
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2010-23 
 TUESDAY, DECEMBER 21, 2010 

 

5:00 P.M. 
 
MEETING LOCATION:  Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall;  

124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO 
 
MEETING PROCEDURE: Comments from the Public are welcome at two 
different times during the course of the meeting: 1) Comments no longer than 
three (3) minutes on items not scheduled on the Agenda will be heard under 
Public Comment; and 2) Comments no longer than three (3) minutes on all 
scheduled public hearing items will be heard following the presentation by Staff 
or the Petitioner.  Please wait until you are recognized by the Council President.  
With the exception of subjects brought up during Public Comment, on which no 
action will be taken or a decision made, the City Council may take action on, and 
may make a decision regarding, ANY item referred to in this agenda, including, 
without limitation, any item referenced for “review”, “update”, “report”, or 
“discussion”.  It is City Council’s goal to adjourn all meetings by 10:00 p.m. 
 
A City Council meeting packet is available for public review in the lobby of City 
Hall, 137 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or at 
the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL MAKE NO 
DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE ADDRESSING CITY 
COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME AND ADDRESS.  ALL 
COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 
 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 
 
B.  PROCLAMATIONS: 
 

1. PROCLAMATION: A proclamation recognizing Superintendent 
Shalee Cunningham and the Steamboat Springs School District for 
being Accredited with Distinction by the Colorado Department of 
Education. (Berry) 



 
 
C. COMMUNITY REPORTS/CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TOPIC:  
 

2. Discussion of adopting DOW closures on off leash dog 
parks. (Wilson) 

 
 
C. CONSENT CALENDAR: MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND 

ORDINANCES FIRST READINGS 
 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE COUNCIL DELIBERATION AND 
MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION.  ANY MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OR THE PUBLIC 
MAY WITHDRAW ANY ITEM FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION AT ANY 
TIME PRIOR TO APPROVAL.   
 
3. RESOLUTION: A resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Steamboat Springs, Colorado, finding the change of the Future 
Land Use designation of the parcel of land known as SCE 
Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort Commercial to Resort Residential to 
be in compliance with the criteria for approval of a minor 
amendment to the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan. 
(Peasley) 
 

This item was postponed from the December 7, 2010 City Council 
meeting. 
 
4. RESOLUTION: A resolution supporting the agreement between 

the City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great 
Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for a $600,000 grant for the Yampa 
Valley: River to Ridges Legacy Project, expressing intent to provide 
matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract. (DelliQuadri) 

 
5. RESOLUTION: A resolution supporting the agreement between 

the City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great 
Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for a $200,000 grant for the 
Howelsen Hill Ski Area Night Lighting project, expressing intent to 
provide matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign 
and execute the grant contract. (DelliQuadri) 

 

LEGISLATION 



6. RESOLUTION: A resolution supporting the agreement between 
the City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great 
Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for A $700,000 grant for the 
Howelsen Hill Summer Ski Jump and Snowmaking Project, 
expressing intent to provide matching funds and to authorize the 
City Manager to sign and execute the grant contract. (DelliQuadri) 

 
7. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance supplementally 

appropriating funds in 2010 and appropriating reserves therefrom 
for 2011 for after hours transit service. (Hinsvark) 

 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE SECOND READINGS 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL PRESIDENT OR PRESIDENT PRO-TEM WILL READ EACH ORDINANCE TITLE 
INTO THE RECORD. PUBLIC COMMENT WILL BE PROVIDED FOR EVERY ORDINANCE.   
 
8. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance amending 

Section 14-41 of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, 
which relates to a Municipal Court surcharge, and providing an 
effective date. (Plumb) 

 
 

E. PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or 
at the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL 
MAKE NO DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE 
ADDRESSING CITY COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME 
AND ADDRESS.  ALL COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 

 
 
F. CONSENT CALENDAR - PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS: 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE OR NO COUNCIL 
DELIBERATION AND MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION. A CITY COUNCIL MEMBER 
MAY REQUEST AN ITEM(S) BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER 
DISCUSSION.  ALL ORDINANCES APPROVED BY CONSENT SHALL BE READ INTO THE 
RECORD BY TITLE. 
 

There are no items scheduled for this portion of the agenda. 
 
 
G. PUBLIC HEARING – PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS 
 
PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT: 
• Presentation by the Petitioner (estimated at 15 minutes).  Petitioner 

to state name and residence address/location. 
• Presentation by the Opposition. Same guidelines as above. 
 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 



• Public Comment by individuals (not to exceed 3 minutes).   
Individuals to state name and residence address/location. 

• City staff to provide a response. 
  
9. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance rezoning 

property located in SCE Subdivision, Lot 2; from RE-1 (Residential 
Estate One – Low Density) Zone District to RR-1 (Resort Residential 
One – Low Density) Zone District; repealing all conflicting 
ordinances; providing for severability; and providing an effective 
date. (Peasley) 

 
This item has been postponed from the December 7, 2010 City Council meeting. 

 
10. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance rezoning 

property located in a portion of Lot 10a, Walton Creek Park Estates 
(Skyview Subdivision); from MF-3 (Multi-Family Three, High 
Density) Zone District to CN (Commercial Neighborhood) Zone 
District; repealing all conflicting ordinances; providing for 
severability; and providing an effective date. (Peasley) 

 
 
H. REPORTS 

 
11. Economic Development Update.  
 a. Update. (DuBord) 
 b. Naming Rights process for public facilities. (DuBord) 
 
12. City Council  

  a. AGNC and NWCCOG Membership 2011. (Magill) 
 

13. Reports 
a. Agenda Review (Franklin): 
 1.) City Council agenda for January 4, 2011.  
 2.) City Council retreat agenda for January 13, 2011. 
 3.) City Council agenda for January 18, 2011.  
 

14. Staff Reports 
a. City Attorney’s Update/Report. (Lettunich) 
b. Manager’s Report: Ongoing Projects. (Roberts) 

 
 
I. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 

                                                          CITY CLERK 



  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM:  Scott Berry (Representing the Community At Large) 
 
THROUGH:  Kenny Reisman, City Council Member 
 
DATE:  December 21, 2010 
 
ITEM:   A proclamation recognizing Superintendent Shalee Cunningham 

and the Steamboat Springs School District for being Accredited 
with Distinction by the Colorado Department of Education. 

 
NEXT STEP:  To support the proclamation recognizing Superintendent Shalee 

Cunningham and the Steamboat Springs School District for 
being one of only 14 school districts in the State of Colorado 
awarded the highest ranking based on student achievement, 
growth and preparation for the future.  

 
 
   DIRECTION 
   INFORMATION 
   ORDINANCE 
   MOTION 
     X     PROCLAMATION 
 
 
 
I.  REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
A proclamation recognizing Superintendent Shalee Cunningham and the Steamboat 
Springs School District for being Accredited with Distinction by the Colorado 
Department of Education. 
 
 
II.   BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Shalee Cunningham will be present to accept the proclamation on behalf of the 
Steamboat Springs School District.  
 
 
III.  SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
Staff recommends City Council support the above noted proclamation. 

AGENDA ITEM # 1
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A proclamation recognizing Superintendent Shalee Cunningham and the Steamboat Springs 
School District for being Accredited with Distinction by the Colorado Department of Education. 

 
WHEREAS, the RE-2 School District ranks in the top tier of public education districts in the State of Colorado in the accreditation 
ratings announced on November 30, 2010 by the Colorado Department of Education; and 
 
WHEREAS, the designation is based on outstanding accomplishment in academic achievement; academic growth; gaps in growth 
levels for a variety of historically disadvantaged subgroups; and success in preparing students for postsecondary and workforce 
readiness; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Colorado Department of Education awarded the highest ranking to only 14 districts in the state; and 
 
WHEREAS, Shalee Cunningham and the Steamboat Springs School District were recognized for this special accomplishment in a 
ceremony in Denver on December 9, 2010 by Governor Bill Ritter and other dignitaries; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Superintendent, teachers and staff as well as the Board of Education were recognized by the Steamboat Springs 
community in a full page newspaper ad in the Steamboat Pilot and Today on December 9, 2010 relaying congratulations and 
gratitude for their contributions to the children of Steamboat Springs and the community as a whole. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PROCLAIMED, by the City Council of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, this  21st  day of December, 
2010 to recognize Shalee Cunningham and the Steamboat Springs School District for their success and to thank them for their 
continued commitment to the achievement, growth and preparation of Steamboat Springs’ students for the future. 
 
Attest: 
 
 
________________________ _________________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC Cari Hermacinski, President 
City Clerk Steamboat Springs City Council 
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  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Chris Wilson, Parks, Open Space and Recreational Services Director 

(Ext. 317) 
 Danielle M. Domson, Colorado Division of Wildlife District Wildlife 

Manager Steamboat Springs South 
 
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE: December 21, 2010 
 
ITEM: Dog Park closures for the winter by the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
 
NEXT STEP: Direct staff on preferred direction based on this discussion 
 
 
   X   DIRECTION 
                        X   INFORMATION     
        ORDINANCE 
        MOTION 
        RESOLUTION 
 
 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
 Investigate the closure of the Rita Valentine and Spring Creek Off Leash Dog Parks for 

the winter. 
 
 
II. RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
 Enforce existing Off Leash Dog Park code provisions and Colorado Division of Wildlife 

(CDOW) laws as related to wildlife harassment. 
 
 
III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
 Proposed Expenditure: Budgeted patrols 
  
 Funding Source: 2010 – 2011 budgets 
 
 
IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
 City Council directed staff to investigate closure of the Rita Valentine and Spring Creek 

AGENDA ITEM # 2
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Off Leash Dog Parks during the winter. Upon discussion with the CDOW a plan of 
enforcement, education and evaluation has been agreed to. In an email 
correspondence addressing wildlife issues at Rita Valentine Park and Spring Creek, 
District Wildlife Manger Danielle Domson summarized the CDOW’s position by stating, 
“I think that in some cases education efforts can be a successful tool in changing 
people’s behavior or attitudes, but the educational efforts need to be more than a sign 
posted in the area. I am still happy to provide the City with moose and other wildlife 
signs, but feel that this is not the ultimate solution. From my experience people rarely 
read signs.” Discussions have commenced regarding educating and informing the 
public on wildlife issues via the City’s TV Channel 6. 

 
 Certainly these two parks lie within important wildlife corridors. The upper Yampa 

Habitat Partnership Program, CDOW, and the United States Forest Service have 
reminded the public to avoid using numerous voluntary closure areas between 
November 15th and April 15th. One of these closures (legally enforced) is the Spring 
Creek Trail approximately one mile above the Off Leash Dog Park. In an email 
correspondence addressing wildlife issues at Rita Valentine Park and Spring Creek, 
District Wildlife Manger Danielle Domson summarized the CDOW’s position by stating, 
“like I told City Council when I attended the last dogs-off leash meeting, I do not feel 
that Rita Valentine Park and Spring Creek are the right locations for these off-leash 
dog parks because of the number of wildlife species that utilize these areas year-
around. My recommendation would still be to select different locations for these off-
leash areas, or fence-off a section for the dog park that could be more easily managed, 
cleaned, and would minimize impacts to wildlife.” 

 
 Given that urban neighborhoods and these parks encompass the full range of the 

animals an isolated closure would not make a substantial impact. Certainly 
enforcement of Section 1, Section 4-10 of the Revised Municipal Code paragraph (f) 
(1) which states “for the purpose of this subsection, “voice and sight control” means 
that the owner or keeper of a dog is in sight of the dog and is in sufficient control of the 
dog’s behavior that the dog does not charge, chase, or otherwise display aggression 
toward any person, dog, wildlife, livestock, or any other animal, or fail to come to and 
stay with the owner or keeper immediately upon command by such person. This 
definition of voice and sight control shall apply regardless of the presence of toys, food, 
or other distracting circumstances.”, will provide direct protection via the City. City fines 
are from zero ($0) to $999 as determined by the officer. The State Statute that 
prohibits harassment of wildlife is 33-6-128 (2) and the fine is $200 plus a surcharge. 
The dog does not need to injury wildlife in order for this citation to be written.  

 
 The new ordinance also authorizes the Director of the Department of Parks, Open 

Space and Recreational Services to adopt rules and regulations governing the use of 
designated Off Leash Dog Parks and to post such rules. 

 
 If on continued discussions with the operations staff of the CDOW a closure is decided 

on staff can institute a closure. 
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V.  LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
 Present City ordinance allows for administration of the Off Leash Dog Parks up to and 

including closure. 
 
 
VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 Multiple uses of the area will be impacted by a closure of the Off Leash Dog Parks. 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
 In summary continued monitoring, enforcement and education of users within the 

parks is critical. Cooperation with the CDOW in balancing public use and wildlife 
impacts is essential.  

 
 Alternatives include: 
 

• Enforce existing City and State provisions to protect wildlife. 
 
• Enforce, educate and monitor wildlife use to determine future rules and 

regulations governing use of Off Leash Dog Parks. 
 

• Direct staff to enact a legal or voluntary closure of the Off Leash Dog Parks for 
winter. 
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  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 

 
FROM:  Jason K. Peasley, AICP, City Planner (Ext. 229)  

Tyler Gibbs AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244)  

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 

 
DATE:  December 21, 2010 
 
ITEM: Resolution for a Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor 

Amendment to change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE 
Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort Commercial to Resort Residential. (#CP-
09-02) 

                              ORDINANCE 
                      __X_ RESOLUTION 
                        X     MOTION 
                             DIRECTION 
                      ___ INFORMATION                                                                                                 

 
 
PROJECT NAME: SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 (#CP-09-02) 
 
PETITION:   Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to 

change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot  2 from 
Resort Commercial to Resort Residential. 

 
LOCATION:  SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 (2135 Burgess Creek Road) 
 
APPLICANT: Ski Country, LLC c/o Eric Smith Associates, P.C., 1919 7th Street 
 Boulder CO 80302 
 
PC ACTION: On October 28, 2010 the Planning Commission voted to recommend 

approval of the application by a vote of 5-0.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM # 3
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 #CP-09-02 
December 21, 2010                           
 

 
1. Background 

The subject parcel is a 1.40 acre parcel of land currently platted as SCE Subdivision, 
Lot 2.  The property is triangularly shaped and is bordered by Burgess Creek Road on 
the west and Storm Meadows Drive on the east.  SCE Subdivision, Lot 1 zoned 
Gondola One- High Density (G-1) border the property on the South.  The parcel is 
currently zoned Residential Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) and contains no 
improvements.  Burgess Creek runs through the west side of the parcel adjacent to 
Burgess Creek Road.   

 
2. Planning Commission Discussion: 

The Planning Commission discussed the proposed Community Plan Land Use Map 
Amendment and the appropriateness of a Resort Residential designation on this site.  
The Commission also discussed the land use designations of the surrounding properties 
including those on Storm Meadows Drive. 
 

3. Public Comment: 
Public comment was received at the meeting by residents of the area in opposition of 
the proposed rezoning.   
 

4. New Information: 
No new information. 
 

5. Motion: 
Planning Commission recommends the City Council approve CP-09-02 with the 
findings that the application is consistent with the criteria for approval in Appendix E 
of the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan. 

 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1- Staff report dated October 28, 2010 
Attachment 2- PC minutes from October 28, 2010 
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AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  33  
  PPLLAANNNNIINNGG  CCOOMMMMIISSSSIIOONN  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
                                                                                                                        

 
FROM:  Jason K. Peasley, AICP City Planner (Ext. 229)     
 
THROUGH:  Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development (Ext. 

244) 
  
DATE:   October 28, 2010 
 
ITEM:   Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to 

change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from 
Resort Commercial to Resort Residential. 

 
                                                                                                                       
                            ORDINANCE 
                             RESOLUTION 
                        X  MOTION 
                      ___ DIRECTION 
                             INFORMATION 
                                                                                                                              

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: #CP-09-02, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
 
PETITION:   Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to 

change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from 
Resort Commercial to Resort Residential. 

  
LOCATION:  SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 (2135 Burgess Creek Road) 
 
APPLICANT:  Ski Country, LLC c/o Eric Smith Assoicates, P.C., 1919 7th Street 
 Boulder CO 80302 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1

3-3



PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION FORM 
#CP-09-02, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
October 28, 2010    
 

 
 

2

I. RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Staff finds the SSACP minor amendment is in conformance with the Steamboat Springs Area 
Community Plan, Appendix E (Plan Amendment Procedures).  

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The subject parcel is a 1.40 acre parcel of land currently platted as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2.  The 
property is triangularly shaped and is bordered by Burgess Creek Road on the west and Storm 
Meadows Drive on the east.  SCE Subdivision, Lot 1 zoned Gondola One- High Density (G-1) 
border the property on the South.  The parcel is currently zoned Residential Estate One, Low 
Density (RE-1) and contains no improvements.  Burgess Creek runs through the west side of the 
parcel adjacent to Burgess Creek Road.   

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to change the Future 
Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort Commercial to Resort 
Residential. 
 
The SSACP recommends a zoning of RR-1 or RR-2 for lands designated Resort Residential. 

IV. STAFF / AGENCY ANALYSIS 

A. Criteria for Review and Approval 
In reviewing any petition for amendment to the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan, the 
following criteria shall govern.  Appendix E, Plan Amendment Procedures, stated that a minor 
plan amendment shall be approved if the elected bodies make specific findings that: 
 
1. The existing Community Area Plan and/or any related element thereof is in need of the 

proposed amendment; 
2. The proposed amendment is compatible with the surrounding area, and the goals and 

policies of the Plan; 
3. The proposed amendment will have no major negative impacts on transportation, 

services, and facilities; 
4. The proposed amendment will have minimal effect on service provision, including 

adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services, and is compatible with existing 
and planned service provision; 

5. The proposed amendment is consistent with the City’s ability to annex the property; 
6. The proposed amendment is consistent with the logical expansion of the Growth 

Management Area boundary; 
7. Strict adherence to the Plan would result in a situation neither intended nor in keeping 

with other key elements and policies of the Plan; and 
8. The proposed plan amendment will promote the public welfare and will be consistent 

with the goals and policies of the Community Area Plan and the elements thereof. 
 
 
Justification 

3-4



PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION FORM 
#CP-09-02, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
October 28, 2010    
 

 
 

3

1. The existing Community Area Plan and/or any related element thereof is in need of the 
proposed amendment; 
 
Staff Analysis: Consistent.  The proposed land use change from Resort Commercial to 
Resort Residential for the subject property allows for the intensity of development found at 
the Base Area to be feathered out towards the edges of the Base Area, resulting in a more 
compatible transition between more intensive land uses and less intensive land uses.  The 
change also focuses the commercial and retail activity to the areas immediately adjacent to 
the ski slope and Ski Time Square resulting in a successful center of retail activity. 
 

2. The proposed amendment is compatible with the surrounding area, and the goals 
and policies of the Plan; 
 
Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed amendment would facilitate the development of 
SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 with the expectation that the building would serve as a transition 
between the lower density Burgess Creek Neighborhood and the higher density Ski Time 
Square and Base Area. 
 
The application is consistent with the following goals and policies of the SSACP: 
 

 Goal LU-2: Our community supports infill and redevelopment in core areas. 
 Policy LU-2.1: Infill and redevelopment will occur in appropriate locations, as 

designated by the city. 
 Policy LU-2.2: Residential infill will be compatible in character and scale with the 

surrounding neighborhood. 
 Policy LU-3.1: New development will maintain and enhance the character and 

identity of existing residential neighborhoods. 
 Goal GM-1: Steamboat Springs will have a compact land use pattern within a well-

defined boundary. 
 Policy GM-1.3: Infill development and redevelopment will be promoted in targeted 

areas. 
 Policy CD-1.5: Infill and redevelopment projects shall be compatible with the 

contest of existing neighborhoods and development. 
 

3. The proposed amendment will have no major negative impacts on transportation, 
services, and facilities; 
 
Staff Analysis: Consistent.  The proposed amendment will have no major negative impacts 
on transportation services and facilities. There is adequate transportation capacity in the area 
to support development on that portion of the parcel where it is suitable.  Future 
development along Burgess Creek Road is required to contribute to future upgrades to the 
intersection with Mount Werner Circle. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION FORM 
#CP-09-02, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
October 28, 2010    
 

 
 

4

4. The proposed amendment will have minimal effect on service provision, including 
adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services, and is compatible with 
existing and planned service provision; 

 
Staff Analysis: Consistent.  After reviewing the potential impacts, there are adequate 
services to support development on that portion of the parcel where it is suitable. 

 
5. The proposed amendment is consistent with the City’s ability to annex the property; 
 

Staff Analysis: Not Applicable.  The subject property is already within the City’s municipal 
boundary. 

   
6. The proposed amendment is consistent with the logical expansion of the Growth 

Management Area boundary; 
 

Staff Analysis: Not Applicable.  The subject property is already within the City’s municipal 
boundary. 

 
7. Strict adherence to the Plan would result in a situation neither intended nor in 

keeping with other key elements and policies of the Plan;  
 

Staff Analysis: Consistent.  The strict adherence to the Plan only allows a zoning of G-1 or 
G-2 for SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 which has been found to be incompatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

 
8. The proposed plan amendment will promote the public welfare and will be 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Community Area Plan and the elements 
thereof. 
 
Staff Analysis: Consistent.  This amendment will allow for the development of a project 
within the Base Area that transitions from the lower density Burgess Creek 
Neighborhood to the higher density Ski Time Square and Base Area that will promote the 
public welfare and is consistent with the goals and policies of the Community Area Plan. 

V. STAFF FINDINGS AND MOTION 
 
Staff finds this Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to 
change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort 
Commercial to Resort Residential to be consistent with the SSACP criteria for approval for a 
Minor Amendment.    
 
Motion:  
Planning Commission recommends approval of CP-09-02 with the findings that the 
application is consistent with the criteria for approval in Appendix E of the Steamboat 
Springs Area Community Plan. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION FORM 
#CP-09-02, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
October 28, 2010    
 

 
 

5

VI. LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Existing Zoning and Future Land Use Plan Map 
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Planning Commission Minutes 
10/28/10   

 2

 
SCE Subdivision Lot 2 #ZMA-10-03 Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the 
zoning of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Residential Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) 
to Resort Residential Two, High Density (RR-2).  SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 is located 
at the corner of Burgess Creek Road and Storm Meadows Drive. 
 
Combined with: 

 
SCE Subdivision Lot 2 #CP-09-02  Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan Minor 
Amendment to change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 
from Resort Commercial to Resort Residential. SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 is located at 
the corner of Burgess Creek Road and Storm Meadows Drive 
 
 
A combined discussion on both  agenda items started at approximately 5:08 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Lacy stepped down.  
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Jason Peasley – 
This lot is located between Burgess Creek Rd and Storm Meadows Drive.  We will go over 
the community plan land use map amendment first and the zoning map amendment 
second.  The community land use map amendment is to go from resort commercial to 
resort residential.  The zoning map amendment is to change from RE-1 to RR-2.  We got 
several public comments on this item.  We have provided you with the minutes from 
October 8, 2009, which was the last time that the Planning Commission heard this item and 
that was to change the zoning for both parcels to RR-2.   
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Sebastian (Last name unknown) - 
Gave a brief background of the project and explained they have hired a new management 
team.   
 
Eric Smith – 
This zoning is for the request of the rezoning of lot 2 in the SCE Subdivision from RE-1 to 
RR-2.  He gave a PowerPoint presentation with a brief history of the project.  This is a 
under a new ownership.  There is a significant difference to what we’re proposing 
compared to what was proposed previously a year ago.  We’re surprised to find that some 
of these criteria are not consistent.  We don’t feel that anything has changed other than the 
economy isn’t doing as good.  The RE-1 zone district is a single family dwelling.  The 
purpose and intent for RE-1 is to provide homes for single family detached living in a low 
density environment.  The RE-1 is most appropriate in sensitive areas and away from high 
density areas.  This property is adjacent to a lot of high density zones.  The land use map 
has been the overriding factor on whether or not a zone change will be approved.  The G-1 
zone designation would be appropriate for this property based off of the land use plan, but 
we feel that the commercial isn’t appropriate for this particular area and so feel that the RR-
2 zone designation would be more appropriate.  The current owners don’t have any 
intention in having any commercial use on this property.   

Attachment 2

3-9



Planning Commission Minutes 
10/28/10   

 3

 
This property is also within the URA.  This property is included in the redevelopment plan 
for the base area.  He explained the intentions of the URA and how that affects this 
property.  This plan was put together by the City.  The idea of this redevelopment is to 
create infill and allow for less traffic and more places to go within walking distance in the 
base area.  He talked about some of the different redevelopments that have either already 
occurred or are currently occurring in the base area.   
 
We feel that lot 2 should be rezoned to RR-2.  We are a shorter distance from the ski 
slopes than some of the other redevelopment projects that are zoned G-2.  It’s interesting 
that in the staff report it notes that the RR-2 zone districts are connected to the ski area 
while the G-2 isn’t connected at all.  Burgess Creek Rd is the primary access to this 
property.  He mentioned some of the other properties that have accesses off of Burgess 
Creek Road.  We don’t feel that this will have any real impact on the traffic on Burgess 
Creek Rd.  We may have up to 50 units on this property, which would account for only 10% 
of the traffic on Burgess Creek Rd.  He discussed the traffic study that was done for this 
property.   
 
There are 5 criteria that are involved in the rezoning of this property.  The 1st one is 
justification of rezoning substantially furthering the community’s plans to defer directions 
and policies.  According to the SSACP suggests that the RR-1 and RR-2 zoning is 
appropriate zoning for parcels identified as resort residential on the future land use map.  I 
feel that this policy is consistent with this application.   
 
The 2nd criteria was compatibility with the surrounding development.  We feel that it would 
be compatible with the surrounding zone districts, uses and neighborhood character.  This 
property was originally set aside as open space for the surrounding developments, which 
included RR-1 zones.  On the zoning map a lot of the surrounding developments along 
Storm Meadows Dr. are RR-1 zone districts.  None of those properties can be built today  
under an RR-1 zone, because all of those buildings exceed the heights allowed in an RR-1 
zone district.  The advantages of this zone district we feel outweigh the disadvantages to 
the community and further the goals of the SSACP.  It has no traffic impact on Ski Time 
Square.  This is a unique opportunity to put a more appropriate density in Ski Time Square 
without impacting the traffic.   
 
The secondary fire access still applies for all of the developments and not all of them have 
secondary fire accesses.  We feel that it is consistent with the 3rd criteria, which is a 
requirement for a secondary fire access.   
 
The 4th criteria is consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district.  This site is 
a gateway to the resort and is pedestrian connected to the base area.  We feel that RR-2 is 
less dense than G-1 or G-2.  We feel that this is a consistent use for this property.   
 
The 5th criteria is affects on the natural environment.  There are no adverse effects on the 
natural environment.   
 
We feel that it is appropriate for the RR zoning on this property.  We feel that it is consistent 
for an RR-2 designation.   
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COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
The idea is that the future land use map designation creates an expectation of allowable 
density when you look at that particular designation on the map.  With resort commercial 
what type of designation does that imply?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
Resort Commercial identifies G-1 and G-2 as the preferred zone districts.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen –  
If we’re down grading what we think is acceptable down to RR what kind of zoning is 
implied by that?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
RR-1 or RR-2.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
If staff is supporting a future land use map to be changed to RR, but in the next application 
you’re recommending denial of that same direction.  If we’re reviewing this as a transitional 
piece, or an open space piece, or it’s supposed to be staying single family then whose 
mouth is this coming out of and why is staff not pushing this to stay as a single family as a 
designation on the land use map?  It seems to be confusing and misleading to not change 
this to what staff feels to be appropriate for this.  Can you speak to that? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
RR has 2 different classifications.  I haven’t done an analysis of RR-1 for this site, but that’s 
another option that they have.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
Is that what you recommended to the applicant?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
I have recommended that in the past to the applicants of this parcel.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
You recommended less than a year ago that RR-2 was acceptable on this site.  The main 
difference is just an additional story.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
The difference is 12’.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
Based off of that I’m confused to how this went from acceptable 8-9 months ago and now 
it’s not acceptable.  Staff supported the change to the future land use map on the previous 
application.  It seems like you’re not following through on that thought.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
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It is inconsistent with what we did in the past.  The standard is clear and convincing 
evidence, which is a little higher threshold.  It didn’t appear that RR-2 overwhelmingly met 
those criteria.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
It seems like a difference if we’re only talking about 1 story.  It just seems inconsistent if 
that’s an acceptable designation on the land use map.  It seems like if it’s so obvious to 
push for that clear and convincing evidence if should be 1 side or the other.  It seems like 
we’re being misleading as a City to put that on the future land use map and not follow 
through with that.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
The future land use map is a guiding document.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
It seems like we’re changing it incorrectly again based off of the way the argument reads in 
the next application.  It seems like either you’re going to get it right or the change seems to 
be a mistake if it’s not supported by the staff’s stance in the next application.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
I’m confused that you’re not supporting RR-2, but I get the feeling that you might support 
RR-1.  Am I reading that correctly that if this application had come in as RR-1 that the 
conformance may have been greater? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
There are a few criteria where RR-1 would meet that RR-2 doesn’t meet.  The specific one 
is the purpose and standards of the zone district.  RR-2 is the only zone district that has a 
location requirement.  All the rest of the zone districts do not.     
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
What’s the zoning for Wildhorse Meadows? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
RR-1.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
Where is the closest RR-2 property to this property? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
It’s directly south of it.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
Is there a reason why we go to RR-1 behind it?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
I wasn’t around when we established the zoning for those.  It has to do with that locational 
criteria for the RR zone district.   
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Commissioner Beauregard – 
When I read the staff report on the future land use map amendment it appeared that 
because it was brought to us by the applicant that it was the lesser of the two evils getting 
RR zoning versus the G-1.  Would it have changed if it were driven by the City?  It seems 
like it should have been driven by the City as a policy decision.  Is it normal to amend the 
future land use map through an application? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
We often do it through applications.  I think that you’re right.   
 
Commissioner Beauregard – 
That was the impression as I read through the staff report and I sympathized with your 
views in the sense that you hamstringed this.  It’s either this or that.  All of your arguments 
seem to state that the existing was the bigger of the 2 evils.  I think that might be why we’re 
in this logical void.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
If you look at the 1st criteria for the zoning map amendment justification there’s 4 
circumstances under which you can meet that criteria.  The one that we typically go with is 
that you’re consistent with the future land use map.  That’s been the standard practice.   
 
Commissioner Beauregard – 
Would it be possible to right now as a body suggest a different zoning for the future land 
use map in this hearing?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
If we were going to change what the approval would be then we would request that you 
table the application for whatever your direction would be.  We can come back to you with 
an analyzed staff report on that particular land use map designation.   
 
Commissioner Levy – 
Some of the buildings in the RR-1 district east of the G-1 properties are above the current 
height.  Were they varianced in or grandfathered in after the dimensions were set?   
 
Jason Peasley – 
I don’t know what the circumstances surrounding all of those projects.   
 
Commissioner Levy – 
Do you know how those came to be? 
 
Eric Smith – 
Bronze Tree was built in the early ‘80’s.  Some of these buildings were built when this was 
still in the county.  They set this zoning in place after the buildings were built.  There are 8 
buildings that substantially exceed what’s allowed in that zone district.  Our position is that 
we’re not that inconsistent with what’s around us when the buildings around us exceed 
what’s allowed in the RR-1 zone district.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
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Bill Moser – 
The reason why I and my neighbors are against this is for safety reasons.  I went to the 
same document that Eric Smith went to and there were a lot of things that disturbed me.  
There’s only 1 way in and 1 way out on Burgess Creek Rd.  If this were to be built today 
then it couldn’t be built with 1 way in and 1 way out.  With this density what we’re doing is 
increasing the number of pedestrians and vehicles on Burgess Creek Rd.  This is a very 
accident prone road.  When these accidents happen then traffic stops and nothing goes up 
or down Burgess Creek Rd.  If all of these projects that are proposed to be built along 
Burgess Creek Rd then it would most likely denigrate from an ‘A’ to an ‘F’ on Burgess 
Creek Rd.  Anything that would increase the intensity of use would add to the potential of a 
problem.  One thing doesn’t cause a problem, but two things do cause a problem.  We wish 
that you would take this into consideration.   
 
John Dewardt – 
At which point is ‘no’ really going to be ‘no’.  These diagrams are very interesting because 
they’re all in 2 dimensions.  The third dimension vertical height has a significant impact on 
the relationship of this property with surrounding properties.  There is a ridge that hides this 
property physically from the ski mountain.  I think that a lot of Eric Smith’s arguments are 
built on stretching visions.  I don’t hear anything from their arguments saying what are the 
codes and regulations.  I think that what you need to look at is the counter arguments that 
are in your packet.  What we’ve heard tonight and in previous applications is all about 
precedence.  Whatever you do with your decision will set a precedent.  I recommend that 
you deny this rezoning and I recommend that you leave this property alone as RE-1.   
 
Peggy Rogers – 
We recommend that you stay with the current zoning.  Please consider the 88 homeowners 
that live just north of that property.  The idea that pedestrians will be walking down to the 
ski area from that property is very remote.  There will be a lot of shuttle buses involved with 
the property.  We request that the application be denied.   
 
FINAL APPLICANT COMMENTS  
Eric Smith – 
From this property the grades are very reasonable and the alignment of the curves is 
reasonable.  The property that’s north of this property isn’t RE-1, but MF.  This is the only 
piece of RE-1 in this area.  The difference of a 3 story and a 4 story on this property is 
insignificant since it sits down in a hole and doesn’t affect any views.  In terms of control on 
this site all that we’re requesting is a rezoning.  Any DP would have to come back through 
here again.   
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Commissioner Slavik – 
I think that the idea of going from single family to something greater than isn’t necessarily 
bad.  We talked about feathering and the RR-2 seems to be doing a leap frog from where 
we were to where that takes us.  There are some places in between.  I’m wondering about 
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whether we should look at some of those zoning areas that could be between the RR-2 and 
residential.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
My understanding was when the CDC was updated and the zoning map was changed so 
that any parcel previously zoned Ag automatically went to RE-1.  It just did that by default 
as opposed to by specific designation.  My assumption with that was this parcel  felt like a 
remainder parcel and since nobody requested anything different it was just zoned that by 
default and went to RE-1.  It feels funny to be looking at it as if it was this purposeful 
designation that now we’re arguing over as if it was purposefully placed as RE-1.  My 
understanding was that it ended up there by default.   
 
Eric Smith – 
That’s correct. 
 
Jason Peasley – 
It was actually an application to rezone this parcel to resort and it was denied, because 
they didn’t have a specific plan for the parcel.  I don’t know why it was originally zoned Ag. 
 
Commissioner Meyer – 
This area was out in the county and so this parcel was zoned Ag and when it was annexed 
into the City the City didn’t really have an Ag designation.  When we updated the code and 
the zoning map in 2001 all of the Ag parcels weren’t really scrutinized or didn’t have an 
application and those were just a blanket zoning to RE-1, which would allow 1 dwelling per 
acre as opposed to an Ag which the City didn’t have a designation for.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
That’s a common practice when you’re adopting a new zoning district.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
It wasn’t a purposeful designation.  It was a designation by default.  I think that changes the 
way you have a discussion about it. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION for CP 
Staff finds this Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan (SSACP) Minor Amendment to 
change the Future Land Use Designation of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort 
Commercial to Resort Residential to be consistent with the SSACP criteria for approval 
for a Minor Amendment.    
 
Motion:  
Planning Commission recommends approval of CP-09-02 with the findings that the 
application is consistent with the criteria for approval in Appendix E of the Steamboat 
Springs Area Community Plan. 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen moved to approve CP-09-02 and Commissioner Levy seconded the 
motion. 
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DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
Commissioner Levy – 
I don’t see why future land use map changes can’t be held in a policy session and not just 
an application.  This is our vision.  If we were to downgrade the vision that doesn’t directly 
affect the property.  In other instances we’ve said that the future land use map is not 
binding and doesn’t necessarily create an expectation.  I think that we can say what our 
vision is at any time with or without specific landowner approval.  I think that when we have 
the time that we should be looking at that on more of a policy approach.  This change is 
certainly consistent with what everyone expects to happen.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
It doesn’t create a guarantee, but it does create expectations.   
 
Commissioner Beauregard – 
I’m torn whether or not I can support it, because I’ve said in the past hearings I liked the 
zoning the way it is.  If that’s the case for various reasons mainly surrounding 
neighborhoods then I would want to change the future land use map to neighborhood 
residential.  This is closer to neighborhood residential.  I would support this motion.    
 
VOTE 
Vote: 5-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Beauregard, Hanlen, Levy, Slavik and Meyer 
Stepped Down: Lacy 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION for ZMA 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential 
Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential Two, High Density (RR-2) for a 
1.40 acre parcel known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 to be inconsistent with the following 
Community Development Code criteria for approval for an Official Zoning Map 
Amendment: 

• Compatibility with Surrounding Development 
• Advantages vs. Disadvantages 
• Consistent with Purpose and Standards of the Zone District 

   
MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen moved to approve ZMA-10-03 and Commissioner Meyer seconded 
the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
When the transit study was anticipating 100 units, 20,000 square feet of commercial and a 
3,000 square foot restaurant I think that everyone in the room would be in agreement that 
putting a restaurant or 20,000 square feet of commercial would be nuts.  With the 
implication of 100 units up there and I haven’t done an analysis to see what would fit up 
there based off of the RR-2 zoning, but based off of the double setback, the setback off of 
the creek, and the significant topography on that I think that you’re limited on what can 
actually fit on the site.  When that was implied at 100 units, if we just use that portion of it 
and throw out the commercial, is that implying a G-1 or higher zoning?   
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Jason Peasley – 
I think that the 100 units was the 142’ building.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
For that reason where they just took Highlands even though it wasn’t approved.  It was a 
pie in the sky idea and they just took those numbers? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
They had to go off of it with the best information they had at that time.  That’s significantly 
higher than what would be approved.   
 
Commissioner Meyer – 
One of the reasons why I seconded the motion is that I’m reading the master traffic study 
and on pg 2-25 it basically recommends that improvements be made to the intersection of 
Mt. Werner Cr. and Burgess Creek Road.  It’s recommending the improvements be 
completed prior to any additional development traffic accessing Burgess Creek Rd.  I would 
expect that when this comes back or any other development that we see accessing off of 
Burgess Creek that it’s going to have to include some Public Works improvement.  I was 
certainly cognizant of the public comment regarding traffic and safety and it seemed to me 
that intersection is key to being able to have vehicles.  If there was blockage at that 
intersection then every single development up Burgess Creek would be affected.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
The reason why I’m having concerns with this and probably will not support the motion it 
seems not from a safety perspective, but from the 3rd dimension talking about that is not 
well defined.  I understand that can be in the DP process.  It does look to me that the RR-2 
with the locational requirement that Jason Peasley had pointed out it doesn’t seem as 
directly adjacent or close enough to be the RR-2.  If it was one of the zone districts without 
that requirement then possibly I could support it, but I won’t be supporting the motion right 
now.   
 
Commissioner Levy – 
I won’t be supporting the motion.  I agree with the staff report.  There are no other current 
RR-2 that’s not adjacent to the ski area.  This piece is not adjacent.  I assume that safety 
wasn’t included in the staff report, which is included at the DP and DPF process.  We don’t 
know what’s going to happen on this property.  The zoning alone doesn’t create a safety 
problem.  I think the expectation is that we have some resort level development, because it 
is RR.  Just because it’s RR doesn’t mean that it has to be the highest level of RR even 
though it’s in the URA.  Redevelopment will be an increment.  The last time I thought that 
RR-1 creates a better buffer between the more residential areas and the resort area.   
 
Commissioner Beauregard – 
My reasoning for not supporting the motion is a little abstract.  If all I did was read these 
documents and just heard the arguments then I would probably be supporting it.  When I 
get out on the property it is such a revenant piece.  The elevation grade between the upper 
and lower road is huge.  The river runs right through the middle of it.  It almost feels like the 
piece of property left at an intersection where the off ramp circles around.  The impacts on 
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a property like that are so much greater to that surrounding neighborhood than if it was just 
down in a hole and if it didn’t have the road wrapping all the way around it.  You get out on 
this property and you wonder how anybody could build anything other than a single 
residence on here.  I’ve spent quite a bit of time out there and I think that because of the 
extreme nature of this property and because it’s such a unique property.  It’s not going to 
be easy to build on.  We saw that with the prior application with the shoring and the 
stabilizing of the landscape and everything else.  This property in itself if I just looked at this 
property without any other mapping I would say that there’s no way that we would want that 
kind of high density on this piece of property.  I think logically if you go through the maps 
and you look at the vicinities then it might make sense to support it.  For me it’s an abstract 
and a real site specific reason for wanting to keep it this way.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
You can argue that the previous application wasn’t examining the financial cost to benefit of 
the impacts that they were trying to achieve.  For example the soil nailing that they were 
proposing, changing the location of the road, we’re now inferring what the future application 
would be proposing.  The way that I see a parcel like this being developed is that you don’t 
try to push those extents as hard, because there won’t be a sufficient return to warrant 
going that deep into the hillside or that far into that point.  Without seeing a DP application 
we don’t know what that impact is going to be.  The way that I see the site being used is of 
the portion of the lot that we’re seeing tonight maybe only 1/3 or ½ of the parcel directly 
adjacent to the existing condos as being usable.  To think that somebody is going to try and 
push out into the boot shape; I don’t see that being financially feasible.  To say that 
somebody is going to do that is inferring something that needs to be presented in a DP as 
opposed to a simple rezone.   
 
Commissioner Beauregard – 
The rezone is allowing that.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
You have setbacks off of the creek and road.  It would be a variance to the front setback off 
of the right of way to build as they had previously proposed.  You have a double front 
setback in this case, which is further increased by the setback off of the creek.  If you come 
in with a new proposal, the use by right for this zone district, or simply following the rules 
without any variance creates a very small building envelope on the new lot.  You would 
have to request a variance that changes what would be allowed by right if you wanted 
anything other than that.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
That’s one of the things that RR-2 is going to force them into requesting a lot of variances.  
Is that what we want to do?   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
You’re inferring we don’t know what they’re going to do.  If I was developing this parcel I 
wouldn’t be pushing out into the boot because for the couple more units that you would 
gain as the money that it would cost to push out into that boot you wouldn’t get a sufficient 
return.  The cost to benefit analysis doesn’t warrant it.  That’s something that I would do if I 
was developing this piece.  It’s merely speculation.  Unless you see a DP you don’t know 
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what that’s going to be.  Again because of all of the setbacks you’re fairly impinged already 
and to exceed that setback you have to ask for a variance.  That’s in the form of a DP. 
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
We’re setting the limitation.  For example from RR-1 to RR-2 the number of units that are 
permissible the square footage is different.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
The setback is the same.  The only difference is the height.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
And the lot coverage.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
RR-2 has a 0.65.   
 
Commissioner Meyer – 
RR-1 has a 0.50.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
Based off of the setbacks you won’t come close to your lot coverage.  It’s a deceptive thing 
until you see what can fit on the site.  Because of the way that the previous application 
went we all have this image in our head of what’s going to be built on the site.  All that 
we’re doing tonight is addressing zoning not the DP.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
We’re looking at the adjacent zoning and the transition from one zoning to another.  I think 
that Commissioner Levy was right when he said that there aren’t any other RR-2’s that 
aren’t adjacent to the ski slope.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
Eric Smith’s point is that those buildings don’t fit the zoning that they’re sitting within.   
 
Commissioner Slavik – 
We should have different zoning criteria.  If something has already been there before and 
been grandfathered in does that mean that we should change all of the other units or go 
with the way that we’re trying to create the zoning transition?  That’s opinion.   
 
VOTE 
Vote: 2-3 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Hanlen and Meyer 
Voting against the motion to approve: Beauregard, Levy, and Slavik 
Stepped down: Lacy 
Absent:  
 
Motion failed 
 
MOTION 
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Commissioner Levy moves to deny SCE Subdivision Lot 2 ZMA-10-03 because it doesn’t 
meet the criteria for approval and especially compatibility with surrounding development 
and consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district and Commissioner 
Slavik seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON THE MOTION 
Eric Smith – 
I would like to request a tabled motion.  We can work with staff to change this to an RR-1 
zone. 
 
Commissioner Levy moved to table ZMA-10-03 to November 18 and Commissioner Hanlen 
seconded the motion.   
 
VOTE 
Vote: 5-0 
Voting for approval of motion to table: Beauregard, Hanlen, Levy, Slavik and Meyer 
Stepped down: Lacy 
 
 
Discussion on these agenda items ended at approximately 6:22 p.m. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. _________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, FINDING THE CHANGE 
OF THE FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF THE PARCEL 
OF LAND KNOWN AS SCE SUBDIVISION, LOT 2 FROM 
RESORT COMMERCIAL TO RESORT RESIDENTIAL TO BE IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF A 
MINOR AMENDMENT TO THE STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AREA 
COMMUNITY PLAN. 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to change the Future Land Use 

designation of the parcel of land known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Resort 
Commercial to Resort Residential to become consistent with current commercial 
and pedestrian plans for the ski base area; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan and the 

Community Development Code expressly give the City Council the ability to make 
minor amendments to the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs City Council finds that the above 

mentioned Minor Amendment to the Community Plan meets all of the criteria for 
approval required of a Minor Amendment to the Community Plan; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT:  
 

Section 1. Finding. The future land use designation of the parcel of land 
known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 is hereby changed from Resort Commercial to 
Resort Residential. 

 
Section 2.  Effective Date. This resolution shall be effective immediately 

upon passage by the City of Steamboat Springs City Council. 
 

SCE Lot 2 – Future Land Use  1 
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SCE Lot 2 – Future Land Use  2 

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _____ day of ____________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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 CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
              
 
FROM: Winnie DelliQuadri, Government Programs Manager (Ext. 257) 
  Chris Wilson, Director of Parks, Open Space, and Rec Svs (x317) 
 
THROUGH: Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE: December 21, 2010 
 
RE:   A resolution supporting the agreement between the City of 

Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 
Colorado Trust Fund for a $600,000 grant for the Yampa Valley: 
River to Ridges Legacy Project, expressing intent to provide 
matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract.  

 
NEXT STEP:  Motion: To approve a resolution supporting the agreement 

between the City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the 
Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for a $600,000 grant for the 
Yampa Valley: River to Ridges Legacy Project, expressing intent to 
provide matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract. 

 
                      ___   DIRECTION 
                        ___   INFORMATION 
      __ _   ORDINANCE 
      _X_   MOTION 
       _X    RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.        REQUEST OR ISSUE:  

 
The City has been awarded $600,000 in grant funds from Great Outdoors Colorado 
(GOCO) to enable the City to purchase the Orton Meadows property on Emerald 
Mountain.  GOCO requires the City to pass a Resolution approving the grant as a part 
of its contract execution process.   
 
 

II.  RECOMMENDED ACTION / NEXT STEP: 
 
Given the benefit of the project to the city and community, staff recommends approval 
of the attached Resolution through the following motion:   
 

Motion: To approve a resolution supporting the agreement between the City of 
Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 

AGENDA ITEM # 4
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Colorado Trust Fund for a $600,000 grant for the Yampa Valley: 
River to Ridges Legacy Project, expressing intent to provide 
matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract.  

 
 

III.   FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 

Project Costs: 
Land Acquisition $1,300,000     
Due Diligence / Closing Costs 16,000 
 $1,316,000 
 
Sources of Funds: 
GOCO grant $600,000 
City of Steamboat Springs 716,000  (from CIP Reserves)  
Funding Total $1,316,000 
 
City Department:  City Manager / Intergovernmental Services 
Project Manager:  Winnie DelliQuadri, Government Programs Manager 

 
 
IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 
Great Outdoors Colorado (“GOCO”) approved the City of Steamboat 
Springs request to utilize a GOCO grant award of $600,000 to purchase 
586 acres of property on Emerald Mountain from Ortons on Emerald 
Mountain, LLC.  GOCO also extended the deadline for use of these grant 
funds through March of 2011. 
 
City Council has previously approved and executed a contract to purchase 
586 acres of property from Ortons on Emerald Mountain, LLC.  City Council 
has also appropriated $16,000 in funding for due diligence and closing 
costs.  Staff has carried out a substantial portion of the due diligence work 
and anticipates being able to complete the land acquisition prior to the 
GOCO deadline. 
 
The original grant approved by GOCO required the City to close on the 
purchase prior to the end of calendar 2010 in order to receive the $600,000 
grant.  Since the current transaction differs from the transaction originally 
contemplated by GOCO in the 2007 grant request, GOCO had requested 
that the City make application to the GOCO Board for a modification to the 
grant to fit the current nature of the transaction and to seek an extension 
of the grant in to 2011. The City completed these steps and the Board of 
Great Outdoors Colorado approved both the modification and extension 
request in their December 8, 2010 meeting.   
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Great Outdoors Colorado provides funding to help communities and organizations 
to develop new outdoor recreational opportunities in Colorado. Since the inception 
of GOCO in 1994, the City of Steamboat Springs, GOCO, and public and private 
partners have received substantial grant funding to help acquire, protect, and 
provide public access to greenways, stream corridors, scenic corridors, and natural 
areas in our community and region. 
 
 

V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
 Several due diligence items regarding this land acquisition item remain to be carried 

out.  Staff are on track to carry out the listed items in order to close on the property in 
late February or early March.  These items include a Land Management agreement 
with Howelsen Emerald Mountain Partnership approved by City Council ordinance, 
work on the Title Commitment, water rights due diligence, review and approval of the 
restated conservation easement, development of a Geologist’s Mineral Assessment, 
development of a Stewardship Monitoring Plan, a review of the existing appraisal, and 
drafting of Settlement Statements and Closing Documents.  In addition, the Yampa 
Valley Land Trust must complete the steps necessary to subdivide the larger property 
in order to enable the City’s purchase of the identified 586 acre parcel. 

 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 None at this time. 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 

City Council may choose to: 
• Approve the Resolution to support the Agreement for a grant from GOCO.  

Approving the resolution will commit the City to providing matching funds of 
$700,000.  

• Decline to approve the Resolution and not accept the GOCO grant. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 
 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AND THE STATE BOARD 
OF THE GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND FOR A 
$600,000 GRANT FOR THE YAMPA VALLEY: RIVER TO 
RIDGES LEGACY PROJECT, EXPRESSING INTENT TO 
PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDS AND TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY 
MANAGER TO SIGN AND EXECUTE THE GRANT CONTRACT.  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs supports the acquisition of 

property on Emerald Mountain in Steamboat Springs; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs has been awarded a grant of 

$600,000 from Great Outdoors Colorado for Yampa Valley: River to Ridges 
Legacy project, subject to the execution of a grant agreement; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs will provide the required cash 

match to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, 

desires to enter into a grant contract with Great Outdoors Colorado to complete 
the project. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: 
 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs hereby 
approves of the grant from Great Outdoors Colorado for the Yampa Valley: River 
to Ridges project; and 

 
Section 2. The City has appropriated or will appropriate or otherwise 

make available in a timely manner all funds that are required to be provided for 
this project to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application; and 

 
Section 3. The City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to 

execute the grant contract on behalf of the City. 
 
Section 4. This resolution to be in full force and effect from and after 

its passage and approval. 

Grant Accept – GOCO – Orton Property  1 
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Grant Accept – GOCO – Orton Property  2 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this ______ day of ___________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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 CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
              
 
FROM: Winnie DelliQuadri, Government Programs Manager (Ext. 257) 
  Chris Wilson, Director of Parks, Open Space, and Rec Svs (x317) 
 
THROUGH: Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE: December 21, 2010 
 
RE:   A resolution supporting the agreement between the City of 

Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 
Colorado Trust Fund for a $200,000 grant for the Howelsen Hill Ski 
Area Night Lighting project, expressing intent to provide matching 
funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and execute the 
grant contract. 

 
NEXT STEP:  Motion: To approve A resolution supporting the agreement between 

the City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great 
Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for a $200,000 grant for the Howelsen 
Hill Ski Area Night Lighting project, expressing intent to provide 
matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract. 

 
 
                      ___   DIRECTION 
                        ___   INFORMATION 
      __ _  ORDINANCE 
      _X_   MOTION 
       _X    RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.        REQUEST OR ISSUE:  

 
The City has been awarded $200,000 in grant funds from Great Outdoors Colorado 
(GOCO) to enable the City to purchase and install night lighting on the ski jumps, 
magic carpet, and terrain park areas of Howelsen Hill. GOCO requires the City to pass 
a Resolution approving the grant as a part of its contract execution process. 
 
 

II.  RECOMMENDED ACTION / NEXT STEP: 
 
Given the benefit of the project to the city and community, staff recommends approval 
of the attached Resolution through the following motion:  
 
Motion: To approve A resolution supporting the agreement between the 

AGENDA ITEM # 5
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City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 
Colorado Trust Fund for a $200,000 grant for the Howelsen Hill Ski Area 
Night Lighting project, expressing intent to provide matching funds and 
to authorize the City Manager to sign and execute the grant contract. 
 
 

III.   FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
 Proposed Revenues:  

Grant Request: $200,000 Great Outdoors Colorado 
Match: 150,000 City & private contributions  
Total Project Cost:  $ 350,000 

 
 Proposed Expenditure:  
 Lighting $350,000 

 
City Department:  Parks, Open Space, and Recreational Services 
Project Manager:  Chris Wilson, Director 

 
 
IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 
This project will utilize GOCO grant dollars to purchase and install new lighting at 
Howelsen Hill. The City has completed Phase I of the lighting project, which 
installed lighting for the face of the Alpine Hill. The Phase II project would install 
additional lighting would provide lighting for the ski jump, magic carpet, terrain 
park, and boarder cross start portions of the Hill.  
 
This project is part of the larger Howelsen Hill Centennial Campaign. Matching 
funds for the project will be provided out of private contributions and City funds 
allocated to the CIP for Howelsen Hill in 2010.  
 
Great Outdoors Colorado provides funding to help communities and organizations 
to develop new outdoor recreational opportunities in Colorado. Since the inception 
of GOCO in 1994, the City of Steamboat Springs, GOCO, and public and private 
partners have received substantial grant funding to help acquire, protect, and 
provide public access to greenways, stream corridors, scenic corridors, and natural 
areas in our community and region. 
 
Howelsen Hill is currently listed as a Historic Landmark on the City of Steamboat 
Springs Register of Historic Places, the Routt County Register of Historic Places and 
the Colorado State Register of Historic Properties.   
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V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
We anticipate review by Planning Commission, Historic Preservation Commission, 
City Council, the Colorado Historical Society and the State Historical Fund. Because 
the City is requesting State funds, there is a process of review for projects that alter a 
Colorado Historic Register listed site. If the proposals are not approved by any of the 
above entities, options to the City include: 

• Amending the plan to get approval 
• Returning grant money to the funding source 
• De-listing the property at the State level  

 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 None at this time. 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 

City Council may choose to: 
• Approve the Resolution to support the Agreement for a grant from GOCO. 

Approving the resolution will commit the City to providing matching funds of 
$150,000.  

• Decline to approve the Resolution and not accept the GOCO grant. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. _________ 
 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AND THE STATE BOARD 
OF THE GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND FOR A 
$200,000 GRANT FOR THE HOWELSEN HILL SKI AREA 
NIGHT LIGHTING PROJECT, EXPRESSING INTENT TO 
PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDS AND TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY 
MANAGER TO SIGN AND EXECUTE THE GRANT CONTRACT.  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs supports the installation of 

lighting at Howelsen Hill to support evening and nighttime use of the facility; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs has been awarded a grant of 

$200,000 from Great Outdoors Colorado for the Howelsen Hill Ski Area Night 
Lighting project in Steamboat Springs, subject to the execution of a grant 
agreement; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs will provide the required cash 

match to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, 

desires to enter into a grant contract with Great Outdoors Colorado to complete 
the project. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: 
 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs hereby 
approves of the grant from Great Outdoors Colorado for the Howelsen Hill Ski 
Area Night Lighting project. 

 
Section 2. The City has appropriated or will appropriate or otherwise 

make available in a timely manner all funds that are required to be provided for 
this project to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application. 

 
Section 3. The City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to 

execute the grant contract on behalf of the City. 

Grant Accept – GOCO – HH Lighting  1 
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Section 4. This resolution to be in full force and effect from and after 

its passage and approval. 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _____ day of ____________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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 CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
              
 
FROM: Winnie DelliQuadri, Government Programs Manager (Ext. 257) 
  Chris Wilson, Director of Parks, Open Space, and Rec Svs (x317) 
 
THROUGH: Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE: December 21, 2010 
 
RE:   A resolution supporting the agreement between the City of 

Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 
Colorado Trust Fund for A $700,000 grant for the Howelsen Hill 
Summer Ski Jump and Snowmaking Project, expressing intent to 
provide matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign 
and execute the grant contract.  

 
NEXT STEP:  Motion: A resolution supporting the agreement between the City of 

Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 
Colorado Trust Fund for A $700,000 grant for the Howelsen Hill 
Summer Ski Jump and Snowmaking Project, expressing intent to 
provide matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and 
execute the grant contract. 

 
                      ___   DIRECTION 
                        ___   INFORMATION 
      __ _   ORDINANCE 
      _X_   MOTION 
       _X    RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.        REQUEST OR ISSUE:  

 
The City has been awarded $700,000 in grant funds from Great Outdoors Colorado 
(GOCO) to enable the City to construct a K38 summer ski jump at Howelsen Hill. 
GOCO requires the City to pass a Resolution approving the grant as a part of its 
contract execution process. 
 
 

II.  RECOMMENDED ACTION / NEXT STEP: 
 
Given the benefit of the project to the city and community, staff recommends approval 
of the attached Resolution through the following motion:  
 
Motion: To approve A resolution supporting the agreement between the 
City of Steamboat Springs and the State Board of the Great Outdoors 

AGENDA ITEM # 6
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Colorado Trust Fund for A $700,000 grant for the Howelsen Hill Summer 
Ski Jump and Snowmaking Project, expressing intent to provide 
matching funds and to authorize the City Manager to sign and execute 
the grant contract. 
 
 

III.   FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
 Proposed Revenues:  

Grant $ 700,000 Great Outdoors Colorado 
Match: 800,000 City & private contributions  
Total Project Cost:         $1,500,000 

 
 Proposed Expenditure:  
 K38 Summer Ski Jump  $1,500,000 Estimate -Civil Design Consultants 

 
City Department:  Parks, Open Space, and Recreational Services 
Project Manager:  Chris Wilson, Director 

 
 
IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 
This project will utilize Great Outdoors Colorado grant dollars to develop a new K38 
summer ski jump at Howelsen Hill. The K38 jump is the jump that is just to the 
right of the existing summer ski jump at Howelsen Hill. Developing this slightly 
smaller jump as a summer ski jump is a high priority for the Steamboat Springs 
Winter Sports Club and other stakeholders in the community as this jump will serve 
younger athletes than the existing jump. 
 
City Council has appropriated some matching funds for this project in the current 
CIP. Additional matching funds are being solicited through a private fundraising 
campaign orchestrated by the Howelsen Hill Centennial Campaign. Finally, as was 
the case in the first summer ski jump project, we anticipate being able to secure 
private foundation grants to provide additional funding to the project. 
 
Howelsen Hill is currently listed as an Historic Landmark on the City of Steamboat 
Springs Register of Historic Places, the Routt County Register of Historic Places and 
the Colorado State Register of Historic Properties.   
 
 

V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
We anticipate review by Planning Commission, Historic Preservation Commission, 
City Council, the Colorado Historical Society and the State Historical Fund. Because 
the City is requesting State funds, there is a process of review for projects that alter a 
Colorado Historic Register listed site. If the proposals are not approved by any of the 
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above entities, options to the City include: 
• Amending the plan to get approval 
• Returning grant money to the funding source 
• De-listing the property at the State level. 

 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 The proposed K38 ski jump is within the boundaries of the Howelsen Hill State Historic 

District and construction of the jump may impact the eligibility of Howelsen Hill to 
continue to be listed as an Historic District. 

 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 

City Council may choose to: 
• Approve the Resolution to support the Agreement for a grant from GOCO. 

Approving the resolution will commit the City to providing matching funds of 
$800,000.  

• Decline to approve the Resolution and not accept the GOCO grant. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. _________ 
 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AND THE STATE BOARD 
OF THE GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND FOR A 
$700,000 GRANT FOR THE HOWELSEN HILL SUMMER SKI 
JUMP AND SNOWMAKING PROJECT, EXPRESSING INTENT 
TO PROVIDE MATCHING FUNDS AND TO AUTHORIZE THE 
CITY MANAGER TO SIGN AND EXECUTE THE GRANT 
CONTRACT.  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs supports the development of 

the Howelsen Hill K38 Summer Jump in Steamboat Springs; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs has been awarded a grant of 

$700,000 from Great Outdoors Colorado for the Howelsen Hill Summer Ski Jump 
and Snowmaking project in Steamboat Springs, subject to the execution of a 
grant agreement; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs will provide the required cash 

match to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, 

desires to enter into a grant contract with Great Outdoors Colorado to complete 
the project. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: 
 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs hereby 
approves of the grant from Great Outdoors Colorado for the Howelsen Hill 
Summer Ski Jump and Snowmaking project. 

 
Section 2. The City has appropriated or will appropriate or otherwise 

make available in a timely manner all funds that are required to be provided for 
this project to meet the terms and obligations of the grant agreement and 
application. 

 
Section 3. The City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to 

execute the grant contract on behalf of the City. 
 

Grant Accept – GOCO – K38 Summer Ski Jump  1 
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Section 4. This resolution to be in full force and effect from and after 
its passage and approval. 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _____ day of ____________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM:  Deb Hinsvark, Interim Director of Financial Services (Ext. 240) 
   Philo Shelton, Director of Public Works (Ext. 204) 
 
THROUGH:    Jon Roberts, City Manager 
 
DATE:   December 21, 2010  
 
ITEM:   Supplemental Budget Ordinance for Late Night Transit Service 
 
NEXT STEP:  Approve at second reading. 
 
 
                       ___DIRECTION 
                        _X  INFORMATION     
      _ X_  ORDINANCE 
      ___ MOTION 
      __ _ RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.   REQUEST OR ISSUE:   
 
The City has surplus mineral lease and severance tax revenues and wishes to use those 
surplus 2010 revenues to support late night transit services for the 2010/11 ski season.  
This ordinance approves the use of these surplus revenues in 2010 and then the reserves 
from these revenues in 2011. 
 
 
II.   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   
 
Approval. 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM # 7
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III.   FISCAL IMPACTS: 
  
Fiscal 2010 

Revenues:       
 Surplus Revenue  $6,350 
 
Expenditures: 

  Late Night Transit  $6,350 
 
 

Fiscal 2011 
 Revenues 
  Reserves    $38,650 
 
 Expenditures 
  Late Night Transit  $38,650 

 
 

IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:   
 

Mineral Lease and Severance Tax revenues were budgeted at $30,000 in 2010.  
Actual revenues totaled $238,780 for an excess of $208,780.   $65,000 of the 
excess was appropriated as grant matches in November 2010.  More than $45,000 
remains to support this late night transit service.  Since the service will run past the 
fiscal year, a portion of the surplus will be used in 2010 and the reserves created 
from the remainder needed (estimated to be $38,650) will be used in 2011. 
 
 

V.   LEGAL ISSUES:   
 
None. 
 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:   
 
None. 
  
 

VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:  
 

Council may choose to approve the use of excess mineral lease tax receipts for this 
purpose; they can amend the appropriation or can deny it. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE SUPPLEMENTALLY APPROPRIATING 
FUNDS IN 2010 AND APPROPRIATING RESERVES 
THEREFROM FOR 2011 FOR AFTER HOURS TRANSIT 
SERVICE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs City Council has the ability to 

supplementally appropriate funds during the fiscal year and to appropriate reserves 
and carryovers in the subsequent fiscal year; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs City Council has determined that it 

would be in the best interest of the City and its many visitors to provide late night 
transit services; and 

 
WHEREAS, transit services currently end at 1am and with these newly 

appropriated funds will be able to run until 2:20am for the duration of the 2010-11 
ski season, beginning December 16, 2010 and running through April 9, 2011; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City has received surplus mineral lease and severance tax 

payments from the State of Colorado sufficient to cover the entire cost of this 
service. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS: 

 
Section 1. Supplemental Appropriation. That pursuant to Section 9.10 (a) 

of the City of Steamboat Springs Home Rule Charter, the City Council hereby 
appropriates the following sums of money or that portion necessary for the 
purposes herein named: 

 

  
General 

Fund 
 Expenditure:   
 Late Night Transit Service $  45,000 

  Total Expenditures to be Appropriated:  $ 45,000 
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Section 2. The Steamboat Springs City Council further appropriates 2010 
reserves remaining from the surplus revenues in 2010 and as yet unused for the 
specific purpose of running a late night transit to be used in the fiscal year 2011.  
Such amount is estimated to be $38,650 of the total $45,000. 

 
Section 3.   All ordinances heretofore passed and adopted by the City 

Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, are hereby repealed to the 
extent that said ordinances, or parts thereof, are in conflict herewith. 

 
Section 4. If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or provision of this 

Ordinance, or the application thereof, to any person or circumstance, shall to any 
extent, be held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or 
unconstitutional, the remaining sections, subsections, clauses, phrases and 
provisions of this Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance, shall remain in full force and shall in no way be affected, impaired or 
invalidated. 

 
Section 5. The City Council hereby finds, determines and declares that 

this Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health and safety. 

 
Section 6. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon the 

expiration of five (5) days from and after its publication following final passage, as 
provided in Section 7.6(h) of the Steamboat Springs Home Rule Charter. 
 
 
INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED, as provided by law, by the 
City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, at its regular meeting held on the  
______ day of _______________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
 ___________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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Supplemental – Late Night Transit  3 

FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this ______ day of  
_______________ 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                   
FROM:  Judy Plumb, Municipal Court Administrator (Ext. 277)  
 
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE:   December 21, 1010 
 
ITEM:   AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 14-41 OF THE STEAMBOAT 

SPRINGS REVISED MUNICIPAL CODE, WHICH RELATES TO A 
MUNICIPAL COURT SURCHARGE, AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. (Plumb) 

______________________________________________________________________  
 
                      _X_ ORDINANCE 
                      ___ RESOLUTION 
                      ___ MOTION 
                          _DIRECTION 
                      ___ INFORMATION 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
I.      REQUEST OR ISSUE:   
 
 Per Council’s direction on November 2, 1010, staff requests approval of attached 
Ordinance amending Section 14-41 of the Steamboat Springs Municipal Code by deleting 
Section 14-41 (d) requiring an annual review, and adding clarifying language that reads as 
follows:  “The surcharge shall be imposed no more than once per summons or citation 
regardless of the number of violation charges in the summons or citation.”     
  
 
II. RECOMMENDED ACTION OR NEXT STEP: 
 
 Approve the amendment of Section 14-41 (d) requiring an annual review and 
adding the following: “The surcharge shall be imposed no more than once per summons or 
citation regardless of the number of violation charges in the summons or citation.”     

 
 

III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 

N/A. 
 

AGENDA ITEM # 8

8-1



 
IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 
 Since the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) includes the revenue and 
distribution of the surcharge, on November 2, 2010, the Municipal Court requested 
direction regarding the Council’s desire to continue with an annual review.  In addition, the 
Municipal Court asked for clarification regarding the imposition of the $20.00 surcharge.  
 
 On November 2, 2010, City Council approved the elimination of the annual review 
requirement and approved charging the $20.00 surcharge fee per summons. This 
ordinance is to codify Council’s November 2, 2010 decision.  
  
 
V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
 N/A. 
 
 
VI.   CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 N/A. 
 
 
VII.  SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
 N/A. 
 
 
VIII. RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 

1. Approve the second reading to the attached Ordinance. 
2. Table the item and provide alternative direction to staff. 
3. Other options from Council. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. _____________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 14-41 OF THE 
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS REVISED MUNICIPAL CODE, WHICH 
RELATES TO A MUNICIPAL COURT SURCHARGE, AND 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council on the 1st day of September, 2009 adopted 

Ordinance No. 2272, which imposed a $20 surcharge upon fines imposed by the 
Steamboat Springs Municipal Court for all violations other than parking 
violations, provided for an annual review of the surcharge, and codified these 
provisions at Section 14-41 of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs City Council, having reviewed the 
provisions of Section 14-41 on November 2, 2010, has determined that further 
annual reviews are no longer necessary and that the provisions of Section 14-41 
should be revised to clarify that a single surcharge applies to each summons and 
complaint for which a fine is imposed regardless of the number of violations 
charged in the summons and complaint. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. Section 14-41(d) of the Steamboat Springs Revised 
Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
“(d)  The City Clerk shall schedule a review of this surcharge ordinance by 
placing this ordinance on an agenda for a regular City Council meeting each year 
as close to the anniversary date of this ordinance as possible.   The surcharge 
shall be imposed no more than once per summons or citation regardless of the 
number of violations charged in the summons or citation.” 
 

Section 2. All ordinances heretofore passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, are hereby repealed to the 
extent that said ordinances, or parts thereof, are in conflict herewith.  
 

Section 3. If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or provision of this 
Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person or circumstance, shall to any 
extent, be held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or 
unconstitutional, the remaining sections, subsections, clauses, phrases and 
provisions of this Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance, shall remain in full force and shall in no way be affected, impaired or 
invalidated. 

Municourt Surcharges  1 
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Municourt Surcharges  2 

 
Section 4. The City Council hereby finds, determines and declares that 

this Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health and safety. 
 

Section 5. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon the 
expiration of five (5) days from and after its publication following final passage, as 
provided in Section 7.6(h) of the Steamboat Springs Home Rule Charter. 
 
INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED, as provided by law, by the 
City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, at its regular meeting held on the  
______ day of __________________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
 
 
 

FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this ______ day of  
_______________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 

 
FROM:  Jason K. Peasley, City Planner (Ext. 229)  

Tyler Gibbs AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244)  

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 

 
DATE:  December 21, 2010 
 
ITEM: Second Reading of the SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 Official Zoning Map 

Amendment (#ZMA-10-03) 
 
NEXT STEP:  This is the second and final reading of this ordinance. 

                                                                            
                        X     ORDINANCE 
                      ___ RESOLUTION 
                        X     MOTION 
                             DIRECTION 
                      ___ INFORMATION                                                                                                 

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 (#ZMA-10-03) 
 
PETITION:   Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential 

Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential Two, High Density 
(RR-2) for a 1.4 acre parcel known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2. 

 
LOCATION:  SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 (2135 Burgess Creek Road) 
 
APPLICANT: Ski Country, LLC c/o Eric Smith Associates, P.C., 1919 7th Street 
 Boulder CO 80302 
 
PC ACTION: On November 18, 2010 the Planning Commission voted 4-0 to approve 

the application.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM # 9

9-1



CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 #ZMA-10-03 
December 21, 2010                           
 

1. Background 
The subject parcel is a 1.40 acre parcel of land currently platted as SCE Subdivision, 
Lot 2.  The property is triangularly shaped and is bordered by Burgess Creek Road on 
the west and Storm Meadows Drive on the east.  SCE Subdivision, Lot 1 zoned 
Gondola One- High Density (G-1) border the property on the South.  The parcel is 
currently zoned Residential Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) and contains no 
improvements.  Burgess Creek runs through the west side of the parcel adjacent to 
Burgess Creek Road.   
 
The RE-1 zoning for Lot 2 was established in 2001 with the adoption of the new 
CDC.  Prior to 2001, the parcel was zoned Agricultural and Recreations (AR).  The 
2001 process to adopting new zoning districts eliminated the AR Zone and converted 
all privately held parcels zoned AR to RE-1.  The G-1 zoning for Lot 1 was 
established at the same time when the previously zoning of Commercial Resort (CR) 
was converted to G-1. 
 
The applicant has previously applied to rezone Lot 2 from RE-1 to G-1 and was 
denied by the City Council on July 7, 2009 citing that the application was inconsistent 
with the following criteria: 

1. CDC – Section 26-62(d)(2): Compatibility with Surrounding Development.   
The type, height, massing, appearance and intensity of development that would 
be permitted by the proposed amendment will be compatible with surrounding 
zone districts, land uses, and neighborhood character, and will result in a logical 
and orderly development pattern within the community. 

2. CDC - Section 26-62(d)(3):  Advantages vs. Disadvantages.  The advantages of 
the zone district proposed substantially outweigh the disadvantages to the 
community and/or neighboring land occasioned by the zoning amendment. 

In the spring 2009, the process to review Base Area projects was based on a PUD 
criterion that weighed variance (particularly to building height) against public benefits.  
This process was unpredictable and created uncertainty on the part of the City, the 
applicant and the decision makers.  To relieve this uncertainty, City Planning 
Department brought forward to the public, development community, Planning 
Commission and City Council a series of proposed regulations to increase the 
predictability for developments in the Base Area.  As a result the standards for the RR-1, 
RR-2, G-1 and G-2 Zone Districts were changed to create maximum heights that could 
not be varied, while the PUD process of evaluating variances and public benefits was 
replaced with a list of required community amenities.  This change in regulations is 
important to keep in mind when comparing this application with the previous Zoning 
Map Amendment for G-1 on SCE Subdivision, Lot 2. 

On January 9, 2010, the Steamboat Springs City Council failed to approve a proposal 
that would rezone SCE Subdivision, Lots 1 and 2 from G-1 and RE-1 to RR-2, 
effectively denying the application.  Much of the discussion regarding the application 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 #ZMA-10-03 
December 21, 2010                           
 

was centered on the purpose and intent of the RR-2 Zone District which states: “The 
designation that allows higher levels of intensity is principally located immediately 
adjacent to the ski slopes.”  At that hearing the applicant was given direction to bring 
forward a new application within one year of the denial, waiving the one year 
moratorium on denied application in Section 26-48. 

At the October 28, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing the applicant requested that the 
review of the proposed Official Zoning Map Amendment from RE-1 to RR-2 be tabled 
to November 18, 2010.  The applicant requested the tabling to change their application 
to request an RR-1 zoning for SCE Subdivision, Lot 2.  Public notices have been sent to 
surrounding property owners notifying them of the change in the requested zone district.  

 
2. Planning Commission Discussion: 

The Planning Commission discussed the proposed Zoning Map Amendment and the 
compatibility of a RR-1 zoning with surrounding developments.  The Commission also 
discussed the “clear and convincing evidence” threshold established in the CDC for the 
review of Zoning Map Amendments. 
 

3. Public Comment: 
Public comment was received at the meeting by residents of the area in opposition of 
the proposed rezoning.  Written public comments are attached with this report 
(Attachments 1 & 3). 
 

4. New Information: 
On December 7, City Council directed Planning and Fire Prevention staff to meet and 
discuss alternative access to this site.  Detailed notes of that discussion will be 
provided under a separate cover. 
 

5. Motion: 
Planning Commission recommends the City Council find that the application to 
change the zoning of Lot 2, SCE Subdivision from Residential Estate One, Low 
Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential One- Low Density (RR-1) to be consistent with 
the criteria for approval in CDC Section 26-62 (d): 

1. Justification 
2. Compatibility with surrounding development 
3. Advantages versus disadvantages 
4. Consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district 
5. Effects on natural environment 

 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1- Staff report dated November 18, 2010 
Attachment 2- Draft PC minutes from November 18, 2010 
Attachment 3- Additional Public Comments 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT STAFF REPORT 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM #2:  

Project Name: SCE Subdivision, Lot 2  #ZMA-10-03 

Prepared By: Jason K. Peasley, AICP City 
Planner (Ext. 229) 

Through: Tyler Gibbs AIA, Director of 
Planning and Community 
Development (Ext. 244) 

Planning 
Commission (PC): 

November 18, 2010 

 

City Council (CC): December 7, 2010 First Reading 

December 21, 2010 Second 
Reading 

Existing Zoning: Residential Estate One, Low 
Density (RE-1)  

Applicant: Ski Country, LLC c/o Eric Smith 
Assoicates, P.C., 1919 7th Street 
Boulder CO 80302 

Request: Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential 
Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential One, Low Density 
(RR-1) for a 1.40 acre parcel known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2. 

Staff Report - Table of Contents 
Section Pg 

I. Staff Finding 2-2 
II. Project Location 2-2 
III Background Information 2-2 
IV. Project Description 2-3 
V. Staff Analysis 2-4 
VI Staff Findings and Motion 2-7 

VII. Attachments 2-7 

SCE, 
Subdivision, 
Lot 2  
(2135 Burgess 
Creek Road) 

Project location

Attachment 1
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SCE Subdivision, Lot 2,  #ZMA-10-03 PC Hearing: 11/18/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/07/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/21/2010 

  
  

Department of Planning and Community Development 
Staff Report  

 Page 2-2 

I. STAFF FINDING 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential Estate 
One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential One, Low Density (RR-1) for a 1.40 acre parcel 
known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 to be consistent with the Community Development Code criteria 
for approval for an Official Zoning Map Amendment.    

II. PROJECT LOCATION 
 

 

Project Site 

 

III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The subject parcel is a 1.40 acre parcel of land currently platted as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2.  The 
property is triangularly shaped and is bordered by Burgess Creek Road on the west and Storm 
Meadows Drive on the east.  SCE Subdivision, Lot 1 zoned Gondola One- High Density (G-1) 
border the property on the South.  The parcel is currently zoned Residential Estate One, Low 
Density (RE-1) and contains no improvements.  Burgess Creek runs through the west side of the 
parcel adjacent to Burgess Creek Road.   
 
The RE-1 zoning for Lot 2 was established in 2001 with the adoption of the new CDC.  Prior to 
2001, the parcel was zoned Agricultural and Recreations (AR).  The 2001 process to adopting new 
zoning districts eliminated the AR Zone and converted all privately held parcels zoned AR to RE-
1.  The G-1 zoning for Lot 1 was established at the same time when the previously zoning of 
Commercial Resort (CR) was converted to G-1. 
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SCE Subdivision, Lot 2,  #ZMA-10-03 PC Hearing: 11/18/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/07/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/21/2010 

  
  

Department of Planning and Community Development 
Staff Report  
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The applicant has previously applied to rezone Lot 2 from RE-1 to G-1 and was denied by the City 
Council on July 7, 2009 citing that the application was inconsistent with the following criteria: 

1. CDC – Section 26-62(d)(2): Compatibility with Surrounding Development.   The type, 
height, massing, appearance and intensity of development that would be permitted by the 
proposed amendment will be compatible with surrounding zone districts, land uses, and 
neighborhood character, and will result in a logical and orderly development pattern 
within the community. 

2. CDC - Section 26-62(d)(3):  Advantages vs. Disadvantages.  The advantages of the zone 
district proposed substantially outweigh the disadvantages to the community and/or 
neighboring land occasioned by the zoning amendment. 

 

In the spring 2009, the process to review Base Area projects was based on a PUD criteria that 
weighed variance (particularly to building height) against public benefits.  This process was 
unpredictable and created uncertainty on the part of the City, the applicant and the decision makers.  
To relieve this uncertainty, City Planning Department brought forward to the public, development 
community, Planning Commission and City Council a series of proposed regulations to increase the 
predictability for developments in the Base Area.  As a result the standards for the RR-1, RR-2, G-1 
and G-2 Zone Districts were changed to create maximum heights that could not be varied, while the 
PUD process of evaluating variances and public benefits was replaced with a list of required 
community amenities.  This change in regulations is important to keep in mind when comparing this 
application with the previous Zoning Map Amendment for G-1 on SCE Subdivision, Lot 2. 

On January 9, 2010, the Steamboat Springs City Council failed to approve a proposal that would 
rezone SCE Subdivision, Lots 1 and 2 from G-1 and RE-1 to RR-2, effectively denying the 
application.  Much of the discussion regarding the application was centered on the purpose and intent 
of the RR-2 Zone District which states: “The designation that allows higher levels of intensity is 
principally located immediately adjacent to the ski slopes.”  At that hearing the applicant was given 
direction to bring forward a new application within one year of the denial, waiving the one year 
moratorium on denied application in Section 26-48. 

At the October 28, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing the applicant requested that the review of the 
proposed Official Zoning Map Amendment from RE-1 to RR-2 be tabled to November 18, 2010.  The 
applicant requested the tabling to change their application to request an RR-1 zoning for SCE 
Subdivision, Lot 2.  Public notices have been sent to surrounding property owners notifying them of 
the change in the requested zone district.  

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed Zoning Map Amendment intends to rezone Lot 2 of the SCE Subdivision from RE-1 
to RR-1.  The proposed rezoning allows for greater intensity of use on the parcel.   
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V.        STAFF ANALYSIS 

A. Zone District Comparison 
 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning  
CDC Standard RE-1 RR-1 

Lot Coverage 0.25 0.50 
Units Per Lot 1 Max. None 
Floor Area Ratio No Max. No Max. 
Building Height   

Overall Height 40 feet 63 feet (with significant 
variations in building 

height, including 
differences of multiple 
stories, is required in an 

effort to break up the mass 
of structures) 

Average Plate 
Height 

28 feet n/a 

Front Setback 25 feet (principal structure) 20 feet (principal structure 
1st and 2nd story) 

25 feet (principal structure 
3rd story) 

Side Setback 25 feet (principal structure) 15 feet (principal structure) 
Rear Setback 25 feet (principal structure) 15 feet (principal structure) 
Permitted Uses Single-Family Dwelling  Multi-Family Dwellings 

 

B. Criteria for Review and Approval 
 
In considering any petition for amendment to the Official Zoning Map, the following criteria 
contained in Section 26-62 shall govern unless otherwise expressly required by the CDC. The 
ordinance approving the rezoning amendment shall be approved and adopted only if it appears by 
clear and convincing evidence presented during the public hearing before City Council that the 
following conditions exist: 
 

1. Justification. One of the following conditions exists: 
 

a) The rezoning is necessary to correct a mistake in the current zoning map; or 
 

b) The amendment to the overlay zone district was an error; or 
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c) The rezoning is necessary to respond to changed conditions since the adoption of the 
current zoning map; or 

 
d) The rezoning will substantially further the Community Plan’s Preferred Direction and 

Policies, or specific area plans, and the rezoning will substantially conform to the 
Community Plan Land Use Map designation for the property, or is accompanied by an 
application for an amendment to the Community Plan Land Use Map and the 
amendment is approved prior to approval of the requested zoning map amendment. 

 
Staff Finding: Consistent 
 
Staff finds this request is consistent with justifications (d).  The site of the proposed 
rezoning is identified in the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan Future Land Use 
Plan as Resort Commercial, however the applicant has proposed to amend the Future Land 
Use Plan to designate the property as Resort Residential (see CP-09-02).  The SSACP 
suggests RR-1 and RR-2 as the appropriate zone districts to be applied to parcels identified 
as Resort Residential on the Future Land Use Plan. 
 
2. Compatibility with Surrounding Development.  The type, height, massing, 
appearance and intensity of development that would be permitted by the proposed 
amendment will be compatible with surrounding zone districts, land uses, and 
neighborhood character, and will result in a logical and orderly development pattern within 
the community. 
 
Staff Finding: Consistent 
 
Staff finds the proposed zone change is consistent with surrounding development and 
neighborhood character.  Surrounding sites including Bronze Tree and other developments 
on Storm Meadows Drive are zoned RR-1.  Up Burgess Creek Road, the development 
pattern is primarily single-family and duplex with some small scale multi-family.  This site 
serves as a transition from the dense base area to the less dense Storm Meadows and 
Burgess Creek neighborhoods.  RR-1 zoning for this site would allow for a 63’ tall building 
that may provide a transition from resort style development in Ski Time Square to the 
smaller scale multi family development on Storm Meadows Drive and the single-family and 
duplex development up Burgess Creek Road. 
 
3. Advantages vs. Disadvantages.  The advantages of the zone district proposed 
substantially outweigh the disadvantages to the community and/or neighboring land 
occasioned by the zoning amendment; and  
 
Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
Staff finds the advantages of rezoning the property outweigh the disadvantages to the 
community and/or neighboring lands. The rezoning and addition of this parcel to the Base 
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Area will provides advantages to the base area community through the addition of public 
benefits, such as “hot beds” and an enhanced pedestrian environment.  While this site is 
located on Burgess Creek Road which is a one way in, one way out access, this issue is not 
specific to this site but is of concern to the City Fire Chief. 
 
4. Consistent with Purpose and Standards of Zone District.  The amendment will 
be consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district to which the property is 
proposed to be designated. 

 
Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
Staff finds this amendment to be consistent with the purpose and standards of the Resort 
Residential One, Low Density (RR-1) Zone District.  The Purpose and Intent of the RR 
Zone District states: 
 

“Purpose and intent. The purpose of the residential resort district is to provide areas for 
the highest intensity of residential use consistent with a mountain resort community. 
The primary use of dwelling units within this district may be for short-term rental units. 
New development shall be physically connected to the resort by an integrated system of 
streets, sidewalks and recreational paths. The RR zone district functions as a gateway to 
the resort, and new development should have a resort-like character with lower 
development intensity and scale for development located further away from the base 
area, with intensities and densities increasing with the increased proximity to the base 
area. The RR zone district has two (2) designations that allow for different levels of 
intensity and density. The designation that allows higher levels of intensity is 
principally located immediately adjacent to the ski slopes.” 
 

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the general description of the RR Zone District 
with respect to being a gateway to the resort and being physically connected to the resort 
by an integrated system of streets, sidewalks and recreational paths.  The proposed rezone 
is consistent with the location criteria for the RR Zone District. 
 
5. Effects on Natural Environment. That the proposed amendment will not result in 
significant adverse effects on the natural environment, including water quality, air quality, 
wildlife habitat, vegetation, wetlands, and natural landforms. 

Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
The proposed amendment will not result in any significant adverse effects on the natural 
environment. Future development of the site will be subject to existing regulations, 
including waterbody setback and construction site management BMPs that are intended to 
mitigate the effects on the natural environment. 
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VI. STAFF FINDINGS AND MOTION 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential 
Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential One, Low Density (RR-1) for a 1.40 
acre parcel known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 to be consistent with the Community 
Development Code criteria for approval for an Official Zoning Map Amendment. 
 

VII.  LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
1. Applicant letter dated November 2, 2010 
2. Existing Zoning and Future Land Use Plan Map 
3. Base Area Traffic Study Summary prepared by Janet Hruby, City Engineer 
4. Public Comments 
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Eric Smith Associates, P.C. • 1919 7

th
 Street • Boulder, CO 80302 • (303) 442-5458 • 442-4745 (fax) www.esapc.com 

 

November 2, 2010 

 

City of Steamboat Springs Planning Department 

Jason Peasley 

P.O. Box 775088  

Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 

 

RE: Lot 2 SCE Subdivision - Zoning Map Amendment 

 

Dear Jason, 

 

On behalf of the new ownership and management of the property, we would like to revise our 

requested zoning change on Lot 2, SCE Subdivision from RE-1 to RR-1 instead of RR-2, along with an 

amendment to the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan (SSACP) Future Land Use Plan changing the 

designation of Lot 2 from Resort Commercial to Resort Residential.   

  

 The Criteria for Review and Approval include: 

  

 1.  Justification. 

 

 This request is consistent with Justification (d), which states “The rezoning will substantially 

further the Community Plan’s Preferred Direction and Policies, or specific area plans, and the rezoning 

will substantially conform to the Community Plan Land Use Map designation for the property, or is 

accompanied by an application for an amendment to the Community Plan Land Use Map and the 

amendment is approved prior to approval of the requested zoning map amendment. 

  

The site of the proposed rezoning is identified in the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan 

Future Land Use Plan as Resort Commercial, however the applicant has proposed to amend the Future 

Land Use Plan to designate the property as Resort Residential (see CP-09-02).  The SSACP suggest RR-1 

and RR-2 as the appropriate zone districts to be applied to parcels identified as Resort Residential on the 

Future Land Use Plan. 

 

2.  Compatibility with Surrounding Development.  The type, height, massing, appearance and 

intensity of development that would be permitted by the proposed amendment will be compatible with 

surrounding zone districts, land uses, and neighborhood character, and will result in a logical and orderly 

development pattern within the community. 

 

The proposed zone change to RR-1 is consistent with surrounding development and neighborhood 

character.  Surrounding sites including Bronze Tree and other developments on Storm Meadows Drive are 

zoned RR-1.  This site serves as a transition from the dense base area to the less dense Storm Meadows 

and Burgess Creek neighborhoods.  RR-1 zoning for this site would allow for a 63’ tall building with an 

average plate height of 42’ that is similar to surrounding properties including The Ranch and The Ridge. 

 

3.  Advantages and Disadvantages.  The advantages of the zone district proposed substantially 

outweigh the disadvantages to the community and/or neighboring land occasioned by the zoning 

amendment. 
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Quick Summary of the Base Area Master Traffic Study   

The City prepared a Base Area Master Traffic Study in effort to streamline the 
development traffic study process and provide consistent study results.  The study, 
completed in September 2008, evaluated short-term and long-term traffic impacts based 
on projected redevelopment projects identified at the time of the study.  Based on those 
traffic assumptions, the study identified needed improvements to serve traffic in the Base 
Area.   

What projects and land-use assumptions were included in the study?  
Short-Term (2015) 

 

- Ski Times Square ( 360 units, 43,000 sf commercial) 
- SCE Highlands ( 136 units, 6,000 sf commercial) – this is consistent with the 

currently requested zoning amendment

 

- St Cloud ( 94 units, 43,000 sf commercial) 
- Thunderhead ( 125 units, 15,000 sf commercial) 
- One Steamboat Place ( 95 units, 19,000 sf commercial) 
- Edgemont ( 130 units) 
- Ptarmigan ( 36 units)  

Long-Term (2025)

 

- BC Estates ( 40 units) 
- Parcel B ( 125 units, 15, 000 sf commercial) 
- Knoll Lot ( 125 units, 12,000 sf commercial) 
- Gondola Square ( 20,000 sf commercial) 
- Mt Werner Lodge  ( 175 units, 12,000 sf commercial) 
- Sheraton ( 50 units, 5,000 sf commercial) 
- Steamboat Grand Phase II ( 150 units, 12,000 sf commercial)  

The projected sizes were based on current applications or discussions with land owners 
and projections based on increased densities currently being seen.   

What if a project changes densities or sizes? The intent of the study is that as new 
development projects come in, they must compare their proposed development to the 
land use assumptions in the traffic study. If the sizes increase or decrease significantly, 
then an updated study will be required to re-evaluate the impacts and the improvements 
and impact fees will change accordingly.   

What improvements are recommended? 
The improvements were recommend based on the short and long term horizons 
evaluated. Actual timing for improvements will need to be confirmed with each 
development application depending on the actual sequence of development.   

Short-Term (2015)

 

- traffic signal at Mt Werner/ Steamboat Blvd  (when warrants met) 
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- traffic signal at Mt Werner/ Mt Werner Circle ( when warrants met) 
- roundabout at Mt. Werner Circle/Apres Ski way  ( completed) 
- all way stop at Mt Werner Circle/ Ski Times Square ( when warrants mets) 
- all way stop at Apres Ski Way/ Village Drive and auxiliary lanes 
- Re-stripe Burgess Creek Road at intersection with Mt Werner Circle to provide 

separate right and left lanes ( confirm existing ROW is adequate)   

Long-Term (2025)

 

- short-term improvements 
- roundabout at Mt Werner Circle/ Ski Times Square  
- Re-evaluate Burgess Creek Road/ Mt Werner Circle intersection  
- Evaluate transit village concept with development of Grand II and Knoll Lot   

What is the cost of improvements and each developments contribution? The total 
improvements cost serving both existing and new traffic is estimated at approximately 
$5,000,000.  The cost for each new development will be evaluated as part of the 
development application. For the SCE Highlands project, a Condition of Approval has 
been added: The developer shall pay a proportionate share of future traffic 
improvements as identified in the Base Area Master Traffic Study, calculated at 
$181,111. Payment shall be submitted prior to recordation of first Final Plat or at 
issuance of building permit, whichever comes first.    
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SCE Subdivision Lot 2 #ZMA-10-03 Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the 
zoning of SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 from Residential Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) 
to Resort Residential One, Low Density (RR-1).  SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 is located 
at the corner of Burgess Creek Road and Storm Meadows Drive. *Tabled 10/28/10* 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:04 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Lacy stepped down.   
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Jason Peasley – 
This is a continuation of the application for the rezoning of SCE Subdivision Lot 2 from the 
last meeting.  At that meeting a tabling was requested so the applicant can come back to 
staff and explore RR-1.  Our analysis has changed based on the different zoning.  There 
are new public comments regarding this agenda.   
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Eric Smith – 
There has been a change request from RE-1 to RR-1. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Levy – 
One of the letters from Ron Smith talked about convincing evidence.  It seemed like the 
letter went on to talk about the type of building that might not meet the RR-1 zone district.  
The code does talk about clear and convincing evidence, but just about the 5 criteria for the 
zoning change.  Can you speak to that?  
 
Jason Peasley – 
There is a section within the code that establishes this threshold in which an application 
needs to meet the approval of the rezoning.  On pg 2-4 it says ‘the ordinance approving the 
rezoning amendment shall be approved and adopted only if it appears by clear and 
convincing evidence presented during the public hearing before City Council that the 
following conditions exist’.  To my understanding it sets the bar for you to meet those 
criteria to be pretty high.   
 
Commissioner Levy – 
What I got from the letter was that he was stating that there was a certain expectation for 
RR-1, and because of the limitations of that property those might not be able to be met.  
Since we’re up zoning we assuming that there’s a bigger building and it’s not clear and 
convincing that that properly sized RR-1 building can be placed on that lot.  Is that relevant 
at a zoning meeting?  It doesn’t seem like that’s required as clear and convincing evidence.  
I think what it is asking is the lot and all of the dimensions of that lot eligible for RR-1.  We 
don’t look at the type of development that might occur other than that.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
My analysis of that is that you do take that into account a little bit the scope of what that 
zone district allows.  The 63’ of height and the volumetric box that’s created through the 
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development standards it’s not guarantee, but a potential for that particular site.  The DP 
and FDP would have to show that they met all of those criteria and standards for approval 
of the DP and FDP to fill-out that volumetric box.   
 
Commissioner Levy – 
That’s not a concern or a direct consideration.   
 
Jason Peasley – 
There a few criteria that you can look at in that context.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
Is the primary change from staff not supporting RR-2 to staff supporting RR-1 is the 
adjacency to the ski slope? 
 
Jason Peasley – 
That’s a primary change in our analysis.  When you propose RR-1 there’s no longer a 
location criteria.  RR-2 is very unique and is the only zone that has location as a 
requirement.  I found that to be more compatible with the surrounding area.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Ron Smith – 
We oppose the zone change from RE-1 to RR-1.  The standard to change that is that the 
applicant must meet 5 criteria; the first one is justification, the second one is compatibility 
with surrounding development, the third is advantages versus disadvantages, the fourth is 
consistent with the purpose and intent of the zone standards, the fifth is the effects on the 
natural environment.  We feel that the applicant has failed criteria 2-5.  The second criteria 
is compatibility with surrounding development and we would like you to consider the zoning 
map.   The zoning map was previously submitted with the previous application.  (He 
mentioned the zoning for the surrounding property).  The surrounding zoning areas are not 
consistent with this change.  The only change is that the staff changed their 
recommendation.  The only finding that they changed was going from 75’ down to 63’.  All 
of the other findings are the same.  That 12’ 1-story change while significant does not make 
the changing of the zone district compatible with the surrounding development.  The third 
criteria is do the advantages outweigh the disadvantages.  In the first staff report on pg 2-6 
it states ‘the site is located on Burgess Creek Rd, which is a one way in one way out 
access.  This concern is not specific to this site, but is a concern with the fire chief.  Adding 
additional density to the Burgess Creek neighborhood without a secondary access adds to 
the existing problem of providing emergency services to the area’.  On the first staff report 
they found that it was not consistent with the RR-2 zone, which is why they required a 
denial at that time.  By lowering the building by 1 story that doesn’t lower the density 
enough to change that criteria.  What you’re doing is you’re selling out the safety of the 
community members that live up that road.  You’re selling their safety for additional building 
size to a developer.  The purpose and standards of the zone district, that talks about the 
highest intensity of residential use.  On this lot with this hill and creek I don’t think that this 
lot should be the highest intensity possible.  To state that it won’t have any adverse effects 
on the natural environment when you have the capacity to cover 50% of the lot and to go 
up 63’ is very consistent.   
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Bill Moser – 
On pg 2-6 it says ‘while this site is located on Burgess Creek Road which is a one way in, 
one way out access, this issue is not specific to this site but is of concern to the City Fire 
Chief’.  It seems like an easy decision to make when it comes down to life safety.  Please 
weigh this carefully.   
 
FINAL APPLICANT COMMENTS 
Eric Smith – 
There is no single family zoning surrounding this property.  All of the properties in Ski Time 
Square are either G-1 or G-2.  The property that is accessed off of Storm Meadows Drive 
are all RR-1.  This is the only single family property in this area.  The one way access was 
something that was discussed extensively when the comp plan was developed.  Ski Time 
Square only has a one way in, one way out access.   
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
Jason Peasley – 
We’ve done some preliminary discussions with the Fire Chief about looking at some options 
for addressing this.  We’re following through with looking at some options.   
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
What’s the current height of Bronze Tree?   
 
Eric Smith – 
6 stories with 12’ per story.   
 
Commissioner Hanlen – 
What’s the approximate drop from the front of the property to the back of the property from 
road to road on this site? 
 
Eric Smith – 
20’ to 40’.   
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning from Residential 
Estate One, Low Density (RE-1) to Resort Residential One, Low Density (RR-1) for a 
1.40 acre parcel known as SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 to be consistent with the Community 
Development Code criteria for approval for an Official Zoning Map Amendment. 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen moved to approve ZMA-10-03 and Commissioner Slavik seconded 
the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
None 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 4-0 
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Voting for approval of motion to approve: Hanlen, Levy, Slavik, and Meyer 
Stepped Down: Lacy 
Absent: Beauregard   
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 5:26 p.m. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ___________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTY LOCATED IN SCE 
SUBDIVISION, LOT 2; FROM RE-1 (RESIDENTIAL ESTATE 
ONE – LOW DENSITY) ZONE DISTRICT TO RR-1 (RESORT 
RESIDENTIAL ONE – LOW DENSITY) ZONE DISTRICT; 
REPEALING ALL CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; PROVIDING 
FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with Chapter 26, Art. III, Div. 2, Section 26-62 of 

the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, a rezoning has been initiated by 
the property owner to rezone the subject properties from RE-1 (Residential Estate 
One – Low Density) to RR-1 (Resort Residential One – Low Density); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs Area Community Area Plan Future Land 

Use Map has designated this area as Resort Residential. The Resort Residential use 
classification encourages guest accommodations, including condominiums and 
hotels; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs Area Community Area Plan supports 

properly designed, infill development that achieves quality mixed-use 
neighborhoods by compatible character and scale with the surrounding 
neighborhood; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Steamboat Springs has 

considered the same and recommended approval of the rezoning; and finds that 
the request is in compliance with all of the rezoning criteria of Section 26-62(d) of 
the Community Development Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs has 

considered the Planning Commission recommendation and finds that the request is 
in compliance with all of the rezoning criteria of Section 26-62(d) of the Community 
Development Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council considers that it is in the public interest to 

rezone the subject property in accordance with the provisions of this Ordinance. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. The City Council specifically finds that the procedures for an 
Official Zoning Map Amendment within the City of Steamboat Springs as prescribed 

SCE Lot 2 ZMA  1 
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in Chapter 26 of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, have been 
fulfilled, and the Council hereby approves the rezoning for the subject property as 
set forth below. The City Council also finds that this ordinance is necessary for the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community. 

 
Section 2. Pursuant to Chapter 26, Art. III, Div. 2, Section 26-62 of the 

Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, SCE Subdivision, Lot 2 is hereby 
rezoned from RE-1 (Residential Estate One – Low Density) to RR-1 (Resort 
Residential One – Low Density). 

 
Section 3. In accordance with Chapter 26, Art. III, Div.2, Section 26-62 

of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, the Director of Planning Services 
is hereby directed to modify and amend the Official Zoning Map of the City to 
indicate the zoning specified above. 

 
Section 4. All ordinances heretofore passed and adopted by the City 

Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, are hereby repealed to the 
extent that said ordinances, or parts, thereof, are in conflict herewith. 

 
Section 5. If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or provision of this 

Ordinance is, or the application thereof to any person or circumstance, shall to any 
extent, be held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or 
unconstitutional, the remaining sections, subsections, clauses, phrases and 
provisions of this Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance, shall remain in full force and shall in no way be affected, impaired or 
invalidated. 

 
Section 6. The City Council hereby finds, determines and declares that 

this Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health and safety. 

 
Section 7. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon the 

expiration of five (5) days from and after its publication following final passage, as 
provided in Section 7.6 (h) of the Steamboat Springs Home Rule Charter.  
 

SCE Lot 2 ZMA  2 
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INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED published, as provided by law, by the 
City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, at its regular meeting held on the  
______ day of ________________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
 
 
 

FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this ______ day of  
_____________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 

 
FROM:  Jason K. Peasley, City Planner (Ext. 229)  

Tyler Gibbs AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244)  

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 

 
DATE:  December 21, 2010 
 
ITEM: First Reading of the Skyview Subdivision Official Zoning Map 

Amendment (#ZMA-10-04) 
 
NEXT STEP:  This is the second and final reading of this ordinance 

                                                                            
                        X     ORDINANCE 
                      ___ RESOLUTION 
                        X     MOTION 
                             DIRECTION 
                      ___ INFORMATION                                                                                                 

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: Skyview Subdivision (#ZMA-10-04) 
 
PETITION:   Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-

Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family Three High 
Density (MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN). 

 
LOCATION:  Skyview Subdivision, 1500 Skyview Lane 
 
 
APPLICANT: Skyview Lane LLC, c/o Ryan Spaustat, Landmark Consultants, P.O. Box 

774943, Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 (970) 871-9494 
 
PC ACTION: On December 2, 2010 the Planning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend 

approval of this application. 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM # 10
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
Skyview Subdivision #ZMA-10-04 
December 21, 2010                           
 

 
1. Background 

The subject property is a 0.25 acre parcel of land that was created by the vacation of a 
50 foot wide Right-of-Way in 1972.  In 1981 the vacated Right-of-Way was split in 
half by a Routt County court ruling, creating two properties that are approximately 25 
feet wide by 450 feet in length.  The two parcels were split between the owners of 
property one either side of the Right-of-Way centerline.  The zoning for each 25’ 
parcel was established by the zoning of the adjacent lots, Multi-Family and 
Commercial. 
 
This application was originally scheduled to be heard by Planning Commission on 
November 11, 2010.  A quorum was no able to be established for that meeting and the 
hearings was rescheduled for December 2, 2010. 

 
2. Planning Commission Discussion: 

The Planning Commission discussed the ownership history of the parcel and its 
inclusion into the larger parcel located at the corner of Skyview Lane and Whistler 
Road. 
 

3. Public Comment: 
Written public comments are attached with this report (Attachments 1 & 3). 
 

4. New Information: 
No new information at this time. 
 

5. Motion: 
Planning Commission recommends the City Council find that the application to 
change the zoning of Skyview Subdivision from Multi-Family Three High Density 
(MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN) to be consistent with the criteria for 
approval in CDC Section 26-62 (d): 
 

1. Justification 
2. Compatibility with surrounding development 
3. Advantages versus disadvantages 
4. Consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district 
5. Effects on natural environment 

 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1- Staff report dated December 2, 2010 
Attachment 2- Draft PC minutes from December 2, 2010 
Attachment 3- Additional Public Comments 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT STAFF REPORT 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM #2:  

Project Name: Skyview Subdivision  #ZMA-10-04 

Prepared By: Jason K. Peasley, AICP City 
Planner (Ext. 229) 

Through: Tyler Gibbs AIA, Director of 
Planning and Community 
Development (Ext. 244) 

Planning 
Commission (PC): 

December 2, 2010 

 

City Council (CC): December 7, 2010 First Reading 

December 21, 2010 Second 
Reading 

Existing Zoning: Multi-Family Three, High Density 
(MF-3)  

Applicant: Skyview Lane LLC, c/o Ryan 
Spaustat, Landmark Consultants, 
P.O. Box 774943, Steamboat 
Springs, CO 80477 (970) 871-9494 

Request: Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-
Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family Three High 
Density (MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN). 

Staff Report - Table of Contents 
Section Pg 

I. Staff Finding 2-2 
II. Project Location 2-2 
III Background Information 2-2 
IV. Project Description 2-3 
V. Staff Analysis 2-3 
VI Staff Findings and Motion 2-5 

VII. Attachments 2-6 

Skyview 
Subdivision, 
1500 Skyview 
Lane 

Project location

Attachment 1
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Skyview Subdivision,  #ZMA-10-04 PC Hearing: 12/02/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/07/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/21/2010 

  
  

Department of Planning and Community Development 
Staff Report  

 Page 2-2 

I. STAFF FINDING 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-Way 
located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family Three, High Density (MF-3) to Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) to be consistent with the Community Development Code criteria for approval 
for an Official Zoning Map Amendment.    

II. PROJECT LOCATION 
 

 

Project Site 

 

III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The subject property is a 0.25 acre parcel of land that was created by the vacation of a 50 foot wide 
Right-of-Way in 1972.  In 1981 the vacated Right-of-Way was split in half by a Routt County 
court ruling, creating two properties that are approximately 25 feet wide by 450 feet in length.  The 
two parcels were split between the owners of property one either side of the Right-of-Way 
centerline.  The zoning for each 25’ parcel was established by the zoning of the adjacent lots, 
Multi-Family and Commercial. 
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CC Hearing: 12/07/2010 
CC Hearing: 12/21/2010 

  
  

Department of Planning and Community Development 
Staff Report  

 Page 2-3 

 

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed Zoning Map Amendment intends to rezone a portion of Lot 10A Walton Creek Park 
Estates from MF-3 to CN.  The proposed rezoning allows for this sliver of land to be consolidated 
with the larger parcel located at the corner of Skyview Lane and Whistler Road for future 
development of the site.   

V.        STAFF ANALYSIS 

A. Zone District Comparison 
 

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning  
CDC Standard MF-3 CN 

Lot Coverage 0.45 0.50 
Units Per Lot Determined by FAR Determined by FAR 
Floor Area Ratio 0.50 0.60 
Building Height   

Overall Height 57 feet 
63 feet w/ underground 

parking 

40 feet 

Average Plate 
Height 

35 feet 
41 feet w/ underground 

parking 

28 feet 

Front Setback 15 feet (principal structure) 10 feet (principal structure) 
Side Setback 10 feet (principal structure) 10 feet (principal structure) 
Rear Setback 10 feet (principal structure) 10 feet (principal structure) 
Permitted Uses Multi-Family Dwellings Commercial 

Multi-Family Dwellings 
 

B. Criteria for Review and Approval 
 
In considering any petition for amendment to the Official Zoning Map, the following criteria 
contained in Section 26-62 shall govern unless otherwise expressly required by the CDC. The 
ordinance approving the rezoning amendment shall be approved and adopted only if it appears by 
clear and convincing evidence presented during the public hearing before City Council that the 
following conditions exist: 
 

1. Justification. One of the following conditions exists: 
 

a) The rezoning is necessary to correct a mistake in the current zoning map; or 
 

b) The amendment to the overlay zone district was an error; or 
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c) The rezoning is necessary to respond to changed conditions since the adoption of the 

current zoning map; or 
 

d) The rezoning will substantially further the Community Plan’s Preferred Direction and 
Policies, or specific area plans, and the rezoning will substantially conform to the 
Community Plan Land Use Map designation for the property, or is accompanied by an 
application for an amendment to the Community Plan Land Use Map and the 
amendment is approved prior to approval of the requested zoning map amendment. 

 
Staff Finding: Consistent 
 
Staff finds this request is consistent with justifications (d).  The site of the proposed 
rezoning is identified in the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan Future Land Use 
Plan as Neighborhood Commercial. The SSACP suggests CN as the appropriate zone 
districts to be applied to parcels identified as Neighborhood Commercial on the Future 
Land Use Plan. 
 
2. Compatibility with Surrounding Development.  The type, height, massing, 
appearance and intensity of development that would be permitted by the proposed 
amendment will be compatible with surrounding zone districts, land uses, and 
neighborhood character, and will result in a logical and orderly development pattern within 
the community. 
 
Staff Finding: Consistent 
 
Staff finds the proposed zone change is consistent with surrounding development and 
neighborhood character.  The CN Zone District allows for a variety of multi-family and 
neighborhood-serving commercial uses that are complementary to the existing multi-family 
development on adjacent parcels. 
 
3. Advantages vs. Disadvantages.  The advantages of the zone district proposed 
substantially outweigh the disadvantages to the community and/or neighboring land 
occasioned by the zoning amendment; and  
 
Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
Staff finds the advantages of rezoning the property outweigh the disadvantages to the 
community and/or neighboring lands. The rezoning and consolidation of this parcel with 
the adjacent lot located at the corner of Skyview Lane and Whistler Road will facilitate the 
development of this entire site.  The Commercial Neighborhood Zone District allows for a 
variety of multi-family and neighborhood-serving commercial uses that complement the 
surrounding multi-family uses. 
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4. Consistent with Purpose and Standards of Zone District.  The amendment will 
be consistent with the purpose and standards of the zone district to which the property is 
proposed to be designated. 

 
Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
This amendment is consistent with the purpose and standards of the Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) Zone District.  The Purpose and Intent of the CN Zone District states: 
 

 “The commercial neighborhood zone district is designed and intended to provide 
mixed-use areas for low intensity commercial, limited retail, and residential dwelling 
units. Uses and structures in this area shall generally be of a smaller scale, pedestrian 
and neighborhood oriented, and provide services for the local population. …Through 
considerations such as intensity and scale, an emphasis shall be placed on providing 
appropriate transition areas and pedestrian connections into and from neighboring 
uses.” 
 

The proposed rezoning allows for the site to be developed to provide a mix of residential 
and commercial uses that serve the local community. 
 
5. Effects on Natural Environment. That the proposed amendment will not result in 
significant adverse effects on the natural environment, including water quality, air quality, 
wildlife habitat, vegetation, wetlands, and natural landforms. 

Staff Finding: Consistent 

 
The proposed amendment will not result in any significant adverse effects on the natural 
environment. Future development of the site will be subject to existing regulations, 
including waterbody setback and construction site management BMPs that are intended to 
mitigate the effects on the natural environment. 

VI. STAFF FINDINGS AND MOTION 
Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-
Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family Three High Density (MF-3) to 
Commercial Neighborhood (CN) to be consistent with the Community Development Code 
criteria for approval for an Official Zoning Map Amendment.    
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Recommended Motion: 
 
Planning Commission recommends approval of #ZMA-10-04, Official Zoning Map 
Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane 
from Multi-Family Three High Density (MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN) with 
the finding that the application is consistent with the Community Development Code 
criteria for approval. 

VII.  LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
1. Applicant Narrative and Maps 
2. Existing Zoning and Future Land Use Plan Map 
3. Public Comment 
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Skyview Subdivision #ZMA-10-04 Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a 
portion of vacated Right-of-Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family 
Three High Density (MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN). 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 6:04 p.m. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Jason Peasley – 
This is a rezone of a small piece of property that’s 25’ wide by 450’ in length.  It’s part of the 
Walton Creek subdivision and was formally a right of way that was vacated years ago.  The 
goal is to rezone it from MF-3 to CN.  It has been anticipated in combining that lot with the 
larger lot that’s at the corner of Skyview Lane and Whistler Rd.     
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION  
Paul Brinkman – 
(He gave a PowerPoint presentation).  (He gave a background about his business).  We 
ask that you create a consistent zoning across the 2 properties that we do own.  (He 
showed an aerial view of the 2 properties).  We first bought the larger parcel and then the 
smaller parcel, which came from the neighboring association with the intent to combine 
both parcels for future infill development.  (He gave a brief history of the parcel).  (He 
showed a diagram of the parcels).  The benefit for us is that we truly believe that it allows 
you to better utilize the land and get a little bit more density on the property.  What it would 
mean for the community is that in an area where the land is scarce this maximizes the 
utilization of land that would not go utilized without combining these 2 parcels.  Looking 
down the road to the future just the addition of this parcel allows for $60,000 of additional 
fees paid to the City and County through redevelopment.  After 30 years it’s probably about 
$300,000 of additional tax revenue through property tax.   
   
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Stuart Lorson? – 
The strip that is up for rezoning, who was that piece of property purchased from and when?   
 
FINAL APPLICANT COMMENTS 
Paul Brinkman – 
I don’t know what representation and ownership he represents.  The parcel was purchased 
by the original developer of Walton Creek Park Association.   
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION 
Finding - 

Attachment 2
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Staff finds this Official Zoning Map Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-
Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane from Multi-Family Three High Density (MF-3) to 
Commercial Neighborhood (CN) to be consistent with the Community Development 
Code criteria for approval for an Official Zoning Map Amendment.    
 
Recommended Motion: 
Planning Commission recommends approval of #ZMA-10-04, Official Zoning Map 
Amendment to rezone a portion of vacated Right-of-Way located at 1500 Skyview Lane 
from Multi-Family Three High Density (MF-3) to Commercial Neighborhood (CN) with 
the finding that the application is consistent with the Community Development Code 
criteria for approval. 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen moved to approve ZMA-10-04 and Commissioner Meyer seconded 
the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
None 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Beauregard, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy,  
Meyer and Slavik  
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 6:13 p.m. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
  

ORDINANCE NO. _________  
 
AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTY LOCATED IN A 
PORTION OF LOT 10 A, WALTON CREEK PARK ESTATES 
(SKYVIEW SUBDIVISION); FROM MF-3 (MULTI-FAMILY 
THREE, HIGH DENSITY) ZONE DISTRICT TO CN 
(COMMERCIAL NEIGHBORHOOD) ZONE DISTRICT; 
REPEALING ALL CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; PROVIDING 
FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with Chapter 26, Art. III, Div. 2, Section 26-62 of 

the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, a rezoning has been initiated by 
the property owner to rezone the subject properties from MF-3 (Multi-Family Three, 
High Density) to CN (Commercial Neighborhood); and 

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs Area Community Area Plan Future Land 

Use Map has designated this area as Neighborhood Commercial. The Neighborhood 
Commercial use classification encourages mixed use development with a strong 
emphasis on pedestrian connections and small scaled retail; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Steamboat Springs Area Community Area Plan supports 

properly designed, infill development that achieves quality mixed-use 
neighborhoods by compatible character and scale with the surrounding 
neighborhood; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Steamboat Springs has 

considered the same and recommended approval of the rezoning; and finds that 
the request is in compliance with all of the rezoning criteria of Section 26-62(d) of 
the Community Development Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs has 

considered the Planning Commission recommendation and finds that the request is 
in compliance with all of the rezoning criteria of Section 26-62(d) of the Community 
Development Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council considers that it is in the public interest to 

rezone the subject property in accordance with the provisions of this Ordinance. 
 

Walton Creek Park Estates – Skyview ZMA  1 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. The City Council specifically finds that the procedures for an 
Official Zoning Map Amendment within the City of Steamboat Springs as prescribed 
in Chapter 26 of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, have been 
fulfilled, and the Council hereby approves the rezoning for the subject property as 
set forth below. The City Council also finds that this ordinance is necessary for the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community. 

 
Section 2. Pursuant to Chapter 26, Art. III, Div. 2, Section 26-62 of the 

Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, a portion of Lot 10A, Walton Creek 
Park Estates is hereby rezoned from MF-3 (Multi-Family Three, High Density) to CN 
(Commercial Neighborhood). 

 
Section 3. In accordance with Chapter 26, Art. III, Div.2, Section 26-62 

of the Steamboat Springs Revised Municipal Code, the Director of Planning Services 
is hereby directed to modify and amend the Official Zoning Map of the City to 
indicate the zoning specified above. 

 
Section 4. All ordinances heretofore passed and adopted by the City 

Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado, are hereby repealed to the 
extent that said ordinances, or parts, thereof, are in conflict herewith.  

 
Section 5. If any section, subsection, clause, phrase or provision of this 

Ordinance is, or the application thereof to any person or circumstance, shall to any 
extent, be held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or 
unconstitutional, the remaining sections, subsections, clauses, phrases and 
provisions of this Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance, shall remain in full force and shall in no way be affected, impaired or 
invalidated. 

 
Section 6. The City Council hereby finds, determines and declares that 

this Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 
health and safety. 

 
Section 7. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon the 

expiration of five (5) days from and after its publication following final passage, as 
provided in Section 7.6 (h) of the Steamboat Springs Home Rule Charter.  
 

Walton Creek Park Estates – Skyview ZMA  2 
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INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED published, as provided by law, by the 
City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs, at its regular meeting held on the  
_____ day of ________________, 2010. 
 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
 
 
 

 FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this ___ day of 
_____________, 2010. 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Cari Hermacinski, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
                
 
FROM:    Wendy DuBord, Deputy City Manager (Ext. 219) 
 
THROUGH:   Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 218 
 
DATE:    Dec. 21, 2010 
 
ITEM:     Economic Development update 
 
NEXT STEP:    Council Direction on next steps to develop specific economic 

development projects, incentives, policies, programs  
                
 
                            x    DIRECTION 
                   x     INFORMATION 
                
 
I.    REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
In response to the special Council meeting on November 9, staff is working to develop ideas, 
projects, programs and incentives to stimulate the local economy and assist local businesses.  We 
seek Council direction on contracting with a consultant to develop your plan/strategy to provide 
direct and indirect assistance to local businesses. 
 
 
II.   RECOMMENDED ACTION/NEXT STEP: 
 
Staff presents the attached draft matrix of current and proposed short and long term economic 
development tasks and strategies.  Staff does not recommend hiring an economic development staff 
person or spending money on overhead for another EDC agency to do this work.  We believe a 
simple program can be developed and administered in house with minimal impact to staff. 
 
 
III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
No additional financial impacts at this time; however, the City has spent the following in 2010 on 
various economic stimuli, contracts, purchases, contributions, direct incentives or new services to 
benefit local businesses and the community: 
 
1. Direct incentive payment to ACZ:    $     40,000 
2. Late night Transit Service downtown (during ski season): $     45,000 
3. YTD contracts, major purchases with local businesses: $8,930,000 
4. Contributions to non-profits, Chamber Marketing:  $1,230,000 
   Total:                $10,245,000 
 
Does City Council wish to hire a consultant to facilitate developing a city business assistance 
strategy?  If yes, staff recommends the consultant individually interview every Council Member and 

AGENDA ITEM # 11a
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a select group of business people to develop the strategy that does not duplicate efforts of other EDC 
groups and provides the most benefits from available city resources. 
 Cost:   $30,000 (estimated) 
 Source:  Reserves or other budget account as directed by Council. 
 
 
VI.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Based on City Council’s current Goals and Objectives of improving the local economy and job 
creation as well as direction from the November 9 special Council Meeting, staff has developed the 
attached draft matrix of short and long-term economic development activities. 
 
Many other Colorado communities have economic development departments, agencies/committees 
and provide a wide variety of projects, programs, incentives, etc.  I contacted the City of Boulder 
Business Assistance Director, Liz Hanson and I have attached some information regarding their 
programs, incentives, etc.  Boulder currently funds approximately $350,000/year for their incentive 
program and usually funds 7-8 businesses through sales/use tax rebates, permit fees, plant 
investment fees, etc. 
 
 
V.   LEGAL  ISSUES: 
 
In the case of direct incentives, staff assumes Council wants some kind of agreement which will be 
reviewed and approved by the Legal Department.   
 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
Conflicts may arise with the rebate of Use and Excise Tax and the impact to financial resources.  
Other local businesses may request similar rebates which may be a positive move.  Some local 
businesses may see such incentives as an unfair competitive advantage.  Staff is working on 
developing guidelines, policies, and a standard contract to provide a framework for providing 
incentive payments.  Staff does not recommend hiring an economic development staff person or 
spending money on staff overhead for another EDC agency.   
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
Staff requests Council feedback on the following; 

1. Provide direction on whether to contract with a consultant to review the matrix, prioritize 
efforts and create a Business Assistance Strategy appropriate for city resources vs other EDC 
efforts.- Budget $30,000. 

2. Review the attached program/action matrix and ask questions and/or give feedback on any 
changes, additions, etc. 

3. Review the program information from the City of Boulder and provide feedback or ask 
questions on that program. 

4. Provide direction on any other issues Council wishes staff to pursue. 
5. Is Council willing to allocate financial resources for incentives or micro-loans or grants? 
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If Council Members have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Wendy DuBord (ext. 219) 
or Deb Hinsvark (ext. 240). 
 
Cc: Tony Lettunich, City Attorney 
 Deb Hinsvark, Finance Director 
 Anne Small, Purchasing/Contracting Manager 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1. City of Boulder, Colorado’s Flexible Rebate Incentive Program. 
Attachment 2. City of Boulder, Colorado’s Flexible Rebate Incentive Program – application form. 
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A Plan for Economic Development/Steamboat Springs, Colorado 
 
On November 9, 2010 the Steamboat Springs City Council held a special public meeting with 
the City’s business community.  Business owners and operators were invited to provide 
comment identifying actions that Council might take to encourage and support commercial 
activity in Steamboat.  Many ideas were proposed ranging from very tangible ideas that could be 
immediately implemented to ongoing financial support ideas and longer-term asset management 
ideas.  This report is intended to segregate the ideas and provide a plan to move these ideas to the 
next level of implementation.  
 
It should be noted that while all of the ideas presented were good ones, they all require financial 
resources to accomplish, and financial resources are limited.  The aim of future economic 
development strategy is to prioritize and focus resources on the items that will provide the best 
chance that long term economic development goals will be achieved.    
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Low Hanging Fruit 
Some of the recommendations for support of current businesses are of a nature that they can be 
immediately implemented.  The following matrix includes these short-term or immediate ideas 
and their resolutions. 
 
 

Business Community Recommendation City Resolution 
The noise ordinance is confusing and has a 
very low sound limit.  The City needs to 
simplify and clarify the ordinance and increase 
the sound limit which according to the business 
owner can be surpassed by the rush of the 
Yampa River.  

The Planning Director is reviewing.  Baseline 
noise monitoring is complete. 

The City can provide late night public 
transportation from town to the mountain.  
This would enable tourists to enjoy the 
downtown night life until closing time without 
waiting in the cold for a taxi or other ride.  
Tourists would be pleased and there would be 
less noise and chicanery after hours. 

Council approved the funds necessary, 
approximately $45K, to extend public 
transportation from its current end time of 1am 
to 2:20 pm from December 16 to April 1.   

The City’s peddler’s license is only $25, but 
the cost to review and approve the license is 
$1500.  Perhaps that is unintended and should 
be reviewed. 

The Planning Director is reviewing.   A 
conditional use permit for temporary 
businesses with little overhead has an impact 
on existing businesses. 

The City could snowplow downtown business 
sidewalks. (This idea came in a phone call after 
the meeting.) 

Referred to Management Team.  This would 
impact the budget and is an appropriate task 
for the downtown BID to tackle. 

It was suggested that we could create a 
program that would “loan” funds to 
homeowners to place solar panels on their 
homes and create a special purpose property 
tax to enable the repayment.  This would create 
some interim commerce for the construction 
industry. 

This task might fit well inside one of the longer 
goals and will be considered as those goals are 
determined. 

Support the Quizno’s Bike Tour efforts. City has budgeted $35,000 support funds in 
2011 and will manage the finances for the host 
committee, and provide in-kind support for the 
event. 
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On-Going Financial Support Directly to Business 
The City recently determined to provide economic incentive funds to a local industry in order to 
support its endeavors to expand and provide additional professional level job opportunities in the 
City.   The advice given by the business community was to ensure that jobs created were of a 
professional nature.  Micro-loans were also suggested.  There is work to be done on both of these 
ideas which are listed on the matrix below. 
 

Business Community Recommendation City Resolution 
Continue incentive payments, but ensure 
professional level jobs are created. 

The City needs to develop a set of criteria for 
providing incentive payments, and must begin 
to budget for this effort.  A budget and policies 
could be created for this now. 

Provide Micro-Loans/Grants The Director of Finance is reviewing.  Criteria 
and procedures must be established for making 
loans or grants.   

 
 
Long-Term Plan  
The City and its business community understand that tourism is a major industry of the City, and 
Steamboat’s quality of life is an attraction to both tourist and non-tourist related businesses.  
Many location neutral businesses locate in Steamboat after the principal has made a trip to 
Steamboat and discovered its attractions.  Additionally, today’s technology makes it possible for 
the sole practitioner professional to live and work in Steamboat.  As noted before, all ideas are 
good ones, but these longer term ideas require a significant pledge of resources.  With limited 
resources, it makes sense to prioritize our actions and focus our efforts and resources.  It is 
suggested that the City consult an economic development facilitator to assist with a long term 
strategy that would better define the long-term issues which are listed on the matrix below. 
 

Business Community Recommendation City Resolution 
Understand our tourist assets, inventory and 
prioritize them.  Measure their value to 
economic development.  Create a CIP plan to 
increase them while ensuring maintenance, 
improvement or retirement of current assets.  
“Seed new, but understand what we have.” 

These remain blank. 

Understand City revenue sources.  A 
sustainable revenue for the City is an important 
component of economic development. 

 

Understand just who the Steamboat tourist is 
and how to market to specific individuals.  

Chamber visitor surveys. 

Invest in the infrastructure needed to support 
an active technology industry and those who 
rely on technology to live and work here. 

Grants. 

Determine if there is really a need to diversify, 
or whether the City’s best plan is to be a 
community constructed for tourists. 

 

Review current marketing efforts.  City needs 
it’s own marketing plan – more positive PR.   

 

Become Bike Town USA.  Master plan for  
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cycling. 
Master plan for the Yampa.  
Free City from MACRO economy of 
nation/globe. 

 

Role for non-profits in economic development? 
 Request to recognize them as businesses. 

 

Understand our workforce housing needs and 
accommodate. 
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2010 Contracts/Purchase with Local Contractors/Vendors 
 
46 contracts (out of a total of 76 contracts for construction or other services) 61%  
Value $8,930,000 (out of a total value of $12,275,000)   73% 
 
Major projects (> $100,000): 
 

• Base Area Improvements 
• Spring Creek Improvements  
• Copper Mountain Estates Water Main Replacement 
• Polishing Pond Emergency Liner Replacement  
• Bar Screen Replacement  
• Downtown Bus Shelters  
• Rehder Building Trusses Reinforcement 
• 2010 Sidewalk Improvements 
• US 40 Underpass Trail Connector 
• South Trail Extension 
• Fire Fuels Mitigation 
• Paving Program 

 
Smaller projects (< $100,000): 
 

• Mountain Fire Kitchen Remodel 
• Little Toots Family Restroom 
• Community Center Photovoltaic System 
• Crack Seal Program 
• More Barn Stabilization 
• Design Services for: 

• West Lincoln Park pedestrian bridge 
• Walton Creek Park & Ride 
• K38 Jump Hill Improvements 
• Nordic Ski Trail 

Total  $8,019,125 
Annual Services: 

• Landscape Maintenance   $  60,000 
• HVAC Maintenance    $  65,000 
• Biosolids Compositing and Hauling  $150,000 
• Golf Pro Services    $379,000 
• Jump Hill Maintenance    $  30,000 
• Howelsen Lodge janitorial   $  30,000 
• On-Call Surveying    $  15,000 
• Copier Machines & Maintenance  $  45,000 
• Portable Toilets     $  10,000 
 

Total  $754,000 
Regular Purchases: 
    2009   2010 YTD 
Office Supplies   28,312  26,526 
Vehicle Parts   39,685  38,602  
Janitorial Supplies  47,493  37,642 
Advertising   65,831  54,105  

Total  $156,875 
 

Total 2010 Local Purchases & Contracts  $8,930,000 
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Major contracts with non-local contractors/vendors:  
 

• McKinstry – Energy Efficiency Improvements   
o 85% subcontracted to local contractors (Central Electric, Major Heating & Christmas Décor) 

 
• Armstrong Consultants – Airport engineer 

 
• Wenk – Base Area Project 

o 30% subcontracted to local firm for civil engineering 
 

• JBCM - Base Area Construction Oversight 
o Leased local condo for project duration 
o Hired local intern 

 
• Westmatic – Gantry Bus Washing System 

 
• Browns Hills – Bar Screen replacement engineer 

 
• Caselle – Accounting Software 

 
• Red Oak Consulting – Utility Rate Study  

 
• Jacobs Engineering – Documented Categorical Exclusion Study 

 
• PBS&J – Signal Timing  

 
• Rocky Mountain Enterprises – Striping Program 
 
• Prinoth – Snow Groomer 

 
Total Non-Local Contracts- $3,345,000 

 
  
 
 
 

11a-9



Advertisement

EDjEconomic Development Journal 
THE IEDC

Volume 8 / Number 3 / Summer 2009734 15th Street, NW Suite 900 • Washington, DC 20005

City of Boulder, Colorado’s, 
Flexible Rebate Incentive Program 

By Liz Hanson 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT THROUGH SUSTAINABILITY
This article describes the origin, economic impact, and effectiveness of the city of Boulder, 

Colorado’s, flexible rebate incentive program, first adopted in October 2006.  
In order to qualify, companies verify compliance with community and environmental sustainability 

guidelines.  Including these guidelines was key to City Council support and adoption of 
Boulder’s first business incentive program.  For 2008 and 2009, the guidelines were revised 

and expanded. This is the only business incentive plan in the country that is specifically 
tied to compliance with community sustainability guidelines and policies.

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH PARTNERS (EDRP) PROGRAM
Economic Development Research Partners Program membership opens doors to concepts and schemes
that assist economic development professionals in operating at a higher level. 

AIMS OF THE EDRP Through the EDRP Program, IEDC is taking its mission to a new level, assist-
ing practitioners to successfully compete in the global economy and increase prosperity for communities
at an accelerated pace, empowering ED professionals to better define their vision and voice.

METHODS AND BENEFITS OF THE EDRP PROGRAM The Partners meet 4 times a 
year, sometimes with experts in the field, to coordinate activities and focus agendas on pertinent and 
practical issues.  This innovative program provides an incredible opportunity to strengthen the 
communities in which we operate and the profession as a whole.

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
RESEARCH PARTNERS (EDRP) PROGRAM 

DESIGNATED FOR INNOVATIVE LEADERS 
IN THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION on membership details, 
please contact: Mary Helen Cobb, Director of 

Membership and Development at 
202-942-9460 or 

mcobb@iedconline.org

Attachment 1
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Tokyo. San Francisco. Chicago.  Berkeley.  Boulder.
Boulder is one of those cities that now goes by one
name. Boulder has come to be known for certain things.
The distinctive “flatirons” mountain backdrop.  The
outdoor pedestrian Pearl Street Mall.  The University
of Colorado.  High tech and natural foods companies.
Progressive planning and open space policies.  And
being a bit, well, different.  One thing Boulder hasn’t
been known for is its economic development. Boulder
doesn’t call it economic development – instead: “eco-
nomic vitality.”  So when the city of Boulder won a
2008 IEDC Award for Excellence ( in the category of
“Sustainable and Green Development”), even Harvard
called, inviting an application for its Innovations in
American Government Award.  What is Boulder doing
that is so different again?

BOULDER AND ECONOMIC VITALITY
oulder’s Economic Vitality
Program is a relatively new part
of city government.  Economic
development was not an identi-
fied function of the city until

2003, when $2.9 million in urban
renewal bond reserve funds were set
aside for a five-year “Economic Vitality”
program. The program was continued
through 2009 and funding is now being
planned for 2010 and ongoing years. 

For many years, there was a local and regional
perception that Boulder had an attitude toward
business that was either “ambivalent” or “anti-busi-
ness.”  The city’s efforts of the past six years,
including the funding of a proactive and growing
Economic Vitality Program, show that Boulder
actively supports the retention and expansion of

existing local businesses and maintains a positive
business climate. 

Primary employers such as manufacturing and
research/development companies, as well as the
University of Colorado, federal laboratories, retail
businesses, arts and culture, and tourism all play
strong roles in the Boulder economy. A goal of
Boulder's Economic Vitality Program is to leverage
all of these components of our community to build
a sustainable economic base to support the quality
of life the Boulder community desires. To learn
more about Boulder’s Economic Vitality program,

city of boulder, colorado’s, 
FLEXIBLE REBATE INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
By Liz Hanson 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT THROUGH SUSTAINABILITY
This article describes the origin, economic impact, and effectiveness of the city of Boulder, Colorado’s, flexible
rebate incentive program, first adopted in October 2006.  In order to qualify, companies verify compliance with
community and environmental sustainability guidelines.  Including these guidelines was key to City Council sup-
port and adoption of Boulder’s first business incentive program.  For 2008 and 2009, the guidelines were revised
and expanded. This is the only business incentive plan in the country that is specifically tied to compliance with
community sustainability guidelines and policies.

Liz Hanson is economic vitality
coordinator for the city of Boulder,
Colorado. (HansonL@bouldercol-
orado.gov)

Mountain views from the conference room of the award-winning OZ Architecture’s new offices
at Boulder’s Twenty Ninth Street retail district.

b
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please visit our web site at www.bouldercolorado.gov and
click “Business” at the top of the city’s home page.

In 2006, Boulder was the only municipality in the
region that did not offer some sort of business incentive
program.  The Boulder City Council discussed how over
the last five years Boulder had experienced a decline in
overall economic activity and an increased outflow of
local businesses moving to other cities. This trend con-
tributed to the loss in city revenues from sales and use
taxes as well as construction fees and taxes.  In this con-
text, Economic Vitality staff recommended the adoption
of four business incentives: 1) a flexible tax and fee
rebate program, 2) employee training assistance, 3) a
loan pool, and 4) a Boulder employee discount to city
parks and recreation facilities.  These incentives were
funded by the Economic Vitality budget and implement-
ed as a pilot program in 2007 to evaluate their impacts
and measure community acceptance.

Also in 2006, Boulder created a new business liaison
position.  This full-time staff member oversees the
Economic Vitality work program and provides general
assistance to existing and prospective Boulder business-
es, administers business outreach and incentive pro-
grams, oversees sponsorships, and assists businesses
with planning and development issues.

SUSTAINABILITY-BASED BUSINESS INCENTIVES
Boulder’s 2007 Pilot Business Incentive Program, later

refined for 2008 and 2009, was adopted to provide busi-
ness incentives to help primary employers invest in
Boulder by upgrading their facilities and equipment.
Aimed primarily at encouraging the growth and reten-
tion of homegrown companies in Boulder, it is flexible
enough to allow for recruitment of businesses deemed a
“perfect fit” for the community. 

The largest part of the incentive program, the flexible
rebate program, is designed to not only keep businesses
in Boulder, but to focus on retaining and attracting busi-
nesses with sustainable practices. In order to qualify for

consideration under the flexible rebate program, compa-
nies must verify compliance with Boulder’s community
and environmental sustainability guidelines.  The inclu-
sion of these guidelines was key to City Council support
and adoption of the incentive program.   Development
of community and environmental guidelines was done
in the context of the city of Boulder’s current communi-
ty sustainability policy and extensive green development
programs.  (See sidebars.)
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OVERVIEW OF CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO’S, 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY POLICY

From the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and the Social
Sustainability Strategic Plan:  The adopted Community
Sustainability Policy for Boulder, Colorado, is that the city and
county recognize:

• The critical interrelationships among economic, social and 
environmental health; 

• The way we produce, trade and consume impacts our 
ability to sustain natural resources; 

• Social and cultural equity and diversity creates valuable
human capital that contributes to the economy and 
environmental sustainability; 

• Planned physical development has an impact on social 
conditions and should be considered in community 
planning; and 

• The quality of environmental, economic and social health 
is built upon the full engagement and involvement of 
the community. 

The city and county seek to maintain and enhance the liv-
ability, health and vitality of the Boulder Valley and the natural
systems of which it is a part, now and in the long-term future. 

The city and county seek to preserve choices for future 
generations and to anticipate and adapt to changing community
needs and external influences. 

OVERVIEW OF CITY OF BOULDER 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS GREEN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

The city of Boulder’s Office of Environmental Affairs (OEA) provides leadership to achieve Boulder’s goals of environ-
mental sustainability and quality. Its mission is to prevent pollution, reduce resource consumption and promote environ-
mentally sustainable practices. OEA develops city policy, offers educational programs and partners with citizens, businesses,
and other organizations to protect Boulder's environment.  

Programs coordinated by OEA include efforts to increase recycling, promote energy efficiency and renewable energy,
and green building.  These programs are designed to not only promote environmental sustainability, but also work to cre-
ate an economically vital and progressive working environment by educating Boulder businesses and residents about both
the environmental and economic benefits of sustainability. Boulder’s programs include:

• Single Stream Recycling • 10 for Change Challenge 

• Curbside Composting • Solar Grant Fund

• Partners for a Clean Environment • Solar Sales and Use Tax Rebate

• Residential Energy Action Program • Income Qualified Weatherization

• ClimateSmart at Work • Green Points (building permit program)
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For Boulder, community sustainability is a philoso-
phy and framework to help the city make decisions by
looking at the long-term implications for the communi-
ty. The sustainability process integrates economic vitali-
ty, social equity and responsibility, and environmental
quality goals, and prioritizes work and resources based
on these goals and the values of the community. Known
locally as Boulder’s “three-legged stool,” community sus-
tainability is a practical and actively used policy frame-
work, rather than a theoretical concept.

BOULDER’S FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM
Under Boulder’s flexible rebate program, the city

manager along with Economic Vitality staff has the
authority to negotiate an incentive package to meet a
company’s specific needs. In 2007, $500,000 was
invested in tax/fee rebates to seven primary employers
ranging from $24,807 to $100,000.  In a constrained
budget environment in 2008, a total of $322,135 
in tax/fee rebates was approved for eight primary
employers.  The 2009 program is underway with a
$350,000 budget.

This program is reserved for primary employers
(defined as a business or organization which generates at
least 50 percent of its revenues from outside of Boulder
County).  The focus on primary employers is based on the
fact that these companies sell their products and services
on a regional, national, and international basis and bring
new money into the local economy.  Also, they typically
pay higher average salaries, enabling their employees to
support the local retail and service economy. 

To ensure that rebate recipients are contributing to a
sustainable community, City Council adopted sustain-
ability guidelines for the 2007 pilot program.  For 2008,
the Boulder City Council expanded the guidelines to
include community and environmental sustainability guide-
lines, in addition to the existing social sustainability guide-

lines.  The guideline options were further
expanded for the 2009 program.  

Sustainability incentive guidelines were devel-
oped that can provide significant social, environ-
mental, and economic benefits to Boulder busi-
nesses. City staff focused on areas that were con-
sidered to have potential for additional encourage-
ment or incentives to the business community.
Because each company is different and has differ-
ing abilities to meet certain guidelines, the
expanded 2009 program provides more flexibili-
ty to allow companies to choose the guidelines
that fit best. 

Applicants for the Flexible Rebate Program
complete an online application to verify compli-
ance with social, environmental, and community
sustainability guidelines by choosing a minimum
number of “points” and documenting compli-
ance in the areas listed below.  To review the
application, including eligibility requirements
and sustainability guidelines, please visit the 
city of Boulder web site at www.bouldercol-

orado.gov, click “Business” at the top of the home page,
and then “Business Incentive Programs” on the left.   

Social Sustainability: 

• Average wage requirement

• Health insurance

• Diversity support

• Non-profit support

• Dependent care

• Housing assistance

Environmental Sustainability: 

• Energy:  Energy assessment, “10 for Change Challenge”
(a local program to support energy use reduction by 10
percent over a year), energy savings training, and
renewable energy (credits or installation) 

• Waste Reduction:  Recycling program, zero waste pro-
gram, and environmental purchasing policy 
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This program is reserved for primary employers
(defined as a business or organization which generates 

at least 50 percent of its revenues from outside of 
Boulder County).  The focus on primary employers 
is based on the fact that these companies sell their 
products and services on a regional, national, and 

international basis and bring new money into the local
economy.  Also, they typically pay higher average 
salaries, enabling their employees to support the 

local retail and service economy. 

In 2006, one of the world’s hottest ad agencies, Crispin Porter + Bogusky, opened a
new office in Boulder.  The office has grown to 525 employees in three years.  CP+B’s
client list includes Burger King, American Express OPEN, Domino’s, Microsoft, Old
Navy, and Volkswagen.
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• Energy Certifications:  Local certification program or
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design) ratings

• Transportation:  Employee commute trip reduction
program, bus pass / transit program, and financial
incentives for transit costs or subsidies

Community Sustainability: 

• Business practices that further the city’s policies relat-
ed to sustainability

• Buying in Boulder:  Purchasing a minimum of 25 per-
cent of its total goods and services (based on value)
from businesses located in the city of Boulder. 

Under this program, employers are not eligible for a
rebate until they have made their investment and paid
the applicable taxes or fees to the city.  To maximize flex-
ibility and impact, the program covers a wide range of
fees and taxes charged by the city including:

– permit and development review fees 

– construction use taxes

– use taxes paid on durable goods such as equip-
ment, furnishings, and computers.

If awarded, companies must sign a rebate agreement
with the city agreeing to maintain a business presence in
Boulder for a minimum of three years from receipt of the
incentive as well as agreeing to comply with the commu-
nity sustainability guidelines identified in the company’s

application for a period of three years.  Companies may
request that the city manager approve rebates of taxes
and fees paid in the current year and estimated taxes and
fees for the following two years.  However, rebate funds
are paid to a company only at the time that receipts are
submitted. Receipts may be submitted in “batches,” e.g.
on a quarterly basis.

THE COMPANIES
In 2007, seven Boulder primary employers were

awarded rebates totaling $500,000.  All seven companies
signed rebate agreements and six of the seven have com-
pleted submittal of receipts for the total amount of their
rebate approval.  In 2008, the second year of Boulder’s
flexible rebate program, $322,135 in tax/fee rebates were
awarded.  It is interesting to note that the 2008 recipi-

ents are generally smaller companies than the 2007
applicants (in terms of number of employees and overall
revenues). Ten applications were received and two were
withdrawn.  The 2009 program is in process with six
applications and three approvals.  The 2008 and 2009
recipients are in the process of signing rebate agreements
and submitting receipts for issuance of rebate funds.  

The list of rebate recipients has reflected the variety of
Boulder’s primary employers in size and industry, with
clusters in high technology, natural and organic foods,
“active living,” and clean technology / renewal energy
companies.  Many are “homegrown” companies that had
their start in Boulder and are now thriving and growing,
expanding in new Boulder locations.  In the first three
years of the flexible rebate program, companies
approved for rebates include:

– Larger employers: IBM, Ball Aerospace, advertis-
ing agency Crispin Porter + Bogusky, financial
software company Wall Street on Demand

– Energy companies: Namasté Solar and Siemens
(opened the first U.S. wind power research facility
in Boulder in 2008)

– Technology and software companies: Rally
Software, Solekai Systems, HP LeftHand
Networks, VisionLink, Advanced Thin Films
(optics)

– Natural food companies: Chocolove and Seth
Ellis Chocolatier

– Compostable distribution company:
Eco-Products

– Publishing company: Mountain Sports Media

If awarded, companies must sign 
a rebate agreement with the city agreeing 
to maintain a business presence in Boulder 
for a minimum of three years from receipt 

of the incentive as well as agreeing 
to comply with the community 

sustainability guidelines identified in the company’s 
application for a period of three years.

A new $1.15 million clean room at
Advanced Thin Films, a precision optics
company that moved to Boulder in 2008.
The company offsets all of its 
electricity consumption with purchased
wind energy credits.

Eco-Products, 
a distributor of 
compostable products, expanded and relocated to Boulder

facility which features one of the largest solar power 
installations in Boulder County.
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– Architectural firm: Oz Architecture

– Active living gear company: Sea to Summit

– Nonprofit organization 
(national radio broadcasts): eTown

See Table 1 for a list of all flexible rebate companies
and the rebates approved.

A report by the Boulder Economic Council on the
2007 pilot flexible rebate program concluded that while
the incentives may not have been the sole factor in the
companies’ decisions to remain in Boulder or to
expand/renovate their facilities, the incentives were a sig-
nificant part of those decisions.  In several cases, it could
be considered as the “tipping point.”  This program
helped these companies determine that Boulder wanted
them as community members, valued their contributions
in sustainability, and made it worthwhile to invest here.
Following are some quotes from these companies.

• “We’re thrilled to be approved for participation in this
program and pleased to be staying in Boulder as it is
the ‘Silicon Valley’ of storage, which aligns nicely with
our business.” – John Hillyard, chief financial officer,
LeftHand Networks (now HP LeftHand)

• “Boulder has widespread name recognition among
“foodies,” and it was our desire from the start to have
a Boulder address.  Having the city’s support and
interest as we’ve created a world-class chocolate pro-
duction facility has helped us work smarter and
faster, with fewer false starts. This is a wonderfully
supportive community for our business, and we’re
pleased to call Boulder our home.” – Rick Levine,
manager and a founder,  Seth Ellis Chocolatier

• “We’re a Boulder company at heart and we’re grateful
that the city of Boulder was able to offer these incen-
tives to keep our headquarters here. Community
involvement and sustainability are both incredibly
important aspects of our culture. Our employees have
led us to divert about 800 gallons of composting and
contributed 800 volunteer hours in the first half of
2008. We’re proud that the city’s incentives rewarded
us for being a good corporate citizen.” – Tim Miller,
CEO, Rally Software

• “It was very important to us to keep our main office
in Boulder.  If it weren't for the city's flexible rebate
program, it would have been difficult for us to accom-
plish this. We plan to utilize the rebate funds to pur-
sue LEED Gold certification for our building and set
a positive example for the Boulder community. We’re
so happy to be staying in Boulder – there’s no place
we’d rather be!” – Blake Jones, CEO and president,
Namasté Solar

• “Since Eco-Products grew up in Boulder, it is impor-
tant for us to remain here.  The Economic Vitality
Plan allows us to remain a part of this vibrant com-
munity.” – Steve Savage, CEO, Eco-Products.

• “The 2008 business incentive program rebate is
allowing us to make our office a better place for our
employees to work, and our employees are the reason

2007

LeftHand Networks Software/Tech $80,698

Crispin Porter + Bogusky Advertising $100,000

Mountain Sports Media Publishing $44,917

IBM Computer Services $100,000

Ball Aerospace Aerospace Tech $100,000

Solekai Systems Digital Engineering $24,807.06

OZ Architecture Architecture $49,577.94

TOTAL APPROVED $500,000

2008

Advanced Thin Films Optics $50,000

Siemens Power Generation Wind Energy Research $50,000

Seth Ellis Chocolatier Food Manufacturer $39,514

Wall Street On Demand Software $50,000

Rally Software Software $50,000

Namasté Solar Solar Energy $29,086

Eco-Products Compostable Distribution $29,000

Chocolove Food Manufacturer $24,535

TOTAL APPROVED $322,135

2009

Sea to Summit Wholesale Distribution $10,820

VisionLink Software $10,230

eTown Nonprofit Radio Broadcast $50,000

IBM Computer Services Pending

Boulder Beer Manufacturer Pending

ProStor Systems Data Storage Pending

TOTAL APPROVED AS OF 8/1/09 $71,050

TABLE 1
CITY OF BOULDER’S FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM
LIST OF COMPANIES AND REBATES APPROVED
2007 – 2009

Namasté Solar’s staff at the company’s newly remodeled building in North Boulder
(LEED Gold certification pending). 
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we are in Boulder in the first place.” –  Jessica Pappas,
director of administration, Wall Street On Demand 

• “This is a great example of the city’s effort to help
attract and retain businesses within the city limits.
With this rebate, the city of Boulder clearly acknowl-
edges that the nonprofit and arts community play a
significant role in the economic health and vibrancy
of the city.  For a small nonprofit like eTown, this is a
big and expensive undertaking, and this rebate is
especially appreciated.” – Nick Forster, president and
CEO, eTown

RETURN ON INVESTMENT:  
CONTRIBUTION TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

2007 Program

The city of Boulder contracted with the Boulder
Economic Council (an arm of the Boulder Chamber) to
calculate the return on investment for the $500,000 in
city tax and fee rebates awarded to seven primary
employers in 2007 and the $322,135 invested in eight
companies in 2008.  The report, presented to the
Boulder City Council on April 22, 2008, found that the
city will recoup a net $6.1 million over a three-year peri-
od. In other words, for every one dollar invested in
rebate incentives, the city will recoup an aggregate
$14.41 on a current-cash-flow basis.  

The sustainability benefits were also assessed: 

• All of the recipients have some level of philanthropic
involvement with the community. These efforts range
from fund-raising drives and direct help to non-prof-

its in getting the work done to significant donations.
An overview of the specific philanthropic involve-
ment was documented in the Boulder Economic
Council report.

• All of the companies had a directive toward lessening
their impact on the environment.  Several rebate
awards went directly towards “green” construction
projects, including IBM’s $89 million “green” data
center and a LEED silver certified tenant finish for OZ
Architecture.

2008 Program

The Boulder Economic Council’s analysis of the
return on investment for the 2008 program finds a
$6.31 return for every one dollar invested in rebate
incentives.  There are several reasons why this rate of
return is lower than the 2007 program:

• On average, the companies are smaller (in number of
employees and total revenue) than the 2007 rebate
recipients.  The largest company, Wall Street on
Demand, has the highest total return of $23.10.  

• A company like Siemens Wind Power has a lower
total return ($0.70) due to its small size and low cap-
ital investment.  However, attracting Siemens’ first
U.S. wind power research facility to Boulder will like-
ly result in a spin-off effect of drawing additional
companies with “green” jobs and research.

• The 2008 rebate program invested directly in several
companies whose main mission focuses on sustain-
ability efforts.  Siemens, Namasté Solar, and Eco-
Products fall in this category.

LESSONS LEARNED

Evolving Program

Since the 2007 pilot, the Flexible Rebate Program has
been modified and refined each year based on city staff
experience administering the program and on feedback
from companies that have used it.  Company comments
and input have been critical to the development of each
year’s eligibility requirements and sustainability guide-
lines.  Past and current rebate applicants have been a
yardstick as to whether compliance with draft guidelines
was achievable or too onerous.  

Since the 2007 pilot, the Flexible Rebate Program
has been modified and refined each year based on

city staff experience administering the program
and on feedback from companies that have used

it.  Company comments and input have been criti-
cal to the development of each year’s eligibility

requirements and sustainability guidelines.  
Past and current rebate applicants have been a
yardstick as to whether compliance with draft

guidelines was achievable or too onerous.  

A worker prepares raspberry chocolate ganache at Seth Ellis Chocolatier
of Boulder, a small organic chocolate manufacturer. 
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During development of the 2009 guidelines, smaller
companies said that the proposed expanded list of
guidelines would have given them more flexibility and
options.  Also, the city modified the definition of “pri-
mary employer” in 2008 – threshold changed from 75
percent to 50 percent of revenues from outside Boulder
County – after working with two small businesses that
were just below the 75 percent threshold but were grow-
ing primary employers making significant investment in
their facilities.  Staff research showed that if communi-
ties used any revenue threshold in their primary
employer definitions, it was usually 50 percent. 

What Works

In a community that can be wary of economic devel-
opment efforts, there are several factors that help make
this program successful:

– It is a rebate program. No funds are distributed
to businesses unless taxes and/or fees are paid and
receipts submitted.

– It is a broad business retention tool.
Sometimes, the existence of the program brings
businesses to the attention of Economic Vitality
staff. The program may learn of a company con-
sidering consolidation, expansion, or relocation
that would not have otherwise contacted the city.

– It is a tipping point. The dollar amount of a
rebate approval may not be the deciding factor.
To a business deciding whether to leave or stay or
expand in Boulder, a financial incentive can be an
important consideration and an indication that
the city values its presence and investment.  
City rebates have also helped leverage state of
Colorado incentives.

– Businesses demonstrate sustainability.
Discussed further below, the sustainability guide-
lines ensure that the city is investing in businesses
that share the sustainability goals of the city.  In
fact, in many applications, Boulder businesses
“brag” about the extent of their sustainability
efforts and programs.

– It is a reasonable city investment. With annual
budgets ranging from $350,000 to $500,000,
Boulder may budget less for incentives than other
communities.  However, this budget is a “comfort
level” in the context of the overall city budget 
and priorities. 

Economic Development Through Sustainability

The Flexible Rebate Program helps the city’s businesses
meet community goals and be more sustainable in their
business practices. As businesses throughout the com-
munity get more information about the rebate program,
it increases the awareness of the city’s programs to help
both businesses and residents develop sustainable prac-
tices. Even if businesses review the rebate program and
do not apply, they learn about these city services. 

Having criteria based on the community’s sustainabil-
ity values demonstrates to the residents and employees
in the community that the value of sustainable practices

The Flexible Rebate Program 
helps the city’s businesses meet 

community goals and be more sustainable
in their business practices. As businesses

throughout the community get 
more information about the rebate 
program, it increases the awareness 
of the city’s programs to help both 

businesses and residents develop 
sustainable practices. Even if 

businesses review the rebate program 
and do not apply, they learn 

about these city services.

Two Ball Aerospace workers in the newly constructed 50-foot-tall high bay
clean room, used to assemble taller satellites and aerospace equipment. 
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and products is recognized and the city is working to
incorporate these elements in programs, policies, and
decision-making.  Inclusion of these sustainability
guidelines is critical to City
Council and public accept-
ance of the incentive 
program, particularly in a
community where many resi-
dents have concerns that city
funds could be better spent
than providing rebates to
companies. 

This program can be used as an example for and is
easily transferable to other communities looking to cre-
ate or develop incentive programs tied to social and

environmental sustainability goals. Sustainability guide-
lines can be customized according to each community’s
priorities and local programs. Boulder Economic Vitality

staff regularly receives inquiries from other communities
that want to learn more about the program, as they
develop or revise their own incentive options.  

This program can be used as an example for and is easily transferable to other
communities looking to create or develop incentive programs tied to social

and environmental sustainability goals. Sustainability guidelines can be 
customized according to each community’s priorities and local programs.

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH PARTNERS (EDRP) PROGRAM
Economic Development Research Partners Program membership opens doors to concepts and schemes
that assist economic development professionals in operating at a higher level. 

AIMS OF THE EDRP Through the EDRP Program, IEDC is taking its mission to a new level, assist-
ing practitioners to successfully compete in the global economy and increase prosperity for communities
at an accelerated pace, empowering ED professionals to better define their vision and voice.

METHODS AND BENEFITS OF THE EDRP PROGRAM The Partners meet 4 times a 
year, sometimes with experts in the field, to coordinate activities and focus agendas on pertinent and 
practical issues.  This innovative program provides an incredible opportunity to strengthen the 
communities in which we operate and the profession as a whole.

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
RESEARCH PARTNERS (EDRP) PROGRAM 

DESIGNATED FOR INNOVATIVE LEADERS 
IN THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION on membership details, 
please contact: Mary Helen Cobb, Director of 

Membership and Development at 
202-942-9460 or 

mcobb@iedconline.org
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CITY OF BOULDER 
FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM 
BUSINESS INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

2010  
 

C i t y  o f  B o u l d e r  E c o n o m i c  V i t a l i t y  
P . O .  B o x  7 9 1  B o u l d e r ,  C O  8 0 3 0 6 - 0 7 9 1  

t e l :  ( 3 0 3 )  4 4 1 - 3 2 8 7   f a x :  ( 7 2 0 )  5 6 4 - 2 1 8 8  
w w w . b o u l d e r c o l o r a d o . g o v / e c o n o m i c _ v i t a l i t y  

1 

 
 
Company Information  
 
Company Name:_________________________________ 
 
Contact Person:__________________________________ 
 
Title:___________________________________________ 
 
Address:________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________ 
 

 
Phone: (___) ____-________ 
 
Fax:     (___) ____-______ 
 
E-mail:_________________________________________ 
 
Web site:_______________________________________ 

 
Parent Company Information (if different from Company Information) 
 
Company Name:_________________________________ 
 
Contact Person:__________________________________ 
 
Title:___________________________________________ 
 
Address:________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________ 
 

 
Phone: (___) ____-______ 
 
Fax:     (___) ____-______ 
 
E-mail:_________________________________________ 
 
Web site:_______________________________________ 
 

 
General Company Information  
 
Type of Industry:_________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________ 
 
City of Boulder Business License No.: 
 
______________________________________________ 

 
Number of Employees:   
 
                          In Boulder:_________________________ 
 
                          Total:_____________________________ 
 

 
Flexible Rebate Request  
 
Type of Tax or Fee:  
(e.g. building permit fee, construction use tax, 
use on capital expenditures) 
 
(1)___________________________________ 
 
(2)___________________________________ 
 
(3)___________________________________ 
 
(4)___________________________________ 
 

 
Amount:  
(include total rebate requested) 
 
 
(1)_________________________ 
 
(2)_________________________ 
 
(3)_________________________ 
 
(4)__________________________ 
 

 
Date Paid or Expected: 
 
 
 
(1)______________________ 
 
(2)______________________ 
 
(3)______________________ 
 
(4)______________________ 
 

 
 
 

City Use Only    1/5/10 
 
Date Rec’d:  

 
 
 
 

 

 
       By: 

 
 
 

 

 

Attachment 2
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CITY OF BOULDER 
FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM 
BUSINESS INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

2010 
 
 

2 

 

Total Number of Employees Total Number of Employees  
Living in Boulder 

2010:  

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

2011 (projected): 

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

2012 (projected):  

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

2010:  

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

2011 (projected): 

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

2012 (projected):  

          Full time: _______ Part time: ______ 

 

Capital Expenditures 
Value of fixed assets purchased in 
years shown for Boulder facilities  

(computers, office furniture, equipment) 

Facility Improvements  
Value of new construction, expansion,  
or remodeling of company’s Boulder 

facilities 

 

2010: _______________________________ 

2011 (projected): _____________________ 

2012 (projected): _____________________ 

 

2010: __________________________________ 

2011 (projected): ________________________ 

2012 (projected): ________________________ 

 

Local Sales 
Value of retail sales by company  

within City of Boulder 

Average Compensation 
(Full Time Employees) 

 
 

2010: _______________________________ 

2011 (projected): _____________________ 

2012 (projected): _____________________ 

 

 

2010: _______________________________ 

2011 (projected): _____________________ 

2012 (projected): _____________________ 

 

Average Compensation 
(Part Time Employees) 

 
 

2010: _______________________________ 

2011 (projected): _____________________ 

2012 (projected): _____________________ 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM 
BUSINESS INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

2010 
 
 

3 

 
 

Requirements and Guidelines 
 

Please complete the attached checklist for general eligibility requirements and community 
sustainability guidelines.  The checklist includes areas for the company to include written 
statements addressing compliance with each selected guideline.  Please be as specific as 
possible and attach additional pages (e.g. a cover letter or addendum) as necessary.  Also 
please tell your company’s “story,” including a description of proposed construction 
projects, expansion, equipment investment, and/or relocation plans. 

 
 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
(This certification must be completed by a company representative) 

I certify that the information and exhibits herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.   
I understand that city staff may request additional information to complete the application process and that all application 
materials are public record and subject to public inspection.  By signing I also give permission to the city of Boulder to use 

this company’s name and any rebate granted to illustrate the success of this incentive program. 
 

• Name:______________________________________________    Title:____________________________ 
 

• Signature:___________________________________________    Date:____________________________ 
 

 
 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY  
 
Date Received:___________________________________ 
 
Referral to Sales Tax:_____________________________ 
 
Information Requested:____________________________ 
 

 
Decision Letter Sent:______________________________ 
 
 
Rebate Dispersed:________________________________ 
 

 

11a-21



CITY OF BOULDER 
FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM 
BUSINESS INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

2010 
 
 

4 

 
To maximize the positive economic and social impacts of the city of Boulder’s 2010 business incentive program, 
certain requirements and guidelines have been established. 
 
GENERAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

 
In order to be eligible for the 2010 business incentive program, the company must comply with certain 
general eligibility requirements. By checking each requirement you are confirming the company 
agrees to comply with each one: 

 
• Be a licensed business entity operating within the city limits of Boulder, Colorado; 
 
• Verify the company’s status as a “primary employer.” (The 2010 business incentive ordinance defines a 

“primary employer” as a business entity consisting of any number of employees which generates greater 
than 50% percent of revenues from outside of Boulder County); 

 
• Be current on all fees and taxes owed to the city of Boulder; 

 
• Have paid taxes and/or fees that are eligible for a flexible rebate to the city of Boulder in 2010 and /or are 

anticipated to be paid in 2011 and 2012. 
 

• Agrees to make its internal records available for audit by the city of Boulder to verify compliance with the 
above requirements;  

 
• Agrees to maintain a business presence in Boulder for a minimum of three years from receipt 

of incentive.  If the business moves out of Boulder within that period, the applicant agrees to 
reimburse the city for the total amount of the incentive received; and 

 
• Agrees to comply with the Community Sustainability Guidelines that served as a basis for 

the 2010 business incentive program for a period of three years. Compliance may be 
demonstrated with an existing company policy or program or by those to be implemented. If the 
business fails to meet the Community Sustainability Guidelines during this time period, the 
applicant agrees to reimburse the city for the total amount of the incentive received. 

 
FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM - COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY GUIDELINES  
 
Applicants for the Flexible Rebate Program must be able to verify compliance with the following 
guidelines, as noted below. 
 
• The program’s range of guideline options provides flexibility for the various types and sizes of Boulder 

companies to meet program goals.  

• Companies may choose the guidelines that best fit their company, but must identify at least 11 points. 
Please check each guideline which applies to the company. 

• In the areas provided below, please include detailed statements addressing how the company 
meets the selected community sustainability guidelines.  Please be as specific as possible. 

• Applicants may add additional pages to describe guideline compliance. Additional documentation may be 
requested.
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BUSINESS INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
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5 

 

Social Sustainability   
Choose and check at least 3 from the total 8 possible points from this section   
Companies must verify compliance with a minimum of three of the five following social 
sustainability guidelines. 
 
1. Average Wage Requirement (1 point):  Eligible applicant companies will pay an average 

annual wage that is equal to or more than the Boulder County average annual wage. This is 
the most recent average annual wage as defined by the state of Colorado. The current 
requirement is $52,728  

 
2. Health Insurance (1 point): The company will offer and pay for at least 50 percent of the 

cost of health insurance premiums for all full-time employees. This coverage must, at a 
minimum, include major medical coverage for full-time employees and their dependents.   

 
3. Diversity Support (1 point): The company will be an equal opportunity employer and 

encourage diversity in the workforce through proactive hiring practices or through diversity 
training programs. These programs can include certified diversity programs, English as a 
Second Language (ESL) classes and Spanish classes. 

 
4. Non-profit Support (1 point): The company will actively support the arts, cultural, or service  
 non-profit sector in Boulder by: 
 

a.   A commitment to donating $25 or more per year on average for each full-time employee.  
For example, a firm with 100 employees (as of the end of the previous year) can document 
at least $2,500 donated (or to be donated) to Boulder County based arts, cultural, or service 
non-profit entities over a 12-month period; and/or  

 
b.  Encouraging volunteerism by granting the equivalent of at least one paid day off per year to 

each employee who utilizes the time to provide support to a Boulder County based non-
profit entity.  

 
5. Dependent Care (1 point): The company will offer at least $50 per month in dependent care 

assistance to employees who utilize daycare or eldercare for a dependent child or other 
immediate family member.  This may be offered as an option in a flexible benefit cafeteria 
plan. 
 

6. Housing Assistance (3 points): The company will offer assistance to employees on the 
purchase or rental of housing located within the city of Boulder. This assistance must have a 
minimum value of $1,000. It may be a cash benefit for down payment towards purchase or 
rental housing assistance to recruit new employees or retain current employees. 
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Please describe the company’s compliance with each Social Sustainability Guideline 
selected above: 
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Community and Environmental Sustainability 
Choose at least 8 points from the 33 total possible points from this section 
Companies must identify which of the following community and environmental sustainability 
guidelines apply.    
 
1. ENERGY:   
 

Option 1-A (1 point) – Energy Assessment: 
 
The company will request a low cost energy assessment for its facility through Xcel Energy’s On-
site Energy Assessment Program.  Companies or facilities that have recently implemented 
energy performance improvements may be exempt.  (Exemption requests are reviewed by city of 
Boulder Office of Environmental Affairs (OEA) staff.  Contact OEA at 303-441-4191.)   
 

Option 1-B (1 point) – 10 for Change Challenge: 
 
The company will participate in the 10 for Change Challenge.  The 10 for Change Challenge is a 
free program that encourages businesses to reduce energy use by 10% over an established 
baseline year.  The program includes energy data tracking, bimonthly networking events and 
energy use reduction idea sharing.  Contact OEA at 303-441-4191 or visit www.10forchange.net  
 

Option 1-C (1 point) – ClimateSmart at Work Training: 
 
The company will request a free workshop/training conducted by the city of Boulder’s 
ClimateSmart team.  This workshop will instruct employees on energy saving measures 
employees can implement both at work and at home.  Contact ClimateSmart at 303-441-4191. 
 

Option 1-D (2 or 5 points) – Renewable Energy: 
 
The company will purchase renewable energy credits through Green-e certified renewable energy 
credit providers (2 points).   Purchased credits must equal at least 25% of facility energy use.  
(Contact OEA at 303-441-4191 for a list of providers.)  OR  
 
The company will install on-site renewable energy at their facility (5 points).  On-site renewable 
energy may include solar electric or solar thermal.  There are numerous incentives and rebates 
for solar.  Visit www.dsireusa.org for additional information. 

Please describe the company’s compliance with each Energy Guideline selected above  
(if any): 
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2. WASTE REDUCTION 

Option 2-A (1 point) - Recycling:   
The company will implement an office and/or facility recycling program to collect mixed beverage 
containers and paper products including cardboard.  (For information on how to get the first three 
months’ service free, contact OEA at 303-441-4204.) 
 

Option 2-B (2 points) - Environmental Purchasing Policy: 
The company will implement an environmental purchasing policy that dictates environmental 
products that should be purchased.  An environmental purchasing policy can include measures 
that require the purchase of 100% recycled paper, Energy Star equipment, etc.   Contact OEA at 
303-441-4191  
 

Option 2-C (3 points) - Zero Waste: 
The company will implement a zero waste program.  Zero waste involves establishing both 
recycling and composting programs.  Contact Eco-Cycle 303-444-6634 or Western Disposal for 
additional assistance 303-444-2037 for implementation, employee training, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. ENERGY CERTIFICATIONS 

Option 3-A (3 points) – Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE):   
The company will achieve PACE certification for their facility.  The PACE certification program 
involves a number of sustainability issue including waste, energy, and water.  Contact PACE at 
303-786-PACE to schedule a visit. 
 

Option 3-B (5 points) – Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED): 
The company will achieve a LEED Certified rating or better for their primary facility.  There are 
LEED ratings for operations and maintenance, new construction, or commercial interiors.  
Contact OEA staff at 303-441-4191 to determine which rating would make the most sense for 
your facility 
 

Please describe the company’s compliance with each Waste Reduction Guideline selected 
above (if any): 
 

Please describe the company’s compliance with each Energy Certifications Guideline 
selected above (if any): 
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4.  TRANSPORTATION 
 
A commute trip reduction program (CTR) program consists of a combination of transportation 
demand management strategies and policies that provide additional travel choice opportunities 
for employees.  In developing their CTR program, companies are encouraged to work with GO 
Boulder staff (303-441-3266) to choose from three program options. 
 
 

Option 4-A (1 point) – Commute Trip Reduction Program: 

The company will develop, implement and monitor an employee commute trip reduction (CTR) 
program with the assistance of the city of Boulder’s GO Boulder staff (303-441-3266).  The 
purpose of the CTR program is to reduce vehicle trips by employees to mitigate the impacts on 
congestion, air quality, and energy.  Other benefits for employers include freeing up parking for 
customers and improving employee recruitment and retention 
 
A CTR program consists of a combination of transportation demand management strategies and 
policies that provide additional travel choice opportunities for employees, such as: 

• alternative work schedules, such as telecommuting and compressed work week 
programs 

• showers and changing facilities 
• secure and covered bicycle parking 
• preferential parking for carpools and vanpools 
• increased parking costs for drive alone commuters 

 
Option 4-B (2 points) – Financial Incentives and Benefits: 

With the assistance of GO Boulder staff, the company develops a commute trip reduction (CTR) 
program that includes financial incentives or pre-tax incentives to employees who use alternative 
modes of transportation to get to work such as transit, carpool, vanpool, bicycle or walking.  
Financial incentives could include companies paying all or a portion of employees’ transit pass 
costs or subsidies of carpool or vanpool costs.  Pre-tax benefits to employees that vanpool or use 
transit according to IRS Code 132(f), “Qualified Transportation Fringe Benefits” allows employees 
to pay for certain transit costs with pre-tax dollars.  Employers can also take advantage of the 
new Bicycle Commuter Act that provides a financial incentive to employees who bicycle to work. 
Contact GO Boulder at 303-441-3266 for more information. 
 

Option 4-C (4 points) - Eco Pass Program: 

The company enrolls in RTD’s Eco Pass program, appoints an employee transportation 
coordinator (ETC) to serve as a liaison with the city of Boulder’s GO Boulder program, and 
conducts periodic employee travel behavior surveys.  This option is especially encouraged for 
companies that are within a quarter of a mile of high frequency transit service.  Contact GO 
Boulder at 303-441-3266 for more information. 
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Please describe the company’s compliance with each Transportation Guideline 
selected above (if any): 
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5. COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 
 

Option 5-A (1 point) - General Business Practices:   
The company demonstrates through its business practices that it furthers the city’s policies 
related to environmental, social, and economic sustainability.  The city seeks to maintain and 
enhance the livability, health and vitality of Boulder and its current and future natural systems.   
 

Option 5-B (1 point) – Buying In Boulder: 
The company commits to purchasing a minimum of 25% of its total goods and services (based on 
value) from businesses located in the city of Boulder. Goods include items such as office supplies 
and production materials. Services may include catering, consulting, and employee training.  
 

 
 Please describe the company’s compliance with each Community Sustainability 

Guideline selected above (if any): 
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FLEXIBLE REBATE PROGRAM – PROGRAM INTENT  
Applicants for the 2010 Flexible Rebate Program must be able to demonstrate that the company fulfills 
the intent of the city ordinance which established the program by addressing the statements below.  
Please tell us about your company and any proposed or ongoing construction projects or equipment 
replacement. Please be as specific as possible and attach additional pages as necessary. 

 
• How will the requested rebate serve the economic interests of the city of Boulder by helping to attract or 

retain a primary employer which contributes to a sustainable community? 

• How will the requested rebate positively impact the company? 

• How does the company benefit the community (including economic benefits) and how will the 
requested rebate maximize those benefits? The company may wish to include the following estimated data 
for 2010, 2011, and 2012: 

o Estimated indirect business spending within the city of Boulder, such as hospitality expenditures and 
entertainment expenses.  This would include hotel accommodations, food/beverage spending, as well 
as the number of room-nights in Boulder your business expects to generate. 

o Estimated direct employee spending within the city of Boulder (e.g. housing, entertainment, 
household spending, food and services). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Flexible rebates are granted at the City Manager’s discretion.   Since there is a finite funding source, 
the City Manager may weigh the value to the community of different applications.  The City Manager is 
not required to spend such funds and may consider such issues as appropriate timing and future 
economic development opportunities.  Nothing contained in this program is intended to create any type 
of an entitlement or right to a flexible rebate.  The City Manager’s decision on flexible rebates is final 
and there is no appeal from such decision. 

 

Please use this space to answer the questions above: 
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 CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
                
 
FROM:    Wendy DuBord, Deputy City Manager (Ext. 219) 
 
THROUGH:   Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 218 
 
DATE:     Dec. 21, 2010 
 
ITEM:     Naming Rights discussion 
 
NEXT STEP:    Council Direction and/or questions 
                
 
                            x    DIRECTION 
                   x     INFORMATION 
                
 
I.    REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
At the Dec. 7 meeting, Council directed staff to contact the City of Boulder regarding their 
“Naming Rights” process for public facilities.  I contacted City Manager Jane Brautigam and 
asked for their policies/regulations regarding the naming of public facilities.  Jane indicated 
that the media misstated Boulder’s process and they have not, as yet, received 
compensation for naming city-owned public facilities.  (see attached policies) 
 
 
II.   RECOMMENDED ACTION/NEXT STEP: 
 
Staff has no recommendation; however, if Council wishes to actively seek compensation 
for naming city facilities, we will seek advice and sample RFPs from other communities on 
their process, etc.  Boulder has been contacted by several firms on the Front Range that 
handle such RFPs, contracts, etc.   
 
If Council wishes to pursue commercial naming of public facilties, Council will need to 
amend the existing Resolution 97-14 that deals with naming parks, fields, and all 
recreational facilities and amenities.  Specifically Section 2. e.  (see attached Resolution 
87-14). 
 
 
III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
Unknown at this time.  More research needed. 
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VI.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Based on Council direction, we requested information and copies of Boulder’s policies and 
procedures.  They were enacted and executed by the City Manager on Dec. 1, 2010. The 
process is very new and they have no experience using them.  Boulder related that most 
current names of City facilities are historical or “commemorative” in nature.  The policy to 
“sponsor” a facility …”refers to the practice of providing financial or in-kind services with the 
clear expectation that an obligation is created and that the recipient in return will provide 
something of value; in this case the naming of a city facility after the sponsor.” 
 
Under the guidelines of sponsorship… “the City must receive the equivalent of fifty percent 
(50%) or more of the total value of the facility for the naming rights to be considered.”  (see 
attached policies, procedures and guidelines). 
 
Boulder has not gone through a competitive naming process; however, we found many 
sample RFPs used by other communities. (ie Jefferson County, Fair grounds, Greenville 
NC, etc.) 
 
 
V.   LEGAL  ISSUES: 
 
In the case of sponsorship, legal agreements are required and will be reviewed and 
approved by the Legal Department.  There may be some prohibition to selling naming 
rights to private companies for facilities built with state or federal funds.  Staff can research 
this. 
 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
Conflicts may arise with the public who may not approve of commercial names on 
publically funded facilities vs. local or historical names and may currently exist (i.e. 
Howelsen Hill, Klumker Field, Olympian Hall, etc.) 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
Staff requests Council feedback on the following; 
 

1. Does City Council want staff to do more research regarding a competitive process 
for naming rights? 

2. Does Council wish to amend Resolution 91-14 to allow Commercial 
institutions/companies? 

3. Does City Council have any suggestions or ideas on policies and procedures in 
addition to those in Boulder’s policies? 

4. Other recommendations/suggestions/concerns? 
 
If Council Members have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Wendy DuBord 
(ext. 219) or Deb Hinsvark (ext. 240). 
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Cc: Tony Lettunich, City Attorney 
 Dan Foote, Asst. City Attorney 
 Deb Hinsvark, Finance Director 
 Anne Small, Purchasing/Contracting Manager 
  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1. City of Steamboat Springs Resolution no. 97-14. 
Attachment 2. Commemorative Naming Policy City of Boulder. 
Attachment 3. Sponsorship Naming Policy City of Boulder. 
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Attachment 2
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Attachment 3
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_______________________________________ 
From: Walter Magill [wnmpepls@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 9:54 AM 
To: Julie Franklin 
Subject: FW: NWCCOG Value Statement for the City of Steamboat Springs 
 
Julie 
Can you add this to the NWCOG agenda item for our December 21, 2010 meeting.  
I will be on Holiday and missing the meeting on the 21st. 
Thanks 
Walter 
 
From: Rachel Lunney [mailto:rachel@nwccog.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2010 4:40 PM 
To: Walter Magill 
Cc: Jon Roberts; Pam Caskie 
Subject: NWCCOG Value Statement for the City of Steamboat Springs 
 
Hi Walter: 
 
Attached please find a value statement showing the value of the City of 
Steamboat Spring’s membership in NWCCOG from 2006 – 2010.   Pam Caskie, 
NWCCOG’s Executive Director asked me to send this to you.  Pam looks forward 
to further discussing NWCCOG’s programs and services, and the value NWCCOG 
provides to the City of Steamboat Springs at your upcoming meeting on 
December 7th.  Please let us know if you have any questions before that. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Rachel 
Rachel E. Lunney 
Research Project Manager 
NWCCOG 
970.468.0295 x106 
rachel@nwccog.org<mailto:rachel@nwccog.org> 
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The Value in NWCCOG Membership

Member:  City of Steamboat Springs

Program 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Elevator Inspection Program* 3,180$       3,150$       3,780$       4,770$       8,070$       

      # of elevators inspected 106 105 126 159 269

Alpine Area Agency on Aging

Member Services 1,000$       1,000$       1,000$       
Grants - Technical Asst. & Other** 20,000$     

NWAHEMR 72,707$     3,435$       
Weatherization*** 33,265$     86,489$     46,571$     146,366$    153,019$    
Total Value 57,445$    163,346$  51,351$    151,136$  164,524$  

Member Dues 11,282$    10,562$    10,755$    11,704$    11,447$    
* # of elevators x $30 (i.e. difference in member vs. non-member rate)

** Grants received:(2006) received $20,000 in re-allocated federal funds for forest thinning projects south of Steamboat Springs  

*** $6,653 avg. cost per home

Other Services to the City of Steamboat Springs:

Member Services: the City of Steamboat Springs utilized their $1,000 member services benefit for the following: in 2006 for 
participation in the Transitions in Mountain Communities project; in 2007 for facilitation of 2 meetings of the Historic Building
Ordinance Committee; in 2008 for meeting facilitation services for a planning staff retreat.

Provided advocacy for additional federal funding to assist NWCCOG communities affected by the bark beetle epidemic

NWAHEMR: the values above represent equipment that was specifically purchased for the City of Steamboat Springs. There are
also several regional benefits associated with being a part of the NWAHEMR including training and equpment for regional Hazmat teams 
and the NW Incident Management Team (this team responds to incidents throughout the region), community emergency preparedness
public education, purchase of specialized regional equipment, resources for the NW Law Enforcement Strike Team,
and the development of regional plans such as the Strategic and Tactical Interoperability Plan (STIC).  

Rural Resort Region's Focus on Seniors in Our Mountain Communities provided policy action steps for the region.  

Economic & Business Development: provide services such as access to free counseling and planning assistance for small businesses  
via re-establishment of the Northwest Business Development Center at CMC; access to capital for start-up and young, expanding 
businesses from the Region 12 Business Loan Fund (Northwest Loan Fund) and other public/private partnerships; access to best
practices, policies and documents re: business lending, loan packaging, loan portfolio servicing, perfection of security, collections, 
tracing, foreclosure; grant search assistance.

Other Services: assistance with grant research/writing, demographic information, Census 2010 outreach.
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2011***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2011-01 

 TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2010 
 

5:00 P.M. 
 
MEETING LOCATION:  Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall;  

124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO 
 
MEETING PROCEDURE: Comments from the Public are welcome at two 
different times during the course of the meeting: 1) Comments no longer than 
three (3) minutes on items not scheduled on the Agenda will be heard under 
Public Comment; and 2) Comments no longer than three (3) minutes on all 
scheduled public hearing items will be heard following the presentation by Staff 
or the Petitioner.  Please wait until you are recognized by the Council President.  
With the exception of subjects brought up during Public Comment, on which no 
action will be taken or a decision made, the City Council may take action on, and 
may make a decision regarding, ANY item referred to in this agenda, including, 
without limitation, any item referenced for “review”, “update”, “report”, or 
“discussion”.  It is City Council’s goal to adjourn all meetings by 10:00 p.m. 
 
A City Council meeting packet is available for public review in the lobby of City 
Hall, 137 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or at 
the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL MAKE NO 
DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE ADDRESSING CITY 
COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME AND ADDRESS.  ALL 
COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 
 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 
 
B.  COMMUNITY REPORTS/CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TOPIC:  
 

1. Yampa Valley Partners: Year-end report and economic forecast.  
(Nowak) 

 
2. Changes to the Tax Code. (Hinsvark) 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2011***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
 
 
C. CONSENT CALENDAR: MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND 

ORDINANCES FIRST READINGS 
 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE COUNCIL DELIBERATION AND 
MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION.  ANY MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OR THE PUBLIC 
MAY WITHDRAW ANY ITEM FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION AT ANY 
TIME PRIOR TO APPROVAL.   
 
3. RESOLUTION:  
 
4. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: 2010 Supplemental 

Appropriation #10; Main Street Graduate Assessment. (Hinsvark) 
 
5. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: Easement agreement with 

Fifth and Yampa, LLC. (Foote) 
 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE SECOND READINGS 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL PRESIDENT OR PRESIDENT PRO-TEM WILL READ EACH ORDINANCE TITLE 
INTO THE RECORD. PUBLIC COMMENT WILL BE PROVIDED FOR EVERY ORDINANCE.   
 
6. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance 

supplementally appropriating funds in 2010 and appropriating 
reserves therefrom for 2011 for after hours transit service. 
(Hinsvark) 

 
7. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance approving 

the termination of an Intergovernmental Agreement between the 
City of Steamboat Springs and the Colorado Mountain College. 
(Lorson) 

 
 

E. PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or 
at the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL 
MAKE NO DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE 
ADDRESSING CITY COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME 
AND ADDRESS.  ALL COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 

 
 
F. CONSENT CALENDAR - PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS: 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE OR NO COUNCIL 
DELIBERATION AND MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION. A CITY COUNCIL MEMBER 
MAY REQUEST AN ITEM(S) BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER 
DISCUSSION.  ALL ORDINANCES APPROVED BY CONSENT SHALL BE READ INTO THE 
RECORD BY TITLE. 

LEGISLATION 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2011***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

 
8. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE:  

 
 
G. PUBLIC HEARING – PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS 
 
PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT: 
• Presentation by the Petitioner (estimated at 15 minutes).  Petitioner 

to state name and residence address/location. 
• Presentation by the Opposition. Same guidelines as above. 
• Public Comment by individuals (not to exceed 3 minutes).   

Individuals to state name and residence address/location. 
• City staff to provide a response. 

  
9. PROJECT:  

PETITION:  
LOCATION: 
APPLICANT:  
PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE:  

 
 
H. REPORTS 

 
10. Economic Development Update. 
 
11. City Council  

 
12. Reports 

a. Agenda Review (Franklin): 
 1.) City Council agenda for January 18, 2011.  
 2.) City Council agenda for February 1, 2011.  
 

13. Staff Reports 
a. City Attorney’s Update/Report. (Lettunich) 
b. Manager’s Report: Ongoing Projects. (Roberts) 

 
 
J. OLD BUSINESS 

 
14. Minutes (Franklin) 

a. Regular Meeting 2010-22, December 7, 2010. 
b. Regular Meeting 2010-23, December 21, 2010.  
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2011***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
I. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 

                                                          CITY CLERK 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 13, 2011***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING NO. SP-2011-01 

 TUESDAY, JANUARY 13, 2010 
 

4:00 P.M. 
 
MEETING LOCATION:  Olympian Hall 

Steamboat Springs, CO 
 
A City Council meeting packet is available for public review in the lobby of City 
Hall, 137 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO. 
 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 
 
B. CITY COUNCIL RETREAT TOPICS 
  

1. City Council goals/priorities. 
2. Jon Roberts/Management Team. 
3. Parks and Recreation Commission. 
4. Planning Commission. 

 
 
C. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 

                                                           CITY CLERK 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2011*** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2011-02 
 TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2011 

 

5:00 P.M. 
 
MEETING LOCATION:  Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall;  

124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO 
 
MEETING PROCEDURE: Comments from the Public are welcome at two 
different times during the course of the meeting: 1) Comments no longer than 
three (3) minutes on items not scheduled on the Agenda will be heard under 
Public Comment; and 2) Comments no longer than three (3) minutes on all 
scheduled public hearing items will be heard following the presentation by Staff 
or the Petitioner.  Please wait until you are recognized by the Council President.  
With the exception of subjects brought up during Public Comment, on which no 
action will be taken or a decision made, the City Council may take action on, and 
may make a decision regarding, ANY item referred to in this agenda, including, 
without limitation, any item referenced for “review”, “update”, “report”, or 
“discussion”.  It is City Council’s goal to adjourn all meetings by 10:00 p.m. 
 
A City Council meeting packet is available for public review in the lobby of City 
Hall, 137 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or at 
the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL MAKE NO 
DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE ADDRESSING CITY 
COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME AND ADDRESS.  ALL 
COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 
 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 
 
B.  COMMUNITY REPORTS/CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TOPIC:  
 

1. Presentation of enhanced Draft Community Water 
Conservation Plan. (Shelton/Frolich) 

 
2. Update on State water Bills/issues. (Holleman) 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2011*** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
 
 
C. CONSENT CALENDAR: MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND 

ORDINANCES FIRST READINGS 
 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE COUNCIL DELIBERATION AND 
MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION.  ANY MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL OR THE PUBLIC 
MAY WITHDRAW ANY ITEM FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION AT ANY 
TIME PRIOR TO APPROVAL.   
 
3. RESOLUTION:  
 
4. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE:  

 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE SECOND READINGS 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL PRESIDENT OR PRESIDENT PRO-TEM WILL READ EACH ORDINANCE TITLE 
INTO THE RECORD. PUBLIC COMMENT WILL BE PROVIDED FOR EVERY ORDINANCE.   
 
5. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: 2010 Supplemental 

Appropriation #10; Main Street Graduate Assessment. (Hinsvark) 
 
6. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: Easement agreement with 

Fifth and Yampa, LLC. (Foote) 
 

 
E. PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or 

at the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first). CITY COUNCIL WILL 
MAKE NO DECISION NOR TAKE ACTION, EXCEPT TO DIRECT THE CITY MANAGER.  THOSE 
ADDRESSING CITY COUNCIL ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME 
AND ADDRESS.  ALL COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES. 

 
 
F. CONSENT CALENDAR - PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS: 

ITEMS ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR GENERALLY REQUIRE LITTLE OR NO COUNCIL 
DELIBERATION AND MAY BE APPROVED WITH A SINGLE MOTION. A CITY COUNCIL MEMBER 
MAY REQUEST AN ITEM(S) BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR FOR FURTHER 
DISCUSSION.  ALL ORDINANCES APPROVED BY CONSENT SHALL BE READ INTO THE 
RECORD BY TITLE. 
 
7. PROJECT:  
 PETITION: 
 LOCATION: 
 APPLICANT: 
 PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: 

 
 

LEGISLATION 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2011*** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
G. PUBLIC HEARING – PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS 
 
PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT: 
• Presentation by the Petitioner (estimated at 15 minutes).  Petitioner 

to state name and residence address/location. 
• Presentation by the Opposition. Same guidelines as above. 
• Public Comment by individuals (not to exceed 3 minutes).   

Individuals to state name and residence address/location. 
• City staff to provide a response. 

  
8. PROJECT:  
 PETITION: 
 LOCATION: 
 APPLICANT: 
 PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: 
 
9. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE:  
 

 
H. REPORTS 

 
10. Economic Development Update. 
 
11. City Council  

 
12. Reports 

a. Agenda Review (Franklin): 
 1.) City Council agenda for February 1, 2011.  
 2.) City Council agenda for February 15, 2011.  
 

13. Staff Reports 
a. City Attorney’s Update/Report. (Lettunich) 
b. Manager’s Report: Ongoing Projects. (Roberts) 

 
 
I. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 

                                                          CITY CLERK 
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City Attorney’s Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A report will be provided at the meeting. 

14a



AGENDA ITEM # 14b 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City Manager’s Report 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A report will be provided at the meeting. 

14b
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