facility and Campus preceded zoning and has been recognized by the City as an 
acceptable and special condition throughout the history of the Campus.  Since the Campus was zoned R-
1 in 1946,  each expansion has been treated as a special condition under the City’s Code.  The City has 
modified its land use code several times in the history of the Campus and did not vary its position that 
the Campus should not continue to expand and grow with the community’s needs and did not take the 
opportunity to create an appropriate zone for the Campus.  

 

If the Campus was zoned Commercial like Salida’s City Hall/Touber Building and as its historical use 
suggests, it would be in compliance with the current land use code.  Salida’s prior City Hall is located at 
124 E. St, which is zoned Central Business, if the Campus was zoned in a similar fashion, it would be in 
compliance with the current land use code.   

 

Strict Application Deprives Reasonable Use. 

There is significant interaction between the governmental departments on the Campus that are 
economical, efficient, environmentally green and service oriented by being co-located.  The citizens of 
the community benefit from these in many ways that would not be possible if a new expansion were to 
be at a satellite Campus. 

• Infill is greener that greenfield expansion to a satellite site. (density is green,  sprawl is not) 
• A single trip to a Campus with all the available services means fewer vehicle miles traveled by 

citizens. 
• The walkable service area where citizens can bicycle or walk to the Campus eliminates vehicle 

miles traveled compared to a satellite Campus which requires vehicle trips. (this is a carbon 
reduction and a cost savings to citizens) 

• No new municipal services are required such as new streets, water mains or sewer mains are 
required for the expansion.  This is economical and green with regards to new infrastructure 
impacts and life cycle costs for the City. (saves money for taxpayers) 

• Less taxpayer money will be expended by the County for an on-Campus expansion than a new 
Campus site. 

• Strict application of the provision in the Code would significantly limit the Count’s ability to 
provide and expand essential governmental services in one central location.  

Lack of consideration for the historic and current use of the Campus and the economics and 
environmental considerations of on-site expansion deprives Chaffee County Government and the 
citizens of Chaffee County reasonable use of a critical public asset.  Reasonable Use in this case 
includes access to services, economic considerations for city and county taxpayers and minimizing 
environmental impacts. 

Variance Necessary to Provide Reasonable Use. The granting of the variance is necessary to provide the 
applicant a reasonable use of the land or building.  
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Granting of the variance allows the County to expand the existing CCAB and provide expanded 
parking spaces for the Campus as required.  The variance will also allow the County to provide 
additional parking for employees and the public and alleviate on-street parking issues in the 
neighborhood as well as for users of Thonoff Park.   

Without the variance the County will not be able to expand CCAB and meet the needs of the community 
at the current Campus. 

Minimum Variance.  The granting of the variance is the minimum necessary to make possible the 
reasonable use of the land or building.    

The variance request to increase the parking lot coverage 5% for a total parking lot coverage 
of 23% for the Campus.  The request will allow the County to expand the CCAB and meet the 
Code’s off-street parking standards.   

 

No Injury to the Neighborhood.  The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the neighborhood 
surrounding the land where the variance is proposed, and is otherwise not detrimental to the public 
welfare.  

The parking lot addition will abide by all design standards of the Code and provide additional 
parking space for users of the CCAB.  The additional parking spaces will alleviate parking issues 
for the neighborhood.  Additionally, the City’s Draft “Downtown Salida Parking Study” found 
that doing nothing about parking is not a good option.  The study concludes that “per 
conservative estimations, parking demands are anticipated to exceed effective supplies by 
2025.” Walker Consultant, Draft: Downtown Salida Parking Study, pg. 92 (October 3, 2019).  One 
of Walker Consultant’s recommendation is to expand inventory of publicly available parking to 
increase inventory.  While the Campus was not included in Walker Consultants study, the 
Campus is touching the boundaries of the parking study’s area.    Increasing parking area by 
7.5% would be consistent with the recommendations of the Draft Parking Study and would be 
consistent with the historical use of the Campus and would not cause any detriment to the 
surround land, property owners, or neighborhood.   

 

Consistency with Code.  The granting of the variance is consistent with the general purpose and intent 
of this Land Use Code.  

The City has historical recognized the Campus as a necessary administrative facility and has 
recognized the value of having the Campus in the center of the City.  The City has demonstrated 
its position in 1968, 1991 and 2002 by approving Campus expansions, including parking lots, to 
meet the needs of a growing community.   

Additionally, the request is consistent with prior request for variances for parking requirements.  
The Board of Adjustment approved on August 26, 2013, First Presbyterian Church’s request for a 
Variance from the maximum lot coverage of 10% for parking and access. The Board of 
Adjustment granted the variance to the parking lot requirement unanimously.  First 
Presbyterian Church’s request is almost identical to the County’s.  The church is approximately 
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122 feet from the County’s property.  Both are zoned R-1 and both entities required a variance 
to R-1’s requirement of a maximum lot coverage of 10% for parking, to allow for future building 
expansion.  Approval of the County’s request is consistent with the Code and historical 
application of this variance request.   

Finally, the Board of Adjustment has heard many requests for variances to decrease the parking 
requirements.   

• March 25, 2019: Salida Regional Library requested to receive a variance to decrease by 
50% the parking requirements.  Variance was granted.  

• May 27, 2014: Two’s Early Learning School requested a variance from the parking 
requirements to decrease parking spaces from 17 to 11.  Variance was granted. 

• April 28, 204: Montessori School requested to receive a variance from the parking 
requirements to decrease parking spaces from 25 to 12 spaces.  Variance was granted.  

The County provides these prior decisions to illustrate that most variances for parking 
requirements are to decrease the amount of parking.  Here the County is requesting to increase 
parking in order to expand the CCAB.  By increasing parking, the County will not be off-loading 
its parking responsibilities to the City and surrounding neighborhood.    
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Survey- Existing Campus 

31



CONCEPTUAL BUILDING ADDITION PLANS
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Parking Calculations:

Upper level: 5,520 sq.ft.
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PARKING ANALYSIS AND INITIAL PARKING LOT PLAN
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Parking Impact of New Annex
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Parking Impact of New Annex
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Parking Needs
• Annex building will eliminate 9 parking spaces.
• The new parking on 3rd Street with demolition of

the EMS garage will gain us 10 spaces.
• Annex building will block access to rear lane of

building.  A new rear lane on the east side of
Courthouse with or without the parking lot.

• Maintenance
• Freight deliveries
• Voting machines storage and loading
• Access to Transformer & Generator
• Trash enclosure
• Basement storage
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Rear Lane Access Is Required
60% of the parking lot is the lane
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Parking Needs
• City Code Requirement for new Building Annex

• The new building requires 26 onsite spaces
• The existing campus recently has used on-street

off-site parking for a significant portion of the
parking needs.

• 92 spaces on-site
• 52 frontage angled on-street
• 22 Parallel Thonoff Park Spaces (unofficial)
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Parking Needs
• Analysis of Peak Parking Demand

PARKING DEMAND EXISTING AND PROPOSED PARKING

Note that on court days which many times are
Concurrent with BOCC meeting days 60 people
are interviewed for jury duty and 30 people may
attend a BOCC meeting for a total of 90 spaces
required.  The proposed parking lot does not create an 
excess of parking spaces, it just keeps the under-parked 
campus from a parking crisis providing 167 spaces for
202 peak demand for spaces.

Location Description Existing Parking New Plan w/New Parking Lot changes
On-Site Street On-Site Street

Court/Jail On-Site 52 22 52 22 0
Admin 30 24 -6
Between Admin/Court 9 0 -9
Bldg Dept/ADA 6 6 0
Rear Lot 27 37 10
New East Parking Lot 28 28
Thonoff Park Parallel Parking 25 25 0

94 52 95 74 23
Total Spaces On-Site + Street 146 169

Employees On-Site
Administration Building 50

Jail-Dispatch 10
Court 10

Sheriff-Records-Probation 15
County Vehicles 10

Employee Parking 95

Daytime Estimated Visitor Demand Peak Hour
Assessor 2
Building Department 4
Combined Courts 60
Clerk & Recorder 5
County Administration 1
County Attorney 0
County Commissioners mtg 30
Development Services 1
Emergency Management 0
Environmental Health 0
Finance Human Resources 1
Sheriff 3
Treasurer 2

107

Total Estimated Peak Parking 202
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Parking Lot Layout
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Tree Replacement
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DECISION FACTORS EMPLOYEE & 
CITIZEN SAFETY

PARKING 
CONVENIENCE 
EMPLOYEE & 

CITIZENS

REAR 
FACILITY/ 

CLERK 
ACCESS

SAVE 6 
ELM 

TREES

8 TREE 
REPLACEMENT 

LONG TERM 
QUALITY

NEIGHBOR 
IMPACT 

FOR 
UNDER-

PARKING

OVERALL 
SCORE 
TOTAL

BUILD PARKING LOT AND REAR 
LANE AS DESIGNED

5 5 5 0 4 4 23

BUILD REAR LANE ONLY AND NO 
PARKING EXPANSION

3 2 5 1 4 1 16

BUILD REAR LANE AND USE 
CHURCH PARKING LOT

2 2 5 1 4 2 16

USE CHURCH PARKING LOT AND 
DON'T BUILD REAR LANE

2 2 0 5 2 2 13

DO NOTHING FOR ACCESS OR 
PARKING

1 1 0 5 0 0 7

CHAFFEE COUNTY ANNEX PARKING DECISION MATRIX SCORE "5" HIGH  - "1" LOW
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TREE ASSESSMENT REPORT BY LANDSCAPE RESOURCE CONSULTING
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Tree Assessment and Mitigation Report  
 

Prepared for:      Project Address: 
Chaffee County      104 Crestone Avenue 
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SUMMARY: 
 

Six Elm (Ulmus spp.) trees are located in the construction area of a proposed parking lot on the 
east side of the main Chaffee County Building. This parking lot has been proposed and designed 
to meet the growing needs of the County as well as to meet parking space requirements 
prescribed by the City of Salida, CO.   As currently designed, all six trees will likely need to be 
removed for construction to commence.  All subject trees require extensive pruning and 
treatment for a variety of pests and diseases.  One of the subject trees should be immediately 
removed.  The financial cost to create a comprehensive management program specifically for 
the subject Elm trees will be substantial.  The County would likely be best served to create a 
management plan for remaining trees and ensure that any newly planted trees are diverse in 
genus and species, as well as included in a tree management plan. This is a high use area for the 
public and special consideration should be made regarding the health of the trees on this site to 
ensure safety for users and buildings. 
 
ASSIGNMENT: 
Landscape Resource Consulting, LLC (LRC) was commissioned by Chaffee County to complete a 
mitigation appraisal of the six impacted Elm trees, as well as provide a general assessment of 
the other trees on the County property at the same site.   
 
BACKGROUND: 
Chaffee County has proposed a new parking lot on the east side of the main County Building.  
This parking lot will replace parking spaces which will be lost when the new Annex to the 
County Building is completed.  Additionally, this proposed parking lot will provide a net gain of 
10 additional spaces, meeting the City of Salida parking requirements.  This parking lot will also 
provide vehicular delivery access to the rear of the existing Main County Building. Six Elm trees 
are located in the construction area and will need to be removed as construction commences.  
A petition to maintain these trees has been circulated and signed by citizens of Chaffee County.  
LRC was contacted by Robert Christiansen, the Chaffee County Administrator, to submit a 
proposal to complete the work outlined in the Assignment section of this report.   
 
OBSERVATIONS: 
On May 12, 2020, LRC met with Mr. Christiansen and other members of his team to conduct a 
site visit of the property.  LRC was provided with a site plan of the property, as well as 
conceptual plans of the proposed parking lot.  Additional photographs of the site were 
provided.  The site visit began at approximately 1:30 pm and lasted approximately 60 minutes.  
The temperature was approximately 67°F, with partly cloudy skies.  The site visit began on the 
southeast side of the main County building and commenced in a counter clockwise direction 
around the entire building, briefly discussing the trees on the site, with special consideration for 
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the six Elms which are scheduled for removal for the proposed parking lot construction.  Upon 
completion of the walkthrough with the Chaffee County representatives, LRC reviewed the 
trees on the site, collecting specific data for the six potentially impacted Elm Trees.  See satellite 
image at end of this report which shows approximate locations of the six subject trees. Tree 
size was determined by measuring the tree at Diameter at Breast Height (DBH), at 
approximately 4.5 feet above ground level or as directed by the “Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th 
Edition, Second Printing” 
 
In addition to the subject Elm trees, the following trees species where found on the property- 
Cottonwood (Populus spp.), Green Ash (Fraxinus penn.), Elm (Ulmus spp.), Scotch Pine (Pinus 
sylvestris), Colorado Blue Spruce (Picea pungens glauca), Ornamental Pear (Pyrus spp.), Box 
Elder (Acer negundo), European Mountain Ash (Sorbus aucuparia),Bristlecone Pine (Pinus 
aristata) and Black Locust (Robinia pseudoacacia).  
 
Subject Elm trees- 
While the exact date of the installation of the six subject Elm trees is unknown, it appears that 
they were possibly installed in the early 1930’s during the construction of the original Chaffee 
County Building.  Provided site images from 1932, show street trees located on the west side of 
main entrance on the south side of the building.  It is assumed that the subject Elm trees were 
planted at approximately the same time based of the size and characteristics of the trees.  An 
additional image was provided which shows the building in 1968 and what appears to be two of 
the subject Elm trees.  The sizes of the trees in this image, seems to correlate with the sizes of 
trees which could have been planted in the 1930’s.  With this information, it appears that the 
trees have been located on this site for approximately 90 years.  While the lifespan of Elms can 
vary, it is clear that well managed Elms remain healthy longer than those which have received 
minimal management.  There is evidence in the structural characteristics of these tree that 
minimal management was provide early in their lives.  There is also no evidence that these 
trees have received treatment for a number of pests and diseases which commonly impact 
these types of trees, including aphids, scale, leaf miners and Elm Bark Beetles.  White and grey 
staining and crusting was also noticed on the subject trees.  This is typically indicative of past 
outbreaks of Bacterial wetwood/slime flux.  Although not typically lethal to Elms, Bacterial 
wetwood/slime flux can weaken the strength of impacted trees. 
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CONCLUSIONS/RECCOMENDATIONS: 
 
Based upon observation and evaluation, the following are offered. 
 
General recommendations for the non-subject trees- 
A general tree management plan should be put in place which includes annual inspection of all 
trees, with pruning and treatment for pests and diseases as required.  Nearly all the deciduous 
trees surrounding the Main building currently require pruning.  All trees should be evaluated by 
a Tree Risk Assessment Qualified professional.  This is critical, as many of the trees on the 
property are mature and appear to not have been included in a comprehensive tree health 
management plan.  If construction of the proposed parking proceeds, any surrounding (non- 
subject Elms) trees must be protected.  This includes fencing off trees to ensure that soil, 
construction supplies and equipment are not located on the protective root zone of trees.  If 
landscape irrigation is impacted, ensure all trees should receive supplemental irrigation during 
the construction process. See tree protection plan at end of this report.  
 
Of special note-  
The Box Elder, located on the north side of the main building, has a short lifespan.  They grow 
quickly and usually live only 50-60 years.  It is unclear how old this tree is, but it is mature and 
should receive special attention to ensure it does not become a hazard tree. 
 
The Black Locust on the north side of the main building should be removed.  It appears to have 
suffered from borers and has been significantly pruned in the past to create an undesirable 
tree. 
 
All Cottonwood trees should be closely monitored, as the species on the property are fast 
growing and can easily become hazardous at the end of their lifespan. 
 
All Green Ash (Fraxinus spp.)trees should be treated for Emerald Ash Borer (EAB).  EAB has 
decimated trees in the Midwest United States and has been found in Colorado.  Untreated 
Fraxinus species will likely destroyed by this pest. 
 
The European Mt. Ash (not susceptible to EAB) located on the south side of the main building 
should receive special care.  This is a special specimen tree which appears to have suffered 
some damage from mowing operations.  Field crews should be made aware to be careful not to 
create any further damage to this tree. 
 
General recommendations for the subject Elm trees- 
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Based on the combination of a lack of an apparent long term comprehensive management plan 
and their age, of the six subject Elm trees which are currently located in the proposed 
construction zone, they are approaching the end of their lifespan.  While this does not mean all 
subject trees will necessarily die within the next few years or even in a decade, they will require 
extensive care which is typical for this genus and species of tree.  It is recommended that all 
trees, especially large deciduous trees which were planted decades ago, should be evaluated by 
a Tree Risk Assessment Qualified professional.  This is critical, as many of the trees on the 
property are mature and appear to not have been included in a comprehensive tree health 
management plan, which is very common in small municipalities.  Trees 5 and 6 are located 
within approximately 15’ of the Main Building.  This of course places the building in the possible 
direct path of these trees should they fail.  If the County decides to modify plans for the 
proposed parking lot, these tree should be closely monitored for Leaf miners, aphids, scale, Elm 
Leaf Beetles and Elm Bark Beetle. 
 
Should the County decide to maintain these trees, adjustments to the proposed parking lot will 
need to be made.  The County could consider moving the entrance of the proposed parking lot 
to the east, eliminating the removal of trees 1 and 2.  This however, could result in the loss of 
other trees on the property.   
 
Because of the required vehicular access to the area on the north side of the building, 
maintaining subject trees 5 and 6 will be very unlikely.  Providing access to the area will most 
certainly cause damage to the roots of these trees. 
  
Should the County decide to remove the subject trees and proceed with the propose plan, LRC 
recommends installing appropriate trees adjacent to the proposed parking lot.  A variety of 
genus and species should be considered to ensure that a future pest, disease, etc., does not 
destroy all newly planted trees. The County should also direct any funds that would otherwise 
be committed to the management of the subject trees to a management plan for all remaining 
trees on the property.  This investment of funds will allow current trees to prosper, lengthen 
their expected lifespan and ultimately cost the County less money in the future to replace trees 
prematurely.  Replacement of trees lost to age, pest, disease, etc., should also be completed in 
accordance to any long term construction planning. Continual presence of trees and other plant 
material will create a property which will be more valuable over time as well as create a 
desirable space for the citizens of Chaffee County.  
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Numerous site images.  Not all trees are shown. 

 
 

 
Aerial view of Chaffee County Building-looking north.  Subject trees numbered 1-6. 
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Proposed parking lot lay out.  Subject trees are numbered.  Refer to report for details. 
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Conceptual landscape plan for proposed parking lot. 
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Elm-Tree 1.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 2.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 2.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 3.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 3.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 3.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 4.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 4.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 4.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 5.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 5.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 5.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 6.  See report and chart for details. 
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Elm-Tree 6.  See report and chart for details. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

68



Page 24 of 34 
 

Non-subject Trees 
 

 
Black Locust in decline.  Remove tree. 
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Box Elder. 
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Cottonwood. 

 
Scotch Pine. 
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Colorado Blue Spruce. 

 
Elm. 
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Green Ash. 

 
Ornamental Pear. 
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Ornamental Pear. 

 
Elm. 

74



Page 30 of 34 
 

 
European Mt. Ash. 

 
Colorado Blue Spruce. 
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Green Ash. 
 

 
Bristle Cone Pine. 
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Image of Chaffee County Building from 1932.  Notice trees in image. 
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Image of Chaffee County Building from 1968.  Trees in left and right sides of image appear to be  
subject trees. 
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Tree Protection Plan. 
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Subject Tree
Findings

Tree # Qty Common Name Scientific Name

Trunk 
Diameter 
(in) dbh

1 1 Elm Ulmus spp 39
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Bark intact, no large cavities. 

Requires extensive pruning.

2 1 Elm Ulmus spp 43
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Bark intact, no large cavities. 

Requires extensive pruning.

3 1 Elm Ulmus spp 44
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Bark intact, no large cavities. 

Requires extensive pruning.

4 1 Elm Ulmus spp 47
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Large cavity. Requires 

extensive pruning. Bark failure. Remove this tree.

5 1 Elm Ulmus spp 53
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Bark intact, no large cavities. 

Requires extensive pruning. Small cavities.  Some bark failure. Trunk 
approximately 15' from building.

6 1 Elm Ulmus spp 42
Evidence of Bacterial wetwood, sooty mold, scale.  Bark intact, no large cavities. 

Requires extensive pruning. Small cavities.  Trunk approximately 15' from 
building.

Chaffee County Building,  104 Crestone Avenue, Salida, CO
Aerial image in report shows location of each subject tree

See aerial image showing location of subject trees

All trees should be inspected by a Tree Risk Assessment Qualified professional as soon as possible.
Information in this chart was collected using ground level assesments, which did not inlcude assesments for Hazard trees.
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Plant Health/Appraisal Report for Todd Creek Development, Brighton, Colorado.  Completed evaluation in partnership 
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Plant Appraisal Report for Temple, Fort Collins, Colorado. 2017 
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Plant Health Report for Southlands Lifestyle Center, Aurora, Colorado.  Completed evaluation in partnership with DHGA, 
Inc. 2017 
 
Evaluation of Municipal Landscape Guidelines for Town of Monument.  Monument, Colorado. 2017. 
 
Plant Appraisal Report for Schenk/Davisson case, Akron, Colorado.  Completed evaluation in partnership with DHGA, Inc. 
2017 
 

Landscape and Plant Health Evaluation for Midtown Mixed Use Development, Unincorporated Adams County, Colorado.  
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Geotech, Inc.; Kurt Smeester; Gary Weeks; Doug Leafgren; and Southern Exposure Landscape and Sprinkler, LLC.  Case # 
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Dear Board of Adjustors/City Planners, 

I am writing in regards to these requests for variance from the County:  
“The purpose of the request is to receive: (A) a variance in the number of required on-site 
parking spaces for a future campus building addition; and (B) a variance in maximum lot 
coverage specifically to allow for an access lane to the rear of the existing building, in 
anticipation of the proposed addition.” 

As a voice for the 549 people who signed the declaration to protect trees and green space, I ask 
that the Board to use a wider lens through which to view these requests for variance.  Please 
consider your upcoming role in improving our Land Use Code and the opportunity to 
strengthen provisions in Chapter 16 protecting the urban forest.  Consider the irreplaceable 
mature trees and green space and make decisions now which reflect your intention and values 
regarding these protections.   

We ask that you consider the following: 

A. The requests for variance are based on the assumptions that there are needs for:

1) An addition to the courthouse which, theoretically, will necessitate more parking

2) An access lane which originates at the front of the building to reach the rear of the

building (versus access to the rear from the rear) which involves the following:

removal of two large trees and root damage due to disturbance and compaction to

at least 3 additional established trees, which will cause premature death to the

trees (likely in 5 years per certified arborist Angie Jenson), and significant

reduction of greenspace.

Regarding these assumptions: 

1) The need for an addition to the courthouse and additional parking to

accommodate more offices and meeting places is in question given the now widely

accepted practice of working from home and meeting remotely.  The need for office,

meeting places and parking is greatly reduced.  No UNDUE HARDSHIP would

result from not approving the variance.

2) An access lane originating in the front to reach the back of the building, thereby

destroying trees and greenspace, does not have MINIMAL impact on the building
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environment, rather it has the opposite.  Brainstorming among city and county 

personnel may yield numerous other possibilities.   

Conclusion:   

Variance A does not meet requirements for approval.  It is not based on clear demonstration 

of need for additional parking or undue hardship caused by lack thereof.   

Variance B does not result in minimal impact to environment or community, rather it 

results in reduction of trees and greenspace which the community has expressly opposed.   

These requests are based on an assumption of need for and future existence of a courthouse 

expansion which does not account for greatly diminished need to accommodate workers in 

offices, meeting spaces and vehicles.    

Further, the requested variances do not meet the criteria or intention for approval per the 
City Land Use Code as follows:   

Required Showing for Variances. The applicant shall demonstrate the following to the Board 
of Adjustment before a variance may be authorized: 

(1) 
Special Circumstances Exist. There are special circumstances or conditions which are 
peculiar to the land or building for which the variance is sought that do not apply generally 
to land or buildings in the neighborhood; 
The requested variances do not address current hardships or special circumstances and it is unclear as 
to whether special circumstances will exist in the future given uncertainty around the need for 
expansion of the courthouse and resulting parking requirements or need for access lane.  

 (3) 
Strict Application Deprives Reasonable Use. The special circumstances and conditions are 
such that the strict application of the provisions of this Chapter would deprive the applicant 
of reasonable use of the land or building; 
Strict application of the provisions does not deprive the applicant of reasonable use given that current 
building and parking do allow for reasonable use.  Nor does strict application deprive the applicant of 
reasonable use if a building expansion were to occurr in the future given that parking requirements 
may be malleable or different, and, there may be viable alternatives to an access road that originates in 
the front to reach the rear of the building. 

(4)
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Variance Necessary to Provide Reasonable Use. The granting of the variance is necessary to 
provide the applicant a reasonable use of the land or building; 
As above; reasonable use has historically and is currently feasible.  Reasonable Use in the future is not 
likely dependent upon a certain amount of parking spots, nor is it dependent upon an access lane to 
which less destructive alternatives likely exist. 

(5) 
Minimum Variance. The granting of the variance is the minimum necessary to make possible 
the reasonable use of the land or building; 
The number of future parking spots is unknown given changing needs.  And, the proposed access lane 
is certainly NOT the MINIMUM NECESSARY; a road from the rear of the building to get to the rear 
of the building would have far less impact, kill fewer trees and eliminated far less greenspace.   

(6) 
No Injury to Neighborhood. The granting of the variance will not be injurious to the 
neighborhood surrounding the land where the variance is proposed, and is otherwise not 
detrimental to the public welfare or the environment;   
Approval of this variance is in FACT injurious to the neighborhood and detrimental to the public 
welfare in light of the the widely supported declaration of support for trees and green space (549 
signers in less than 2 days).   
It is ON IT’S FACE detrimental to the environment as trees will be removed and stressed such that 
they will suffer and die within five years AND green space will be paved over and lost. 

(7) 
Consistency With Code. The granting of the variance is consistent with the general purposes 
and intent of this Land Use Code. 
The granting of the variance is NOT consistent with the general purposes and intent of the Land Use 
Code.   

Very sincerely, 

Lawton Eddy 

Salida 
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