CHERRY HILLS VILLAGE
COLORADO

2450 E. Quincy Avenue
Cherry Hills Village, CO 80113
www.cherryhillsvillage.com

City Hall
Telephone 303-789-2541
FAX 303-761-9386

Board of Adjustment and Appeals
Meeting Agenda
Thursday, February 6, 2020
6:30 p.m.
1.

Call to Order

2.

Roll Call of Members

3.

Pledge of Allegiance

4.

Audience Participation Period (limit 5 minutes per speaker)

5.

Consent Agenda
a. Approval of minutes – April 18th, 2019
b. Approval of minutes – August 1st, 2019

6.

Items Removed From Consent Agenda

7.

Unfinished Business

8.

New Business
a. Request by 4310 S. Lafayette Street, LLC of 4310 S. Lafayette Street for a variance from
Municipal Code Sections 16-3-10(D) and 16-3-30(B) to allow additions to the primary
residence and the garage that encroaches into the side-yard setbacks, rear-yard setbacks and
into the bulk plane.

9.

Reports
a. Members of the Board of Adjustment and Appeals
b. City Staff
b. City Attorney

10.

Adjournment

A variance from the terms of Chapter 16 of the Cherry Hills Village Municipal Code shall be considered an
extraordinary remedy, and the conditions set forth in Section 16-3-50(b) of the Municipal Code are intended as
limitations on the Board of Adjustment and Appeals' power to authorize variances.
Notice:

Agenda is subject to change.
If you will need special assistance in order to attend any of the City’s public meetings, please notify the City of Cherry Hills Village at 303-789-2541, 72 hours in
advance.

Minutes of the
Board of Adjustment and Appeals of the City of Cherry Hills Village, Colorado
Held on Thursday, April 18, 2019 at 6:30 p.m.
at City Hall
Chair Sullivan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Present at the meeting were the following Board of Adjustment and Appeals Members:
Chairman Kerry Sullivan, Member Jennifer Allen, member John Love, Member Bill Rapson, and
Member Randy Weil.
Absent from the meeting were the following Board of Adjustment and Appeals Members:
Member Steve Elken.
Present at the meeting were the following staff members: City Attorney, Kathie Guckenberger,
Community Development Director Rachel Granrath, and Community Development Clerk Ethen
Westbrook.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Commission conducted the Pledge of Allegiance.
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION PERIOD
None
CONSENT AGENDA
Member John Love made a motion to approve the following items on the Consent Agenda with
amendments:
a. Approval of Minutes as Amended – July 5, 2018
The motion was seconded by Chairman Sullivan.
Vote on motion to approve consent agenda items.
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The motion passed unanimously.
ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA
None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
NEW BUSINESS
a. Cherry Hills Village Art Commission Presentation – James Surls Video
Cherry Hills Village Art Commission member Alison Lynch spoke about happenings with the
Art Commission and showed a video from one of the artists, James Surls, and a project he
completed for the City.
Member Bill Rapson asked why the structure presented in the video is temporary and not
permanent.
Ms. Lynch stated it is temporary so the City can switch art pieces, get a variety of artwork
represented, and show different styles.
b. Board member training (City Attorney, Kathie Guckenberger)
City Attorney Kathie Guckenberger presented a packet describing the Board of Adjustment and
Appeals rules of procedures, practices, purpose, municipal code, composition of the board, and
criteria used for making decisions with variance cases.
Member John Love asked how the City Council member appointed will stay as an alternate
member.
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Guckenberger stated the municipal code explains the City Council member appointed to serve on
the board can serve either as an alternate member or a regular member. She explained the
board’s regular practice is to have the appointed City Council member serve in the alternate
member role.
Member Randy Weil stated he did not sense any change for the council member to serve in a
regular position.
Chairman Kerry Sullivan stated the City Council member serving in an alternate role does not
vote unless the vote is tied or the board does not have a quorum.
Guckenberger explained the process of a variance and what the board looks at when making a
decision on a variance. She stated the importance of having a record of reasoning for decision
making including the nine criteria mentioned in the municipal code.
Love asked if the board needed to incorporate the nine criteria into the record.
Guckenberger stated it is important to included this in the record in case there is an appeal to the
decision made by the board.
Love asked if each board member needed to articulate decisions.
Guckenberger explained how the meeting is run including presentation from the applicant and
staff, public hearing with public comment, deliberation by the board, and making and voting on
motions for the board’s decision. She explained the board needs four out of five members in
favor of a motion in order to pass an item.
Weil asked if it was better to have a motion made before or after the deliberation by the board.
Guckenberger stated either way is fine as long as it is clear to what motion has been made or
modified to be voted on. She stated the importance of sticking to the criteria when making
motions or decisions.
Sullivan asked if the board had to go through each criterion for a denial.
Guckenberger stated that the board goes through each of the nine criteria for a denial. She stated
evidence and stating analysis in the record is important to consider when making a decision.
Guckenberger stated legal advice for the board is available as well staff can provide written
findings for a discussion. She explained the process of continuing hearings, appeals, approving
applications with conditions, and following procedure for public hearings.
Member Rapson asked about enforcement of conditions of applications after approval.
Community Development Director Rachel Granrath stated staff follows up with the conditions
and has a letter of approval.
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Ms. Guckenberger went over the processes of impartial decision making.
Member Rapson asked about the possibility of neighbor’s letters being challenged as part of due
process.
Granrath stated it is not uncommon to receive neighbor letters and both the board and the
applicant have a chance to review all written materials that are a part of the record.
Guckenberger stated the applicant has the opportunity and time to counteract evidence or create
analysis of evidence if desired.
Member Rapson stated he wanted to make sure the applicant was allowed due process with
neighbor’s letters.
Guckenberger stated she believed that argument would not hold up due to the nature of the Board
of Adjustment and Appeals process.
Member Love stated the board has limited evidence it can consider from neighbor testimony.
Ms. Guckenberger stated if anybody approaches a board member to discuss a variance
application outside of a public hearing, then the board member should direct the interested party
to attend the public hearing and utilize the public comment portion. She explained the board can
listen to the neighbors but it is up to the board to decide whether the information is relevant to
the criteria.
Member Rapson stated if a large group of neighbors approve of something the board should take
it into account. He stated the board is to serve the community and neighbors.
Ms. Guckenberger explained the volume of a consideration is not part of the nine criteria. She
stated variances are to provide relief in extreme hardship cases or to a problem that could have
not been foreseen. Ms. Guckenberger stated a variance is not designed to be approved or denied
if a large number of people approve or deny. She went over and explained each of the nine
criteria.
Member Sullivan stated applicants need to take into all nine criteria.
Ms. Granrath stated the City Manager and Community Development Director will sit down with
applicants and go over the nine criteria from a staff perspective in order to give the applicant an
ides of what to expect.
Ms. Guckenberger continued going over the nine criteria for a variance.
Member Rapson asked if the board could provide feedback for the criteria and review process.
Ms. Granrath stated that is what the next item of the agenda will address.
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Ms. Guckenberger explained if a decision is made outside of the nine criteria, it is important to
ensure there is articulable evidence for making that decision.
Member Weil stated he believed the board does a thorough job of addressing all nine criteria and
taking into account all relevant information.
Member Love stated if the board doesn’t do a good job, then it will cost the city taxpayer monies
for payouts.
Ms. Guckenberger stated it is important to be a fair and unbiased decision maker and to not pre
judge a matter and follow the open meetings law which includes electronic communications. She
stated the staff report can be very helpful with board member decisions. She explained courts, if
involved, will look to make sure the proper process was followed.
Chair Sullivan recommended having this review/training session once per year.
Vice Chair Allen asked about driving by a site in questions prior to the meeting.
Ms. Guckenberger stated she wouldn’t recommend it but if it’s used the help geographical
features, then that could be ok.
c. Discussion on Article III of Chapter 16 of the City of Cherry Hills Village Municipal
Code in regards to the Board of Adjustment and Appeals
Ms. Granrath did a presentation comparing the Cherry Hills Village variance process municipal
code to other neighboring cities’ codes. She then asked for feedback from the board on the city
code.
Member Sullivan recommended some different vocabulary throughout the nine criteria.
Member Weil stated the possibility of having aesthetics being a part to consider for applications.
Ms. Granrath to be aware that design standards are hard to determine within the city due to the
wide variety of types of homes.
Ms. Guckenberger also stated zoning regulations are different that design standards.
Member Rapson asked how somebody would ever show unnecessary hardship when the zone
district and regulations are known when a lot is purchased.
Ms. Granrath stated the zoning code has changed over time or if a lot is nonconforming.
Member Love stated he likes the way the current code is written.
Member Rapson concurred that he liked the way the current code is written.
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Vice Chair Allen agreed that the current code is written well. She also asked about nonconforming lots and setback regulations.
Ms. Granrath stated staff could look at different non-conforming lot regulations.
Member Rapson stated the board should consider the degree the nonconformity in question.
Ms. Granrath stated the board has this discretion but to keep in mind two feet in one district can
have a different effect than two feet in another district.
Ms. Guckenberger went over the alternate member of the board and their role.
Vice Chair Allen recommended a document that helps guide residents through the variance
criteria and process.
REPORTS
None
ADJOURNMENT
Chair Sullivan adjourned the meeting at 8:30 p.m.
______________________________________
Kerry Sullivan, Chairman
___________________________________________
Ethen Westbrook, Community Development Clerk

Board of Adjustment and Appeals
April 18, 2019

6

Minutes of the
Board of Adjustment and Appeals of the City of Cherry Hills Village, Colorado
Held on Thursday, August 1, 2019 at 6:30 p.m.
at City Hall
Vice Chair Allen called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Present at the meeting were the following Board of Adjustment and Appeals Members: Vice
Chair Jennifer Allen, Member John Love, Member Bill Elken, Member Steve Elken, and
Member Randy Weil.
Absent from the meeting were the following Board of Adjustment and Appeals Members:
Chairman Kerry Sullivan.
Present at the meeting were the following staff members: City Attorney, Kathie Guckenberger,
Community Development Director Chris Cramer, and Clerk Terri Littleford.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Commission conducted the Pledge of Allegiance.
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION PERIOD
None
CONSENT AGENDA
None
ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA
None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
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NEW BUSINESS
a. Application by Suzanne Hamilton for a variance to Municipal Code Section 16-8-90 and
Section 16-6-30 to allow a 15-foot pool house/swim spa encroachment within the 25-foot
accessory structure rear setback for the R-2 Zone District (Public Hearing)
Vice Chair Allen explained the purpose of the Board of Adjustment and Appeals and the process
for the public hearing.
Vice Chair Allen opened the public hearing.
Community Development Director Chris Cramer stated public notice for this hearing was
completed and discussed an aerial view map and site plan of the property. He stated the
background of the case and reported a building permit had been applied for and approved
showing the required 25-foot accessory structure rear setback being met. He explained after
approval the applicant wished to move the location of the pool house to 15 feet closer to the rear
property line. Mr. Cramer explained the application process of the variance the staff analysis of
the nine criteria that have to be met in order to meet variance requirements.
1. Exceptional and unnecessary hardship…Negative. There are no irregular geography or
topographical features along with a previous submitted permit had been approved. There
are reasonable solutions that meet the current zoning standards.
2. No design alternatives…Negative. There are a variety of solutions that could be sought
out. Evidence to show this is the previous submitted permit that was approved.
3. Deprivation of rights enjoyed by the majority of others…Negative. The city has the
setback requirements for the R-2 zone district and there are several other parcels that
show accessory structure compliance with the zoning code.
4. No intentional, reckless, or grossly negligent actions of the applicant…N/A. The need for
the variance is not present, thus leading to this criteria to not be applicable.
5. Reasonable protections afforded to adjacent properties…Negative. The existing
vegetation around the property is not permanent and can change over time due to
seasonal changes.
6. No undesirable change in character of neighborhood…Negative. The request does lead
to an incremental change to the character of the neighborhood by proposing structures to
be in closer proximity, which hurts the intent of the setback requirements.
7. Minimum variance possible…Negative. The previous submittal shows there are other
options for the pool house to work.
8. Variance is justified…Negative. The variance applied for is due to convenience
opportunities rather than hardship.
9. Ensures public safety, welfare, and justice…Negative. The intent of the setbacks and the
zoning code is to ensure the semi-rural character is not impacted by adjacent properties.
The variance applied for does not maintain this intent.
Mr. Cramer explained no public comments were received but the applicant has some letters to be
provided during their testimony. He stated city staff is recommending the denial of this variance
request. He invited questions from the board.
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Member John Love asked about the position of the garage on the lot.
Mr. Cramer explained the positioning of the pad for the garage doors.
Applicant Suzanne Hamilton stated she would like to thank the board for considering this
variance. The contractor representing the project will be making the presentation.
Josh Diamond, from Cobblestone Design Build, made a presentation on behalf of the applicant.
Mr. Diamond explained why the applicant believes they meet all criteria for variance
requirements including unnecessary hardship.
Member Love stated he would like to see why the applicant believes there is a hardship.
Mr. Diamond stated the garage would become impossible to use and park a car in with the
approved garage location.
Member Love asked about the footage of ingress and egress of the approved permit.
Mr. Diamond stated about ten feet.
Member Elken asked about the garage doors and why would they become hard to use with the
approved pool house.
Mr. Diamond stated the applicant would have to back up the driveway.
Member Elken asked what type of garage the residence has.
Mr. Diamond stated it is a three-car garage.
Member Elken asked how many cars are at the residence.
Ms. Hamilton stated two cars are at the residence most of the time.
Member Elken asked the applicant why they believe there is a hardship with parking.
Ms. Hamilton stated backing out of the driveway is not safe during the winter due to ice. She
stated she prefers going forward out her driveway, rather then backing up.
Vice Chair Allen asked about the width of the driveway.
Ms. Hamilton stated the driveway is a hill and described the positioning of her driveway.
Mr. Diamond stated the backing down a driveway downhill is not safe. He also stated water
irrigation issues on the property. Mr. Diamond stated this is the most logical location for the pool
house. He spoke on other properties that appear to have accessory structures within the setback
requirements.
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Vice Chair Allen stated the board cannot consider other addresses when considering variance
requests and asked for confirmation by staff.
City Attorney Kathie Guckenberger confirmed this information and stated the properties are to
not be considered due to not knowing the accuracy or reasoning behind the other properties
having accessory structures within the setback.
Mr. Diamond stated that if the board takes a look at the other properties it is clear accessory
structures are within the setback.
Vice Chair Allen stated the point is understood but other properties cannot be taken into
consideration.
Mr. Diamond provided copies of letters from neighbors for the record.
Mr. Cramer read the letters into the record.
Member Elken asked about a back-patio area for the pool.
Mr. Diamond explained the pool is not recreational but more for exercise and will not have a
patio. He stated this is an indoor structure.
Member Elken stated an alternative to the applicant.
Mr. Diamond explained why they did not like alternative locations and irrigation issues and the
property.
Chair Allen asked what are the water issues.
Ms. Hamilton stated the northeast corner of the house is very wet due to and the drainage from
the time the house was built. She explained why the homeowners around her won’t be affected.
Member Elken asked the applicant if they shorten the structure will it fit in the setback.
Vice Chair Allen asked for the applicant to finish going through the criteria.
Mr. Diamond went through their reasoning of the variance criteria.
Member Rapson asked is it possible to put this feature inside of the house.
Mr. Diamond stated there is not a space big enough in the house to accommodate the pool.
Member Rapson stated the original design seems to accommodate all needs.
Mr. Diamond stated the original design negates the use of the driveway.
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Member Weil asked about the gap between the house and the pool.
Mr. Diamond stated the pool house could not be attached to the house due to the primary
structure setback.
Member Weil stated the gap could be minimized.
Vice Chair Allen stated there is not enough precision is the submitted drawings.
Mr. Diamond clarified where the driveway is on the property.
Member Elken asked about altering the driveway.
Mr. Diamond stated there are too many trees to alter the driveway. He stated there are options
but none that keep the character of the neighborhood.
Member Rapson stated the board is trying to state alternatives but the applicant is saying no to all
of them.
Mr. Diamond stated he believes the alternatives would not share the character of the city.
Member Love asked about considering to drill caissons.
Mr. Diamond said there was no engineering review that included caissons.
Member Rapson stated a hardship has to be shown. He has only heard of the medical issue with
the case.
Ms. Hamilton stated the hardship is her age and asthma and the pool is to exercise.
Vice Chair Allen closed the public comment portion of the hearing in order for the board to
deliberate.
Member Weil stated this plan has nothing compelling that shows a variance should be granted.
Member Elken stated he concurred and there is not enough need.
Member Love stated he agrees with staff.
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Board Member Elken made a motion, which was seconded by Board Member Rapson, to deny
the request Suzanne Hamilton of 4950 South Albion Street of the requested variance to
Municipal Code Section 16-8-90 and Section 16-6-30 to allow a 15-foot pool house/swim spa
encroachment within the 25-foot accessory structure rear setback for the R-2 Zone District. The
Board finds the application does not meet the applicable criteria outlined in Municipal Code
Section 16-3-50 (b) as stated in the August 1, 2019 staff memorandum.
AYES
X
X
X
X
ABSENT
X
5

ALLEN
ELKEN
LOVE
RAPSON
SULLIVAN
WEIL
TOTAL

NAYS

ABSENT
0

Vice Chair Allen announced the motion carried and the variance has been denied.
REPORTS
a. Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
None
b. City Staff
Mr. Cramer stated he looks forward to get to know the board and support the board to the best of
his abilities.
c. City Attorney
None
ADJOURNMENT
Chair Sullivan adjourned the meeting at 7:25 p.m.
______________________________________
Kerry Sullivan, Chairman
___________________________________________
Ethen Westbrook, Community Development Clerk
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CITY OF CHERRY HILLS VILLAGE
COLORADO

2450 E. Quincy Avenue
Cherry Hills Village, CO 80113
www.cherryhillsvillage.com

City Hall
Telephone 303-789-2541
FAX 303-761-9386

ITEM: 8A

MEMORANDUM
TO:

CHAIR SULLIVAN AND MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
AND APPEALS

FROM:

CHRIS CRAMER, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

SUBJECT: REQUEST BY 4310 S. LAFAYETTE STREET LLC OF 4310 SOUTH
LAFAYETTE ST FOR A VARIANCE FROM MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIONS
16-3-10(D) AND 16-3-30(B) TO ALLOW ADDITIONS TO THE PRIMARY
RESIDENCE AND THE GARAGE THAT ENCROACHES INTO THE SIDEYARD SETBACKS, REAR-YARD SETBACKS AND INTO THE BULK PLANE
DATE:

FEBRUARY 6, 2020

APPLICANTS:
Property owner, 4310 South Lafayette Street LLC
LOCATION:
4310 S. Lafayette Street (see Exhibit A for Vicinity Map)
REQUEST:
The applicants seek approval of a variance from: 1) Municipal Code Sections 16-3-10(d) and 163-30(b) to allow an addition to the primary residence that encroaches 7 feet 4 inches into the
rear-yard setback and 32 feet into the side-yard setback and extends into the bulk plane; 2)
municipal code sections 16-3-10(d) and 16-3-30(b) to allow an addition to the garage that
extends 10 feet into the side-yard setback and extends into the bulk plane. Please refer to
Exhibit B for the application materials.
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PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT:
Notice procedures for variances are outlined in Municipal Code Section 16-7-255(c). The
applicants are required to mail notice of the public hearing by first class US mail to all adjacent
property owners a minimum of 10 days prior to the hearing and post a notice sign on the
property visible from the adjoining street a minimum of 15 days prior to the hearing. The
applicants have met all public notice requirements. The applicant provided documents that
state they are comment letters from nearby residences indicating they are in support of the
application (see Exhibit C). To date, staff has not received any comment letters independent
from the application.
BACKGROUND:
On November 4, 2019, the City received a variance request to build a single-story addition to the
primary residence and a second addition to the garage. The applicant recently purchased the
property and reports that the existing structure would need these additions to “meet their living
and mobility needs as they enter their ‘golden years’.”
The following site shows the existing primary residence and existing garage designated in blue,
and the proposed additions noted by the red hatched lines:
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The City conducted a review of the property and zoning history. County records indicate the
house was built in 1910, 60 years before the City’s zoning’s setback standards were established
in 1970. Although the property records show periodic building permits for upkeep, such as reroofing, no other previous land-use cases related to development on the property could be
located through staff research.
ZONING & LAND USE:
The property is zoned R-1, 2.5-Acre Residential District. South Lafayette Street borders the
property to the west, and the north, east, and south property lines are bordered by lots that are
zoned R-1 and developed with single family residences.
CODE REQUIREMENTS:
The R-1 Zone District has a number of standards related to the existing structures in Municipal
Code Sections 16-3-10(d) and 16-3-30(b) that the current lot and structure do not meet.

Primary Structure
Lot Min.
Front Setback
Rear Setback
Side Setback

R-1
Standards
2.5 acres
75 ft.
50 ft.
50 ft.

Residence
.442 Acres
52 ft. approx
66 ft. approx
<1 ft. approx

Addition
Setback
N/A
N/A
42 ft. 8 inch.
18 ft.

Accessory
Structure
Front Setback
Rear Setback
Side setback

R-1
Standards
75 ft.
25 ft.
25 ft.

Garage
77 ft. appox
44 ft. approx
26 ft. approx

Addition
Setback
82 ft. approx
44 ft.
15 ft.

The table shows that the lot is a non-conforming lot, and consequently, both structures are nonconforming structures due to their encroachment on at least one setback requirement. In
addition to these setback and lot size minimums, bulk plane standards also are in place that the
existing structure currently encroaches upon. Bulk plane requirements were added to the City’s
zoning code in 2011 as part of the residential development standards that were adopted by City
Council. The primary purpose of the development standards was to address the development
trend of looming, massive new homes in traditional neighborhoods that negatively impact
character and privacy. The bulk plane pushes taller building elements towards the center of the
lot in order to reduce massing impact on neighboring properties.
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Section 16-6-110 of the Municipal Code outlines requirements associated with nonconforming
buildings and structures. Specifically, it states:
“Except as provided in Section 16-6-180, Nonconforming Uses, a nonconforming building
or structure may be structurally altered or expanded if: (1) the alteration or expansion is
contained entirely within the building envelope of the lot, (2) the alteration or expansion
reduces the overall extent or degree of nonconformity, or (3) the alteration or expansion
is limited to an interior remodel or maintenance repairs needed to keep the building or
structure in good condition, and (in all cases) the alteration or expansion otherwise
meets the requirements of this Chapter.”
Further, Section 16-6-140(a) outlines the requirements associated with non-conforming lots:
“Generally. Building permits may be authorized for construction on legally
nonconforming lots, provided that the buildings or structures authorized by the permits
meet all other requirements of this Chapter.”
Because the existing structures and lot are nonconforming, both of these sections apply, and
because the other setback and bulk plane requirements cannot be met, any building permits
would be denied, and hence the request for a variance.
Variance Approval Criteria
Municipal Code Section 16-7-520(b)(1) through (9) outline the approval criteria that the Board
must use in determining whether or not to approve a variance request. For approval, the Board
must find that the request meets all criteria. The applicants have provided a written response to
each of the criteria in their application packet (see Exhibit B).
ANALYSIS:
The following table represents staff’s analysis of the proposal based on each approval criteria
outlined in Municipal Code Sections 16-3-50(b)(1) through (9):
Table 1: Approval Criteria with Staff Findings
Criterion
1) The applicant would suffer an exceptional and
unnecessary hardship as a result of the
application of this chapter, which hardship is not
generally applicable to other lands or structures
in the same zone district because of the unusual
configuration of the applicant’s property
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Staff Finding
Residence – Negative: The stated need for the setback and
bulk plane variances is to accommodate additional living
space. However, there is an existing residence on the lot
already that, while considered non-conforming, is
considered a legal structure. The small lot size does not
constitute a unique circumstance, as the lot has likely been
non-conforming since at least 1970. Further, there are no

4

boundaries, because of unique circumstances
related to the location of existing structures
thereon, or because of the existence of
exceptional topographic conditions thereon.

topographical conditions that contribute to a hardship on
the property.

Garage – Negative: Similarly, the topography and shape of
the lot are typical of other properties in the neighborhood,
and do not constitute a hardship for the garage structure.
2) There are no design alternatives or alternative
locations for structures that would obviate the
need for the requested variance or would reduce
the amount of the variance required.

Primary Residence – Affirmative: While the applicant has
proposed an addition that is centered in the middle of the
lot, the total cumulative impact of the setbacks results in a
buildable area that leaves no design alternative available
that reduce or obviate the need for the variances.
Garage – Negative: There are possible additions to the
garage that would not require variances, specifically adding
on to the north. Access to that area directly would be
challenging, but additional space could be provided. As a
result, there are other design alternatives that would obviate
the need for the variance.

3) The enforcement of the provisions of this
Chapter deprives the applicant of rights enjoyed
by a majority of the other properties in the same
zone district under the terms of this Chapter.

Primary Residence – Negative: The lot currently has a
residence on the lot that is considered legal and is consistent
with other properties within the R-1 zone district that also
have the presence of a primary residence.
Garage – Negative: The lot currently has a garage on the lot
that is considered legal and is consistent with other
properties within the R-1 zone district that also have the
presence of a garage.

4) The need for the variance does not result from
the intentional, reckless or grossly negligent
actions of the applicant or his agent, a violation
of any provision of this Code, or a previously
granted variance.

5) Reasonable protections are afforded adjacent
properties.
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Primary Residence – Affirmative: The addition has not
been constructed, or wasn’t begun without building
permits. The variance does not result from intentional,
reckless, or negligent action by the applicant.
Garage – Affirmative: The addition has not been
constructed, or wasn’t begun without building permits. The
variance does not result from intentional, reckless, or
negligent action by the applicant.
Primary Residence – Negative: The variance would
increase the amount of encroachment into the bulk plane
and setbacks. The proposal would have an adverse effect on
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surrounding properties through additional encroachments
beyond those that already exist in the property.
Garage – Negative: The variance would increase the
amount of encroachment into the bulk plane and setbacks.
The proposal would have an adverse effect on surrounding
properties through additional encroachments beyond those
that already exist in the property.
6) The requested variance will not cause an
undesirable change in the character of the
neighborhood or have an adverse effect on the
physical or environmental conditions of the
surrounding property.

Primary Residence – Negative: The variance would
increase the amount of encroachment into the rear-yard and
side-yard setbacks and bulk plane. The proposal would be
easily visible or noticeable and would lead to an undesirable
change in the character of the neighborhood or have an
adverse effect on surrounding properties.
Garage – Negative: The variance would increase the
amount of encroachment into the side-yard setback and
bulk plane. The proposal would be easily visible or
noticeable and would lead to an undesirable change in the
character of the neighborhood or have an adverse effect on
surrounding properties.

7) The variance is the minimum variance that
will make possible the reasonable use of the land
or structure.

Primary Residence– Negative: The property is already
developed with a primary residence. Without the variance,
the applicants will have reasonable use of the land through
the existing residence.
Garage – Negative: The property is already developed with
a garage. Without the variance, the applicants will have
reasonable use of the land through the existing garage.

8) The reasons set forth by the applicant justify
the granting of the variance. For purposes of
making this finding, the Board may not consider
issues of inconvenience or aesthetics.

Primary Residence – Negative: Staff finds that the proposed
variance does not meet all of the approval criteria as
outlined in Section 16-3-50(b) of the Municipal Code as
demonstrated in this table. While the allowable building

area is small, this condition exists with other nonconforming structures, which doesn’t justify additional
encroachments given the non-conforming provisions of
the City Code.

Garage – Negative: Staff finds that the proposed variance
does not meet all of the approval criteria as outlined in
Section 16-3-50(b) of the Municipal Code as demonstrated
in this table.

G:\City Council\MTG-MEMO
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9) The granting of the variance will:
a. Observe the spirit of this Chapter;
b. Secure the public safety and welfare; and
c. Ensure that substantial justice is done.

Primary Residence – Negative: For all of the reasons
discussed in the foregoing criteria for which staff’s proposed
finding is “negative”, staff finds that the variance is not
consistent with the spirit of the City’s zoning ordinance, nor
will it secure the public safety and welfare or ensure that
substantial justice is done.
Garage – Negative: For all of the reasons discussed in the
foregoing criteria for which staff’s proposed finding is
“negative”, staff finds that the variance is not consistent
with the spirit of the City’s zoning ordinance, nor will it
secure the public safety and welfare or ensure that
substantial justice is done.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends denial of the variance requests, based on the findings in Table 1 above. The
Board may approve or deny each variance request separately, however, as each building
element could be constructed without approval of the other variance request.
RECOMMENDED MOTIONS:
“I move to deny the request by 4310 South Lafayette Street LLC of 4310 South Lafayette Street
for a variance from Municipal Code Sections 16-3-10(d) and 16-3-30(b) to allow an addition to
the primary residence that encroaches 7 feet 4 inches into the rear-yard setback and 32 feet into
the side-yard setback and extends into the bulk plane. The Board finds that the proposed
variance request does not meet all of the approval criteria under Municipal Code Section 16-350(b), as outlined in Table 1 of the February 6, 2020 staff memorandum.”
“I move to deny the request by 4310 South Lafayette Street LLC of 4310 South Lafayette Street
for a variance from Municipal Code Sections 16-3-10(d) and 16-3-30(b) to allow an addition to
the garage that extends 10 feet into the side-yard setback and extends into the bulk plane. The
Board finds that the proposed variance request does not meet all of the approved criteria under
Municipal Code Section 16-3-50(b), as outlined in Table 1 of the February 6, 2020 staff
memorandum.”
ATTACHMENTS:
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map
Exhibit B: Application Materials
Exhibit C: Resident Letters provided by the applicant
G:\City Council\MTG-MEMO
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EXHIBIT A
Subject Property Map

Exhibit B
OFFICE USB ONLY

Received._____

City of Cherry Hills Village

�,

Application for Variance

Pre-Hearing ____
Public Hearing ___
Expiration._____

Today's Date:._.L.j/ /4......,./2..,.u;:,--._
Applican
Name,__;�����4.�,p...J.:J...JU:......=:1.LJ.,ji=;..L.....!::!�'--=-r--="'""=-,--.......,,----
Phone._(,,...,1£i�L.1.11�......�-:..:_�----Emaili_�(Qd.�'qµ�����rlt,J.���---------
Mailing

Prope
A

ross Area of Property..J...J.��.L..L��u:;.
oning Classificatio Ordinance Section that Variance is Reque cd From._____________,.____

Variance Request (State Specific Amount of Variance if Applicable)
ftll'[/£ ,4.l)/)/71/JAN Klf11:tZ S'l:--Jfl4-4,/f1(2/ll,i,'t! J; ,1t:- 7f/3?[f $�t/1f� . 45/l)f Sf(�
vA:@Mf.lT l)p 2' P#!if-c.
r Btttg PMPP-B1,f!,J;Y)l«,'.at�ec ,f &,,z.4s: &+1/a V�4'i(;

/:

6:1t?Af?£ lfRPtlJ�1 5tPG: .SEtM1tr:1.K t/1,&16'M'fti tJr le> t4:r-;, & tK. .Av/,t�·
,€,VClli),4ttfl/J1EIVr J(4te1 (l/1/e� 1 FOtJ/Z J4:12.eA- &tttb //'f&,t!-Altft£.!7�

*Provide a separate letter detailing how the request meets earh of the variance review
criteria outlined in Section 16-3-S0(b)(l-9) of the Municipal Code.*

Created on 2/4(}.009 11: 16:00 AM
G;\Planning\Applications and Handouis\Dcvclopmcnt Applications\Variance Application 2009 \;pdatc.DOC

Floor Area Ratio (FAR Worksheet
• Applicants for new residential construction and additions in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 and R-5 zone
districts are required to complete and submit this worksheet with your building permit application.

7

Address:

5
/D

Existing above-grade and walkout basement floor area:

1’

Proposed above-grade and walkout basement floor area:

••_7

Total Floor Area:

so. ft.

f’

,__,;

sq. ft. +

-

c..—

/937)

Net Lot Area (From Plat, Survey, etc.):
Source:

/

soft.

y•7()

I

Floor Area Ratio (FAR):

Z5’_ 3

I)

/

77)

sq. ft. /
L)
Total F/oorArea
/ Net Lot Area

A
sq. ft.=”
=

,

-

P 1.3

-

c9

(Round to hundredths)

FAR

the unders,’nec4 take full responsibifit-y for the accuracy and completeness of the above informatiOn. I understand
that incomplete or inaccurate information may result in significant delays in the issuance ofa building permit. or the
possible revocation ofa building permit
Print Name:

72L7

Signature:.

Title: (e.g. Owner, Architect, Contractor, etc.)__________________________________
Net LotArea (a) Generally. Lot area is the total area within the lot lines of a lot. (b) Addition to Lot Area. Areas outside of the

lot lines of a lot may be counted towards lot area in certain zoning districts, as follows: (1) R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, 0-1, and C-i
Zoning Districts. In the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, 0-1, and C-i zoning districts, lot area may also include adjoining public street rightsof-way to the centerlines of the streets, or the area extending 30 feet into the right-of-way from the street lot lines, whichever
results in less additional area. (2) R-3A Zoning District. In the R-3A zoning district, lots that are at least one-half acre in lot area
may include (within the one-half acre or more) the area identified in subsection (B)(1), above, provided that such area does not
exceed 20 percent of the total area of the lot.

Alove-Grade Floor Area is calculated at 100% for rooms, mezzanine, loft and attic spaces where the distance between the floor
and the ceiling or roof rafters directly above is greater than six (6) feet but not more than sixteen (i6) feet; stairways with a
maximum footprint of one hundred (100) square feet; utility areas; attached garages; roofed porches, balconies, loggias and
breezeways that are enclosed on more than two sides; and walkout basements. Above-grade floor area is calculated at 200% for
high volume spaces where the distance between the floor and the ceiling or roof rafters directly above is greater than sixteen
(16) feet; and stairways with a footprint greater than one hundred (100) square feet.
Walkout Basement means any interior floor area on the same level as a basement, having a ceiling height of at least six (6) feet
and bounded by an exterior wall that is exposed to a height of more than four (4) feet above the adjacent finished grade or by the
interior perimiter of a standard basement.

Exposed areas 4 ft. or less (standard
basement) shown in blue;
More than 4ft. (walkout basement) shown
in orange
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To Whom It May Concern:
P,Jf.
t2Uii’3 ç’7
I own the property at
ge. After being informed of
is adjacent to 4310 S. Lafayette St. in Cherry Hills Villa
property, I approve of said
the plans of the owners to build an addition to the
plans.
I

Sincerely,

Date:
S. Lafayette or e-mail to:
You may drop this off at the mailbox at 4310
marybuntmann @gmaiLcom.

To Whom It May
Concern:
I own the proper
ty at
is adjacent to 4310
S. Lafayette St. in
Cherry Hills ‘pillag
the plans of the ow
e. After being in
ners to build an ad
formed of
dition to the prop
plans.
erty, I approve
of said

I S

1

Sincerely,

-

Date:

fz/31/i

OvJstey

9

You may drop this
off at the mailbox
at 4310 S. Lafayet
marybuntmann@
te or e-mail to:
gmail.com.

To Whom It May Concern:
which
I own the propey at
informed of
is adjacent to 4310 S. Lafayette St. in Cherry Hills Village. After being
e of said
the plans of the owners to build an addition to the property, I approv
plans.
Sincerely,

y.

Date:

////a/7

or e-mail to:
You may drop this off at the mailbox at 4310 S. Lafayette
marybuntmann@gmail.com.

To Whom It May Concern:
,which
I own the property at
3 (5(E .-S
is adjacent to 4310 5. Lafayette st. in Cherry Hills \iIlage. After being informed of
the plans of the owners to build an addition to the property, I approve of said
plans.
Sincerely,

—ç-

,

.

/

Date:

1.

You may drop this off at the mailbox at 4310 S. Lafayette or e-mail to:
marybuntmann@gmail.com.

TO: City of Cherry Hills Village Planning Department
FR: Gary and Mary Buntmann
RE: Variance Request Hearing

—

February 6, 2020—4310 S. Lafayette St.

Planning and Zoning Board;
Thank you for taking the time to hear and evaluate our variance request for the subject property.
REQU EST
We are requesting (2) variances one to add an 800 sqft contiguous addition to the rear of the current 1600 sqft
3bdm, 2 bath single story improvement, and another to add a third bay to the existing two car garage.
—

HISTORY
The subject property, 4310 S. Lafayette Street was purchased in August 2018. The current improvement was
initially constructed in 1910 as a single story ranch house on a 0.44 acre lot. The actual residence and its
associated structure has remained a single story ranch house during its approximate 110 year life. Subsequent to
its construction, a detached 2 car garage was added to the lot, as well as a small, detached 165 sqft studio behind
the garage.

When Old Cherry Hills received its current R-1 zoning designation, this property was included in this zoning
designation. Throughout the zoning literature, this property is deemed “non-conforming” to the minimum lot area
of 2.5 acres in this R-1 zoning district portion of the City.
DISCUSSION
We have lived continuously in Arapahoe County since 1986 and currently reside in Greenwood Village. We have
raised three children in our current house, a 2 story property south of Belleview Ave. We are now considered
“empty nesters”, as our children have grown and moved out.
With the intention of eventually downsizing, we started looking at opportunities close to our current residence.
When 4310 S. Lafayette became available, we purchased the property with the intent of occupying it. The single
story ranch style improvement currently on the property, with some modern conveniences, would meet our living
and mobility needs as we enter our “golden years”. Plus, we would be able to make a reality of living in Old
Cherry Hills, a neighborhood we have long admired.
When we commenced the process of the improvement evaluation, we were extremely conscious of the character
and spirit of one of the oldest properties in CHV, which actually pre-dates the incorporation of the City. Despite
numerous recommendations by builders to “add as much square footage as possible”, including but not limited to
a second story, we were respectful of maintaining the character of the old “homestead” house. Thus, we are
committed to maintain this intended character by staying with the single story improvement, but updating the
residence with the modern conveniences the structure currently lacks.
When evaluating how to improve the structure, we considered several options. It was obvious that with the R-1
zoning, there was little that could be done with the property due to its lot size, which is only 18% of the lot size of
the minimum 2.5 acre R-1 lots in this part of the City.
The best option we saw for City conformance was to design the addition to the main structure under the City’s
setback guidance for R-4 zoning. The R-4 zoning ordinance is quite prevalent in CHV and is geared for lots < 1.0

acre, which aligns better with this property. R-4 zoning provides for a 15’ boundary setback, which we have
honored with this current application.
The final step was to make sure that our contiguous addition would have a minimal impact on our adjacent
neighbors. Thus, we purposefully designed the 800 sqft contiguous addition to sit toward the center of the lot,
extending from the back of the existing structure. This way, it does not infringe on any of the lot lines. The
addition extends east into the backyard almost equidistant to the current detached garage, but actually less than
the detached studio building. This submittal was consciously designed to not infringe beyond the improvement
plain of the current structures.
We have also submitted for a separate variance a third bay addition to the existing two-car garage. We also honor
the 15’ setback on this addition consistent with the R-4 zoning regulations, extending to the south side of the
existing garage.
CONCLUSION
Overall, we feel we have been thoughtful in maintaining the integrity of this lot and current improvement, with the
desire to provide today’s living conveniences in a total 2400 sqft (1600 sqft existing plus the 800 sqft addition)
buildout. An addition to the back of the house will have the least visual impact to the public, while staying within
the current plain of the existing improvements on the lot.
The garage addition is on the south side of the existing garage within the R-4 zoning setback and an extended
distance from the main living structure of the southerly adjacent neighbor.
In conjunction with the additions, we will dramatically improve the visual appeal of this property on all four sides,
with updated and attractive architectural elements that have become the standard in this exquisite part of Cherry
Hills Village.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely;

Gary Buntmann

Mary Buntmann
4310 S. Lafayette St.
Cherry Hills Village, CO 80113

Zoning Variance Criteria for addition to house and garage
4310 S. Lafayette St.
Cherry Hills Village Municipal Code 16-7-520
(1)
The applicant would suffer an exceptional and unnecessary hardship as a result of the
application of this Chapter, which hardship is not generally applicable to other lands or
structures in the same zone district because of the unusual configuration of the applicant’s
property boundaries, because of unique circumstances related to the location of existing
structures thereon, or because of the existence of exceptional topographic conditions thereon.

House addition:
4310 S. Lafayette Street is considered a legal non-conforming lot by the City. The
dimensions of 4310 S. Lafayette Street result in a lot area of 0.44 acres, which is
significantly below the minimum lot area of 2.5 acres for the R-1 Zone District.
This results in an unusual configuration of the property boundaries resulting in
an exceptional and unnecessary hardship. If the R-1 setbacks are applied to a lot
that is undersized to this degree, the building area of the lot is so limiting as to
cause an exceptional hardship. Strict enforcement of the R-1 setbacks would
result in a building just 22 feet by 33 feet near the center of the property.
Garage addition:
4310 S. Lafayette Street is considered a legal non-conforming lot by the City. The
dimensions of 4310 S. Lafayette Street result in a lot area of 0.44 acres, which is
significantly below the minimum lot area of 2.5 acres for the R-1 Zone District.
This results in an unusual configuration of the property boundaries resulting in
an exceptional and unnecessary hardship. If the R-1 setbacks are applied to a lot
that is undersized to this degree, the building area of the lot is so limiting as to
cause an exceptional hardship. Strict enforcement of the R-1 setbacks would
result in a building just 22 feet by 33 feet near the center of the property.

(2)
There are no design alternatives or alternative locations for structures that would obviate the
need for the requested variance or would reduce the amount of the variance required.
House addition:
Because of the limits of the building envelope, adding on to the back of the house
is the only feasible location to expand the house. The design puts the addition to
the southern most end of the east side of the house, so as to minimize the
addition’s encroachment into the setbacks. The above reasons explain that there
are no reasonable design alternatives for the proposed additions.

Garage addition:
Because of the limits of the building envelope, The proposed addition to the
detached garage is minimal in size so as to minimize the encroachment into the
setback. The space between the house and garage is too small to afford addition
of an additional bay. The above reasons explain that there are no reasonable
design alternatives for the proposed addition. The proposed addition will be over
15 feet from the boundary.

(3)
The enforcement of the provisions of this Chapter deprives the applicant of rights enjoyed by a
majority of the other properties in the same zone district under the terms of this Chapter.
House addition:
The majority of properties in the same zone district are 2.5 acres or more in size
and do not have the same limitations on the building envelope as seen on this
property. Strict enforcement of the R-1 setbacks would deprive the owners of the
property the rights enjoyed by a majority of other properties in the same zone
district, including the right to an addition to the house similar in scope to what is
proposed.
Garage addition:
The majority of properties in the same zone district are 2.5 acres or more in size
and do not have the same limitations on the building envelope as seen on this
property. Strict enforcement of the R-1 setbacks would deprive the owners of the
property the rights enjoyed by a majority of other properties in the same zone
district, including the right to an addition to the garage similar in scope to what is
proposed.

(4)
The need for the variance does not result from the intentional, reckless or grossly negligent
actions of the applicant or his agent, a violation of any provision of this Code, or a previously
granted variance.

House addition:
The proposed variance is not a result of the intentional, reckless or grossly
negligent action of the applicants. Nor is it a violation of the zoning code. The lot
configuration was established decades in the past and is now considered a legal
non-conforming lot by the City. The owners recently purchased the property and
are attempting to upgrade the property.

Garage addition:
The proposed variance is not a result of the intentional, reckless or grossly
negligent action of the applicants. Nor is it a violation of the zoning code. The lot
configuration was established decades in the past and is now considered a legal
non-conforming lot by the City. The owners recently purchased the property and
are attempting to upgrade the property.

(5)
Reasonable protections are afforded adjacent properties.

House addition:
The size of the property is most similar to R-4 zoned properties, which have
minimum setbacks of 25 feet from the front property line and 15 feet from the rear
and side property lines. Using the R-4 setbacks and bulk plane as a guide of what
would constitute a reasonable building envelope that meets the intent of the
zoning, the structures have been designed within these limits. Considering the
size of the lot, design with the R-4 limits meets the intent of the zoning
requirements. The addition to the house will be in compliance with the R-4
requirements.
In 2015 a variance was granted to 4300 S. Lafayette for construction of an out
building. This lot is directly adjacent to 4310 S. Lafayette, a similar size and
configuration. The City Staff determined that the variance would be granted on
the basis that this size lot was the size of properties with R-4 zoning setbacks. So
the R-4 setback requirements were applied and the variance was granted.
Applying the R-4 setbacks to the proposed project would be a reasonable basis
for granting the variance.
Garage addition:
The size of the property is most similar to R-4 zoned properties, which have
minimum setbacks of 25 feet from the front property line and 15 feet from the rear
and side property lines. Using the R-4 setbacks and bulk plane as a guide of what
would constitute a reasonable building envelope that meets the intent of the
zoning, the structures have been designed within these limits. Considering the
size of the lot, design with the R-4 limits meets the intent of the zoning
requirements. The addition to the garage will be in compliance with the R-4
requirements.
In 2015 a variance was granted to 4300 S. Lafayette for construction of an out
building. This lot is directly adjacent to 4310 5. Lafayette, a similar size and
configuration. The City Staff determined that the variance would be granted on
the basis that this size lot was the size of properties with R-4 zoning setbacks. So

the R-4 setback requirements were applied and the variance was granted.
Applying the R-4 setbacks to the proposed project would be a reasonable basis
for granting the variance.

(6)
The requested variance will not cause an undesirable change in the character of the
neighborhood or have an adverse effect on the physical or environmental conditions of the
surrounding property.
House addition:
The requested variances will allow the owners to construct an addition to the
house similar in character to the majority of homes in the neighborhood. The
design of the structure includes architectural elements such as gables, skylites
and French doors that will blend well with the character of the Village and
neighborhood.
Garage addition:
The requested variances will allow the owners to construct an addition to the
garage similar in character to the majority of homes in the neighborhood. The
design of the structure includes architectural elements such as gables, skylites
and French doors that will blend well with the character of the Village and
neighborhood. The addition to the garage includes a new roof line in order to
incorporate the new bay into the existing structure.

(7)
The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land or
structure.

House addition:
As noted above, the lot is significantly undersized for the R-1 zone district and
most similar in size to the lots in the R-4 district. Using the R-4 setbacks and bulk
plane as a guide to determine the appropriate building envelope for this property,
the amount of encroachment proposed is within the limits of the minimum
variance needed to make possible the reasonable use of the land.
Garage addition:
As noted above, the lot is significantly undersized for the R-1 zone district and
most similar in size to the lots in the R-4 district. Using the R-4 setbacks and bulk

plane as a guide to determine the appropriate building envelope for this property,
the amount of encroachment proposed is within the limits of the minimum
variance needed to make possible the reasonable use of the land.

(8)
The reasons set forth by the applicant justify the granting of the variance. For purposes of
making this finding, the Board may not consider issues of inconvenience or aesthetics.

House addition:
We believe all of the reasons above justify granting of the variance. The non
conforming lot size justifies that the variance should be granted in order for the
owners to overcome the unnecessary hardship caused by the R-1 setbacks and
enjoy full use of their property.
Garage addition:
We believe all of the reasons above justify granting of the variance. The non
conforming lot size justifies that the variance should be granted in order for the
owners to overcome the unnecessary hardship caused by the R-1 setbacks and
enjoy full use of their property.

(9)
The granting of the variance will:
a.
Observe the spirit of this Chapter;
b.
Secure the public safety and welfare; and
c.
Ensure that substantial justice is done.
House addition:
For all of the reasons stated above, the variance is consistent with the City Code.
We respectfully ask that the variance be granted in the spirit intended of this
Chapter. Granting of the variance will not in any way threaten public safety and
welfare. Granting of the variance will ensure that justice is done for the owners of
the property.
Garage addition:
For all of the reasons stated above, the variance is consistent with the City Code.
We respectfully ask that the variance be granted in the spirit intended of this
Chapter. Granting of the variance will not in any way threaten public safety and

welfare. Granting of the variance wiIJ ensure that justice is done for the owners of
the property.
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RECEPTION NO. D3I41949
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Exhibit C

A PORTION OF THE NW 1/4 OF SECTION 11, T .. 6 S., R. 68 W., 6TH P.M.
A PORTION OF PLOT 2, CHERRY'S BROADWAY GARDENS BOOK A2 PAGE 27
CHERRY HILLS VILLAGE, COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO
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IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT AND TOPOGRAPHY
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SITE: AOOR£SS: .f-310 S LAFA '/£IT£ ST, CH£RRY HILLS VILLAGE, CO 8011:S
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BASIS OF 8£ARIN0S:
8£ARINGS CONTAINEO H£R£/N AR£ 8AS£0 UPON 7H£ PLATT£0 G£0/.l£T11Y Or CHFRfl'(S
BBQADWA Y t;ARQffl� ASSIGl>/£0 TO 7H£ FOUND ANO 0£SCR/8£0 l,/ONUM£N TS AS SHOIIN H£R£0N.
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BASIS OF £L£VA 7/0N:
NW CORN£/? SU8.£CT PROP£RTY, FOIJND 'P£ LS 9-189 CH£SSNO£' ORANG£ CAP 5J9b51
NA I,!, 29 AN/SH FLOOR VALU£
5388.50
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HORIZONTAL UN/7S:
OISTANC£S CONTA/NEO H£R£/N AR£ BASEO UPON 7H£ U.S. BUHEAU OF STANOAROS (£ANITION Or
ON£ SURV£Y FOGT = 1200/3937 M£rt:R.
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NOTIC£: ACCORO!NG TO COLORADO LAW. YOU MUST CO/,/M£NC£ ANY L£GAL ACTION �SEO UPON
ANY 0£F£CT IN THIS SURVF:Y WITHIN THR££ Y£AHS AFT£/? YOU FIRST 0/SCOV/;f/ SUCH 0£F£CT. IN
NO £V£NT MAY ANY ACTION BASED UPON ANY 0£F£CT IN THIS SURVF:Y 8£ COMM£N(JI) MOR£
THAN rt:N Y£ARS Ff/0/,/ 7H£ OA rt: OF C£RTIACA TION SHOW H£R£0N.
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CLERK AND RECORDERS CERTIFICATE

GAS LIN£

ACCEPTED FOR FILING IN THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK AND
RECORDER OF ARAPAHOE COUNTY, STATE OF COLORADO
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4390 S lAFA'IETIE ST
RECEPTION NO. 06100433
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SIJRV£YOR'S CE:R7/FlCA rt::
I, LAWR£NC£ J. 8/JCAR, A PROF£SSIONAL LANO SURV£YOR R£(i!Srt:R£0 IN TH£ STA TE OF
COLORAOO H£R£BY STAT£ THAT AN IMPROV£M£NT SURVF:Y PLAT OF TH£ AFOR£0£SCHB£0
PROP£RTY WAS MAO£ UNO£R MY 0/HECT SUP£R"1SION FOR ANO 8£HALF OF CO/.Of/Ad) /LC
S£RVIC£S. I FUR7H£R STATE: THAT 7H£ ATTACH£() ORAWIN!;S AR£ 7RU£ ANO CORR£Ci TO 7Hf:
BEST OF MY KNOll!.£0(;£ ANO 8£1.!£F.
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ACCOROING TO CO/.ORAOO R£VIS£0 STA TUTFS, S£CTION 18-4-508, A CLASS 2 MISDEJIEANOR IS
COMMITT£0 BY ANY P£RSON KHO KNOWING/. Y R£M0,£5, AL rt:RS. OR 0£FAC£S ANY PI/BLIC LANO
S/JRVF:Y MONUM£NT, 80/JNOAHY MONUM£NT, OR ACCESSORY 7H£R£0F.
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UNO£RCROUNO UTILIT/£5:
COLORADO /LC S£R"1C£S MAKES NO R£PR£S£NTA 7/0N R£<lARO!NG TH£ UN0£RCROUNO UTILITIES
{IF ANY) SHOM-1 H£R£0N. ANY UNO£RCROUND UTILITIES SHOIM<I H£R£0N AR£ BAS£(} I/PON
ACTUAL Fl£LD LOCArt:S. STANOARO UTILITY NOTIF!CAT!VlrPROTOCOL SHOULO 8£ US.0 PRIOR TO
£XCA VA T!ON.
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R£CORO rm£ /NFOR/,/ATION:
111/S Sl/Ri,fl' DO£S NOT CONST/Tl/TE A Till£ SEARa-1 BY COI.0/1AOO /LC SER',fCf:S. TH£ INFOF//JATION OF
R£CORO SHOltN HEJl£0N WAS CBTAIN£D FROM SEARCH£S OF PUBLIC R£COROS, COUNTY OF AmPAHO£,
llfTHOIJT TH£ 8£NEFIT OF A Till£ COMll!TIJ£NT.

El

I

0

z

R£C£PTION NUM8£R 05071586 WARRANTY 0££0 0£SCRIPTION:
7h• South 123 foot of th• north 239 foot of tho west on. half of 8/ocl< 2 of
CH£f/RY 8ROAOWAY GARO£NS. o subdivision of tho town of Chony HH/s VI/loge,
also known by street and num� 4310 S. Lafayetts street, ChBn"y HUis VIiiage, CO 8011.J
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PHEPAREO FOR COLORAOO /LC SERVICES, A LIM/TEO LIABILITY COMPANY
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