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VARIANCE 

Location: :J5i? / --2.5tff k&l!el.l ~. Project Name: 

ITEMS 

Date Received 

Receipt # JA~f 

File # V/Jt' -C/.6-;,;,; 

DESCRIPTION 
e Application Fee .. Jt 1 {jQ 
• Submittal Checklist * 

e Review Agency Cover Sheet • ? 

e Application Form* ) _< 

• Reduction of Assessor's Map I 1 7 

e Evidence of Title 

• Names and Addresses* 

0 Legal Description • 

• General Project Report 

• Location Map 

• Vicinity Sketch ";> 
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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 
Community Development Department 
250 North 5th Street, Grand Junction, CO 8 I 50 I 
(303) 244-1430 

Receipt-------------
Date--------------
Rec'd By _____ ___; _ __;_ __ _ 

File No. _' ...... vJ ...... tf."-"(2;._:-1-.......6 ........ /d ....... · -..<?--.___,__( __ 

We, the undersigned, being the owners ofproperty 
situated in Mesa County, State of Colorado, as described herein do hereby petition this: 

PETITION PHASE SIZE LOCATION 

0 Subdivision 0 Minor 
Plat/Plan 0 Major 

0 Resub 
. ·-

,i>,, 
0 Rezone ' ~ '' 

'" . 

0 Planned OODP 
Development 0 Prelim 

0Final 

0 Conditional Use 
,: .''·' '.". 

0 Zone of Annex 
o' < 

~Variance 
',, .·' 
':_ :~:,~ .. 258(; & 2588 

0 Special Use 
,,\'>.', "10!-, 

~· '~ ,, ... 

... , '.-!->'·''"-'·' ::' 
,. ,' .. ;'' ' 

0 Vacation .. ,, •' 

;: ' 
' 

0 Revocable Pennit 
:- _ _''' 

I!!J PROPERTY OWNERs 0 DEVELOPER 

Bill Patterson and John M. Sholes 

Name 

662 26 Rd. gd. Jet .. co 
Address 

City/State/Zip 

243-8140 

Business Phone No. 

Name 

2580 Galley ro 
Address 

City/State/Zip 

242-7736 

Business Phone No. 

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittal. 

-~ 

ZONE LAND USE 

-
From: To: 

0 Right-of Way 

0 Easement 

B REPRESENTATIVE 

Tom H. Moore 

Name 

CG 500 Riverview or. 
Address 

Grand Junction, CO 81503 

City/State/Zip 

243-0909 
Business Phone No. 

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiari:ed ourselves with the n1les and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal, that the foregoing 
information is troe and complete to the best of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status of the application and the review 
comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at all required hearings. In the event that the petitioner is not represented, the item 
will be dropped from the agenda: and an additiona{ foe cfiarged to cover rescheiluling e.~penses before it can again be placed d'ffthe agenda. 

Si~of Person Completirig Application ,. · ~ Date 

- ' .. >~ < . --/~~-·' ' .._,/ 

Signature of Property Owner(s) ·attach additional sheets if necessary Date 
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GEN-PROJ 

• 'i I ' ' ,\ ' / d 1 (\ \l 'u .' }~ fJ) [L ~ V !Uf II dCCJ f jVJ i/ ' /' I // /I -~ ~':-~'// '\ --= ~ ~) r~ J 'I .'/I 

GENERAL PROJECT REPORT 
CHECKLIST OK NA 

Typed text 
' 

S•ze 8 '/, x 11" format 

Bound: If more than 1 page. use a staple 

Name of report ?n a t•tle page or on the first page of text 

OUTLINE 

A Project Oescnp!Jon 
1 Location 2586 & 2588 Galley Lane 
2. Acreage 8.918 Acres 
3 Proposed use Rcsidentitll 

B Public Benefit (See Below) 
c rroJ~Ct Compl1;1nr:~. Cnmp;'l!•bllity. and Impact No development; no cht1nge for items 1 thru 1 1 

1 Adopted pta"S andlor pohc•cs (for rezones, vanances, conditional and special use, revocable permits, and vacations, discuss 
th" r:irr:umst;Jncr.o; th.1t JUStify the requ,st. as required by the 7.oning and Development Code) 

2 I_;"Jnrj usc 1n thP. surroundmg area 
3 S1IP. <lccess ;Jnd tr<lffiC P<ltlerns 
d i\v;'l•l.1hil1ty of ullii!I(~S. lr"Ciud•no prox1m1ty of fire hydrants 
5 Spr.CI<JI or unusu<JI dcm<:1nds 0'1 uhilt•cs (h1gh water or sewage quantities, grease, or sediment contribution, pre-treatment 

needs, etc) 
6 lflects on putJI•c fncli1IICS (fire. police. san1tahon. roads. parks, schools, irrigation, etc.) 
7 S1te soils and qr>nloqy (~uch as per SCS soils milpping) 
fl lmp.1r:t of P'"J"Ct on ~''" fJCOinqy ;1nr1 gP.ologicill hi17ilrds, if any 
9 Hours of op-erallon 
10. Number of employees 
11. S1gnage plans 

0 Development Schedule and Phasing Not tlpplicable. No development. 

B. 
No population density change. The people own the property rather than 
rent. No construction development required. Everything is in place; 
will crcute ecJsements for all utilities as a result of subdividing, 
includjng irrigution and wastewater drainage. 

COMMENTS 

: lin:, "'P<lll ~;IHHJid only prov~<lr!_q_r:ncralmformaiiOn and should not be more than 2 paqes lonq 
. ' '' 1\1 I· II I 1 · /, I) 1 



APPEAL FOR VARIANCE 
TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

BY : W ;__.t-e.A__a.Jn Pa/t.t.~on , Ow neJt 
Tom H. Moo~te Rep. 

1 > ThA.h Va/l.A..anc.e. JteqUR-4.-t ;__~ ;to a;.t.tow -eR.fl..v~in.g p11opo/J.e . .d. .to-t -Uneh 
a.~ -~-own on -the- dJra.w)__ng {~o't Ga;.t.eey SubdA_ v)___~-Lon S.:trt..uctJ..ute Loca-.tA...on 
--':lhR.P~t ene-to.6ed -6-o-'t fr1)__f!A..Jnum S-.t~'TR_e.t F JtonA:.age (50 ' ) b !::J .M.Q~ 
4-2-2.c.1 a;nd ~M.mwn Rea11. Ya.'td Se.tba.ck. (30') by -~-.tatue. 

4-2-2.c.5. 

2 > The -.two hou-~e--~ a'7R_ .toca~P-d a;.t 2 58 6 & 2 58 8 Ga.-t.tey -tane and 
CU-'t-'1RJt-t-ty ha;ve_ .:two -6-am-CU.e-~ -U.vffig -.thciJt and wheJte. each aJte 
waA_~)__ng -to bu.y .the h.oU-~--6 and .tot-~ a-1 --lliJt..ve.yed. 

3> Both hou./:le-~ we'T..e buA__.f_.:t a;ppJtox. 50 -to 70 yea/1.-6. a9o a;n.d. 
!fecon-MJtUc-.tA..n.g the .eo.t -t.i..ne~~ be.-.tween the h.ou.~~ w.i..-t..t no-t 
a;ccomp.R...-i.Ah muc.-h.. We. be-'.A..R.ve . . .tha;.:t -Ute. hou~e. on .eo.t #2 -0-a.:~ Ea~ . .t 
and -the -to:t -Une~ -i..~ on .the ~)__de o-6- -the hou_~ a;nd neR.d on.-ty 1 5 
{y.t. 

4 > Aeho ..i_..6. we add the 50. 0 .(y..t. MJt.-Lp .to .tot # 3 down :to Ga;Leey 
La;nz, ;tha-t .t.h£. a.cl.d-Ui.o~ 2 6 {~-t. E~ o.(y. -the Dl1,{.vewa.y w-L-U .. become 
prwb.tem we_ed a.'f.ea a;n.d 6e/tve. no pu.Jtpo-~ )__f!_ .the -6-u.tu'T..e.. 

5> We. wou_ed be. -i..n .(y.avo11. o-6- .:takmg -the 26 -6-.:t. 11.oa.d e..ahf'Jnen . .t a;nd 
add.Lng Lt -to Lo;t 3, but .eeave_ the -to.:t ~inPA be-tween .the ho~ a,~ 
p.to.:tted. 

6 > AU~.ow.i_n.g ;th~ va.'l.~a.nc.e. w;___.e.e_ not chan.9e any-.th-Ln9 now 011. .. {n the 
-O-u:tu.'7R_ . 



GALLEY SUBDIVISION 
SITEPl~ 
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ALFALFA FJELD 
Lol I 

GALLEY SUBDIVISION 

Structure Location 
Galley Minor SubdiVIson 
Located n the SE V4 1\E V4 
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GALLEY SUBDPJISION 
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C. R. FLEMING 
BERNIECE 
936 BADER 
GRAND JCT .. CO 81505 

JAY W. BLISS 
2593 GALLEY LN 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

ROBERT J. ROYCE 
R.M. 
662 YOUNG ST. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

RICHARD S. SIMS 
DEBRA S. MORRELL 
2582 GALLEY LN 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

DENNIS L. CRAWFORD 
VIOLA P. 
2579 GALLEY LN. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

KENNETH F. CAROTHERS 
TWILA S. 
677 26 RD. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81506 

EVELYN B. HALL 
2593 GALLEY LANE 
GRAND JCT. , CO 81503 

LAWRENCE BALL 
CAROLINE M 
2577 GALLEY LN. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

JOHN M. SHOLES 
M.L. 
2580 GALLEY LN. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

TIMOTHY JUSTIN GOSSAGE 
MICHELLE A. GYURE 
2595 GALLEY LN. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81505 

THOMAS G. WATKINSON 
HELEN M. 
675 26 RD. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81506 

THOMAS R. BRACH 
S.P. 
663 26 RD. 
GRAND JCT., CO 81506 

Bill Patterson 
662 26 Road 
Grand Junctin, CO 81505 

Tom Moore 
500 Riverview Drive 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 

City of Grand Junction 
Community Development Dept. 
250 N 5th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
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STAFF REVIEW 

FILE: 
DATE: 
STAFF: 
REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

APPLICANT: 

VAR-95-221 
January 10, 1995 
Bill Nebeker 
Variances requested to reduce rear yard setback from 30' to 22' for 
an existing home and to create a lot with no street frontage 
2586 & 2588 Galley Lane 
Proposed Galley Subdivision located at the northwest corner of 
Galley Lane and 26 Road 
Tom Moore for William Patterson 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Staff recommends denial of the applicant's request to reduce 
the rear yard setback and create a lot with no street frontage because their is no 
hardship not created by the applicant. However the Board could grant a reduction of 
the street frontage on proposed lot 3 to 24 feet with a finding that this reduction would 
harm no one and would be a general benefit to the neighborhood. 

EXISTING LAND USE: 

PROPOSED LAND USE: 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
NORTH: 
SOUTH: 
EAST: 
WEST: 

EXISTING ZONING: 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

Two single family dwellings 

same 

Single Family Residential 
Single Family Residential 
Single Family Residential 
Vacant/Agriculture 

RSF-1 

County AFT 

ZONE AND DEVELOPMENT CODE REQUIREMENTS: 
1. Section 4-2-2 C.5 Minimum rear yard setback in a RSF-1 zone is 30 feet. 
2. Section 4-2-2.C.1 Minimum street frontage in a RSF-1 zone is 50 feet. 

VARIANCES REQUESTED: 
1. Reduce rear yard setback from 30' to 22' for an existing home. 
2. Reduce minimum street frontage to 0 (create a lot with no street frontage). 



-
APPLICANT'S REASON FOR REQUEST: The applicant believes that the house on 
lot 2 faces east and the rear setback in question is a side yard, only requiring a setback 
of 15 feet. Both homes are existing and are proposed to be purchased by the families 
residing within each of them. Reconfiguring the lot lines will not change the physical 
layout of the homes, which have been on the lot for more than 50 years. The lot line 
has been logically placed to run down the driveway between the two homes, while also 
allowing the rear lot, (lot 3) to maintain the required minimum 1 acre lot size. Moving 
the line to allow for the setback would require that the lot be enlarged in another area. 

If a 50 foot strip is added to lot 3 to Galley Lane, the 26 foot wide strip adjacent to the 
proposed 24 foot wide driveway will become a problem weed area and serve no 
purpose in the future. The applicant would be in favor of adding the 24 foot driveway 
easement to lot 3, but leaving the lot lines between the houses as proposed. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant is proposing a three lot minor subdivision from two 
lots. There are two homes on the larger parcel, built approximately 50 to 70 years ago. 
(The home to the rear was originally a fruit packing plant that was later converted to a 
dwelling.) The proposed lot line between the two homes is only 22 feet from the rear 
of the front home, on lot 2. Even the home on lot 2 may face east, the front of the lot 
is still on Galley Lane and the opposite lot line is the rear. According to the applicant, 
the line has been logically placed to run down the driveway between the two homes, 
while also allowing the rear lot, lot 3, to maintain the required minimum 1 acre lot size. 
Moving the line to allow for the setback will require that the lot be enlarged in another 
area. 

A variance is also requested for lot 3 to have no street frontage. A 24 foot road 
easement is proposed over lot 2 for access to lot 3. Lot 1 is an existing agricultural 
field that will remain. Proposed lot lines follow existing fence lines as much as 
possible. 

Staff finds no hardship for the rear yard setback variance. There is ample distance 
(55') between the two structures for the proposed lot line to be altered to accommodate 
the required 30 foot setback for the home on lot 2, while still maintaining a minimum 
20 foot front yard setback for the home on lot 3. The 50 foot minimum frontage for lot 
3 could also be accommodated by extending a flag down to Galley Lane. This would 
compensate for the reduced lot area when moving the line between lots 2 and 3. 

Other than the code requirement that lots in RSF-1 zones have a minimum of 50 feet 
of frontage, there is no other reason in this case for lot 3 to be so wide along Galley 
Lane. If the proposed 24 foot shared driveway was included within lot 3, it is wide 
enough to provide needed access. Lot 2 already has the required frontage on Galley 
Lane. Staff finds no hardship to create a lot with no street frontage. However, the 
Board could grant a reduction of the street frontage to 24 feet with a finding that this 
reduction would harm no one and would be a general benefit to the neighborhood. A 
50 foot frontage is not needed and would likely be a weed filled, vacant strip, if required 
to be platted as such. It would also require that the agricultural area be reduced and 
a new fence line installed. 



_ ...... 

FINDINGS OF REVIEW: 

No Conflict with Public Interest. The public interest is in maintaining standards that 
must be complied with unless exceptional conditions and other findings warrant 
otherwise. The following findings of review will show whether a conflict in the public 
interest will be created by the granting of these variances. 

Exceptional Conditions/Undue Hardship not Self-Inflicted. The variances are self­
inflicted hardships because (1) the line can be adjusted and the setback maintained 
and (2) there is ample room on the lot to provide a 50 foot frontage for lot 3. However 
the exceptional conditions are that the homes have functioned on the lot for over 50 
years without the variances and they could remain without them. 

Not Detrimental to Public Health, Safety or Welfare. The property line between the 
homes is close enough to each structure that no additional structures could be built to 
create an unsafe setback between the two. A proper easement on the proposed 24 
foot wide driveway easement can suffice for providing legal access to lot 3. Granting 
the variances would not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare. 

No reasonable use of property without a variance. There is reasonable use of the 
property if both variances are denied. There is more efficient use of the property if the 
street frontage variance is granted or modified to only require a lot with 24 feet of 
frontage. 

Not Injurious to or Reduce Value of Surrounding Parcels. Granting the variance 
will not change any of the physical surroundings. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial of both variances based upon the findings shown 
above; however the Board may grant the variance to reduce the frontage on lot 3 to 24 
feet based on the finding that this variance would harm no one and would be a general 
benefit to the neighborhood. 

If the Board grants the variance for a reduced frontage, the following conditions are 
recommended: 

1. All lots shall be reconfigured as necessary to maintain required setbacks to 
existing structures and meet other bulk requirements of the RSF-1 zoning 
district. 


