
 

 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
Regular Meeting NO. 2011-21 
Tuesday, December 20, 2011 

 
5:05 PM 

 
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. 
 
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. 
 
Liquor Authority Meeting 5:00pm 
 
 ROLL CALL (5:05 PM) 
 
 PROCLAMATIONS: 
 

1. PROCLAMATION: Delayed recognition of America Recycles Day.  
 



 

 

 COMMUNITY REPORTS/CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TOPIC: 
 

2. Community Support Allocations. (15 minutes)  
 

3. International Fire Code/Residential Fire Sprinklers.  (Lindroth)   
 

 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. 

 
4. MOTION: A motion approving the appointment of Randall W.Klauzer 

as a Steamboat Springs Municipal Judge for two days on December 
31, 2011 and January 1, 2012. (Franklin) 

 
5. MOTION: A motion to approve the amended Memorandum of 

Understanding for the Yampa River System Legacy Partnership. 
(DelliQuadri)  

 
6. RESOLUTION: A resolution adopting the modification to the Bear 

River Parcel Master Plan to include a skills Bike Park. (Wilson) 
 

7. RESOLUTION: A resolution appointing Trustees to the East Routt 
Library District Board. (Franklin) 

 
8. RESOLUTION: A resolution supporting the application of Mainstreet 

Steamboat Springs for the Great American Main Street award.  
 

9. RESOLUTION: A resolution adopting a Vantagecare Retirement Health 
Savings Plan for the City of Steamboat Springs Management Team 
hereafter titled; the City of Steamboat Springs Management 
Team Retirement Health Savings Plan. (Thrasher) 

 
10. RESOLUTION:  A resolution establishing the committed and assigned 

fund balances of the City of Steamboat Springs in accordance with 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement Number 54 and 
authorizing the City Manager or his designee to designate the 
assigned portion of all governmental fund balances for the city 
financial statements for 2011 and subsequent years.  (Hinsvark) 

 
11. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance approving a hangar 

lease to Civil Air Patrol – Steamboat Springs composite squadron at 
the Steamboat Springs Airport and authorizing City Council President 



 

 

to sign lease documents; repealing all conflicting ordinances; 
providing for severability; and providing an effective date.  

 
 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. 

 
There are no items scheduled for this portion of the agenda. 

 

 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. 

 
 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. 

 
12. PROJECT: Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Block 8, Lots 11 & 12 

(Tread of Pioneers)  
PETITION: Final development plan and PUD to demolish the existing 
historically significant collections house and construct a new 
collections building and additional display space. 
LOCATION: 219 8th Street 
APPLICATION: Tread of Pioneers Museum c/o Candice Lombardo 
Bannister, P.O. Box 772372, Steamboat Springs, CO; 970-879-2214 
PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: Approved 7-0 on December 8, 2011  

 
13. PROJECT: Knoll Subdivision Lot 2 (Knoll Music Tent)  

PETITION: Amendment to condition of approval #2 of the 
Development Plan to approve a temporary structure to be used for a 
temporary event to be held in January of each year at the Knoll 
Parking Lot. The proposed amended condition would allow for the 
temporary event to be reviewed and permitted administratively for a 
period of 10 years beginning in 2012 and expiring in 2021. 
LOCATION: Knoll Parking Lot 
APPLICATION: Steamboat Ski & Resort Corporation, c/o Audrey 
Williams, 2350 Mr. Werner Circle; 970-871-5336. 



 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: Approved 7-0 on November 10, 2011.  
 

14. PROJECT: Gondola Square Condos (Hungry Dog Cart)  
PETITION: Development plan and conditional use approval to allow 
outdoor sales at Gondola Square Condos. 
LOCATION: Steamboat Ski Area - Gondola Square 
APPLICATION: Hungry Dog c/o Bradley Somers, P.O. Box 776237, 
Steamboat Springs, CO; 970-819-2224. 
PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: Approved 7-0 on December 8, 2011.  

 
15. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance amending Chapter 26 

of the Steamboat Springs revised Municipal Code for text 
amendments to section 26-92, permitted use table, to allow more uses 
by right and uses with criteria and to add brewery and brewpub uses 
to the permitted use table.  Text amendments to section 26-402, 
definitions and use criteria, that updates child care definitions to be 
consistent with the Colorado revised statutes, creates new definitions 
for brewery and brewpub, and to add new use criteria to specific 
uses. (Keenan) 

 
 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. 

 
There are no items scheduled for this portion of the agenda. 

 
 REPORTS 
 

16. Economic Development Update     
 

17. City Council     
 

18. Reports     
 

a. Agenda Review (Franklin):   
 

1. City Council agenda for January 3, 2012.   
2. City Council agenda for January 17, 2012.   

 
19. Staff Reports     



 

 

 
a. City Attorney's Update/Report. (Lettunich)   

 
b. Manager's Report: Ongoing Projects. (Roberts)   

 
 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
        BY:  JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 

CITY CLERK 



 

 

AGENDA ITEM # 0 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
                
 
FROM:   Julie Franklin, City Clerk  
    Steve Hoots, Facilities Manager  
 
DATE:    December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM:    PROCLAMATION:  Recognizing November 15, 2011 as Steamboat 

Springs’ America Recycles Day 2010 (Yampa Valley Recycles) 
 
NEXT STEP:  Adopt the attached proclamation.   
                
 
                    X    PROCLAMATION ADOPTION 
        X    INFORMATION 
 
                
 
I.     REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
Staff requests Council adoption of the attached proclamation recognizing November 15, 
2011, as America Recycles Day 2011 in Steamboat Springs, Colorado.    
 
II.    RECOMMENDED ACTION/NEXT STEP: 
 
Staff recommends adoption of the attached proclamation to be officially presented to 
representatives of Yampa Valley Recycles (YVR). 
 
III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
None. 
 
IV.    BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Since 1997, communities across the country have come together on November 15 to 
celebrate America Recycles Day.  November 15 2011 is America Recycles Day and is 
sponsored by the national America Recycles Day (ARD) organization. The City of 
Steamboat Springs has participated in this event with annual proclamations and other 

���



 

 

promotional events in conjunction with YVR for many years.   This year YVR and Yampa 
Valley Sustainability Council (YVSC) partnered to sponsor a special recycling event on 
Saturday, Oct. 29 as part of American Recycles Day.  This event was held at Howelsen Hill 
and allowed citizens to drop off numerous recyclable materials including yard waste, 
clothing, bike tires, scrap metal, batteries, phone books, electronics (fees apply), building 
materials, etc. 
 
This proclamation continues to promote and support recycling in Steamboat Springs and 
recognizes YVR for all the work they do in our community.  This proclamation also 
recognizes the partnership between the City and YVR for their very successful Pedestrian 
Recycling Unit (PRU) program, provide educational programs for local schools, new 
downtown recycling bins, electronic recycling events, zero waste programs, etc.   
 
YVR and YVSC continue to work on more comprehensive ways to promote and expand 
recycling and other environmental issues in the community.   
 
A major addition to YVR’s recycling plan was to provide junk mail recycling at the 
Sundance Post Office.   
 
YVR will also present awards for “Outstanding Recycler” for 2011.  YVR hopes to make a 
presentation at a City Council meeting to help promote recycling and America Recycles 
Day 2011. 
 
V.    LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
None. 
 
VI.    CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
This proclamation promotes recycling in the Yampa Valley thereby increasing public 
awareness of recycling and environmental issues.  It also recognizes the outstanding 
public service of YVR and YVSC in our community and the awards for outstanding 
recyclers help promote recycling to local businesses and organizations.   Staff does not 
foresee any conflicts with the adoption of this proclamation.   
 
VII.   SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
This proclamation acknowledges the City’s continued support for environmental issues 
and efforts to educate the public on the benefits of recycling in our community.  We also 
want to publicly acknowledge and say thank you to YVR and YVSC for their tremendous 
volunteer work as they continue to promote recycling and sustainability in our region.   
 

���



 

 

If Council Members have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Wendy DuBord 
at ext. 219. 
 
cc: Yampa Valley Recycles 
   
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1. Advertisements and newspaper/internet articles about recycling and   

America Recycles Day. 
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traditional, single-stream recyclables
electronics*
yard waste

building materials
skis

bikes
bike tires & tubes
gently used shoes

wine corks
printer cartridges

cell phones
gently used children’s books
wrappers (candy, bars, etc.)

scrap metal

working appliances
non-working appliances**

phone books
plastic bags
cooking oil*

paint and stain*
motor oil*

shredded paper
vehicle batteries

compact fl uorescent light bulbs
fl uorescent tube light bulbs(residental only)
clothing and fabric not suitable for reuse

pharmaceuticals 
packing peanuts

Comprehensive Community 
Recycling Drop-Off

MATERIALS ACCEPTED:

*fees may apply, some electronics no charge      **fees apply for Freon removal

Visit www.yvsc.org or www.yampavalleyrecycles.org 
for a full list of accepted materials and fees. 

Residential recyclables only. No commercial materials.

Cash donations greatly appreciated !

Saturday, Oct. 29 • 9 am  - noon
Howelsen Hill

RECYCLING PARTNERS:

 Grand Futures / Steamboat Springs Police Department/ R.E.P.S
Ski Haus • Sustainable Schools Program • PostNet
CMC • NAPA Auto Parts • Cartridge World • Safeway 

City of Steamboat Springs 
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In Recognition of 
      America Recycles Day, 
           Yampa Valley Recycles 
                    would like to congratulate:

for their Outstanding Recycling efforts in 2011!

 Thank you for helping to 
  “Save the West from Waste”

Home Resource ||
Strawberry Park

Elementary
Green Team

Steamboat Ski
& Resort Corp.
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Community Support  
2012 Funding Recommendations 

 
 

Recommendations for Community Support Funding from the Arts and Culture, Environmental and 
Human Resources Coalition allocation committees are attached.  Please note that HRC 2012 Requested 
Funding includes requests for Routt County funding, typically split equally between the City and County. 
The HRC Recommended Funding listed on the report represents half of the total HRC funding with the 
following exceptions:  Boys and Girls Club was solely funded from the City and South Routt Community 
Center was fully funded by the County.  
 
The Steering Committee believes the Community Support funding process is working well.  All three of 
the Allocation Committees consist of dedicated and knowledgeable individuals who have volunteered 
many hours to review the grant requests and make difficult decisions on how to effectively distribute 
City funds to community organizations.  These individuals need to be applauded for their efforts and 
commended for their service to the City and our community.  
 
Members  of  the  Steering  Committee  have  agreed  to  serve  again  through  next  year’s  cycle  and  believe  
the majority of allocation committee members will serve again, too.  We welcome the involvement of 
City Council members at all levels of the process.  In the upcoming year, the Steering Committee will be 
establishing a formal communication process to assist applicants with the Community Support Funding 
procedures.  
 
Highlights of the process for each of the Coalitions include: 
 

 The Health Resource Coalition utilized the Routt Council Health and Human Services Plan as a 
guideline  in  reviewing  agencies’  programs,  including  how  each  application aligned with the Plan. 
 

 All applicants within the Arts and Culture Coalition utilized the Master Plan of Liability Index to 
demonstrate the value of their programs against the stated values of our community. There was 
also evidence of organizations accepting recommendations based on the review process.  
 

 The Environmental Coalition evaluated programs and granted fund with programs that 
demonstrated the greatest community impact receiving priority. During the interviews, all 
organizations discussed how their programs are consistent with stated community plans. 
 

���
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Community Support 

2012 Funding Recommendations

Organization 2010 Funding 2011 Funding 
 2012 Requested 

Funding 

 2012 
Recommended 

Funding 

2012 vs 2011 
Change in 
Funding

Human Resources Coalition  (City & County) 
Advocates 12,500 12,500 28,000 12,500 0%
Boys & Girls Club of Steamboat Springs 0 2,500 10,000 6,500 160%
Court Appointed Special Advocates Routt County 0 0 10,000 0 0%
Comunidad Integrada/Integrated Community 7,500 7,500 20,000 6,500 -13%
Family Development Center 7,250 18,000 7,250 0%
First Impressions 60,000 52,500 120,000 54,500 4%
Girls Scouts 750 500 750 0 -100%
Grand Futures 2,500 2,000 10,000 2,500 25%
Humble Ranch Education & Therapy Ctr 1,500 1,250 6,000 1,500 20%
Independent Life Center 1,250 1,250 3,000 1,250 0%
NW CO Dental Center 2,500 2,500 5,000 2,500 0%
NW CO Legal Services 2,500 2,000 8,500 2,000 0%
NW CO VNA 37,500 37,500 80,000 37,500 0%
Old Town Hot Springs 0 0 2,500 0 0%
Partners in Routt County 4,000 3,000 12,000 3,000 0%
Planned Parenthood 2,500 2,000 5,000 1,500 -25%
Rocky Mountain Youth Corps 4,000 4,000 14,000 5,250 31%
Routt County Council on Aging 20,000 20,000 42,000 21,000 5%
Routt County Habitat for Humanity 0 1,000 2,000 1,000 0%
Routt County United Way 4,250 4,250 8,500 4,250 0%
South Routt Community Center 1,000 1,000 7,000 0 -100%
Steamboat Mental Health 25,000 25,000 50,000 25,000 0%
Yampa Valley Autism Program 1,750 1,500 7,000 2,000 33%
TOTAL HRC 191,000 191,000 469,250 197,500 3%
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Community Support 

2012 Funding Recommendations

Organization 2010 Funding 2011 Funding 
 2012 Requested 

Funding 

 2012 
Recommended 

Funding 

2012 vs 2011 
Change in 
Funding

Arts and Culture Coalition
Friends of the Chief 0 4,000 0 0
Steamboat Dance Theater 4,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 33%
Great American Laughing Stock Company 2,000 2,500 3,500 3,500 40%
Center for Visual Arts 0 3,000 7,500 7,000 133%
Emerald City Opera 0 5,000 10,000 9,000 80%
Steamboat Art Museum 18,500 10,000 22,000 16,000 60%
Seminars at Steamboat 2,500 1,000 5,000 1,000 0%
Steamboat Springs Arts Council 24,000 18,000 20,000 5,000 -72%
Steamboat Springs Free Summer Concert Series 25,500 24,500 35,000 30,000 22%
Steamboat Orchestra and Youth Program 4,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 0%
Strings Music Festival 21,500 23,000 30,000 16,500 -28%
Perry Mansfield School and Camp 5,000 5,000 3,000 3,000 -40%
TOTAL ARTS AND CULTURE 107,000 104,000 145,000 100,000 -4%

Environmental Coalition
Yampatika 9,725 8,000 20,000 6,750 -16%
Yampa Valley Recycles 4,750 4,000 6,000 3,750 -6%
Community Agriculture Alliance 7,000 8,000 10,000 8,500 6%
Yampa Valley Land Trust 5,500 3,000 10,500 4,000 33%
Yampa Valley Sustainability Council 8,000 10,475 13,000 9,500 -9%
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 34,975 33,475 59,500 32,500 -3%
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AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Ron Lindroth, Fire Chief  

 
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager 
 
DATE: December 20, 2011 

 
ITEM: Residential Sprinkler Code 
 
NEXT STEP: Provide staff direction 

  
 
 
 _X  DIRECTION 
 ___ INFORMATION   
 ___ ORDINANCE   
 ___ MOTION 
 ___ RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.   ISSUE:   
 
International Residential Code (IFC/IRC) adoption concerning mandatory 
installation of residential fire sprinklers in new construction (R313).   
 
II.   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   
 
Requesting an ad hoc committee is formed to recommend or recommend against 
adopting the portion of the IRC  (R313) requiring residential fire sprinklers within 
the city of Steamboat Springs.  The committee would consist of the fire marshal, a 
building official, a construction trades representative and two additional community 
members.  The committee would provide a written recommendation to the issue 
by March 1st, 2012. 
 
III.   FISCAL IMPACTS:  
 
No impacts for this step of the process. 
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IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
The mandatory installation of residential fire sprinklers (R313) is part of the 2009 
International Family of Codes.  Building Official Carl Dunham approached the Routt 
County Fire Chiefs and requested input on whether or not the chiefs desired 
residential sprinklers be included in the code adoption.  It was the general 
consensus of the fire chiefs that residential sprinklers improve life safety, but the 
improvement comes at a cost.  The chiefs recommended withholding this portion 
of the code until such time that further discourse with the building community was 
held, as well as significant education on the topic with the public. A meeting with 
stakeholders was held December 13, 2011 to discuss the pros and cons of 
implementing section R313 of the code.  At the end of the meeting the group 
agreed that from a safety standpoint, it is impossible to argue that residential 
sprinklers would not enhance public and firefighter safety.  Also, from an economic 
stance, it would be difficult to argue that there would not be an increased cost per 
square foot to new residential construction.  The committee would be tasked to do 
an analysis of the subject, provide findings in writing, and attempt to reach 
consensus as to a course of recommended action.  
 
V.   LEGAL ISSUES:  
 
None at this time 
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:  
 
None at this time 
 
VII.  SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:   
 
This issue is significant enough that open discussion and dialog with the 
community at this time is important to be held.  Alternatives to this approach 
would be to table the issue indefinitely and continue to adopt the 2009 
International Codes and not adopt section R313 (see attachments); to direct staff 
to provide a sole analysis on the subject; or recommend adoption of the 2009 
International Residential Code to include residential sprinklers.  
 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS  
 
2009 International Residential Code 
 
SECTION R313 
AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 
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R313.1 Townhouse automatic fire sprinkler systems. An automatic 
residential fire sprinkler system shall be installed in townhouses. 
Exception: An automatic residential fire sprinkler system shall not be required 
when additions or alterations are made to existing townhouses that do not have 
an automatic residential fire sprinkler system installed. 
R313.1.1 Design and installation. Automatic residential fire sprinkler systems 
for townhouses shall be designed and installed in accordance with Section 
P2904. 
R313.2 One- and two-family dwellings automatic fire systems. 
Effective January 1, 2011, an automatic residential fire sprinkler system shall be 
installed in one- and two- family dwellings. 
Exception: An automatic residential fire sprinkler system shall not be required 
for additions or alterations to existing buildings that are not already provided 
with an automatic residential sprinkler system. 
R313.2.1 Design and installation. Automatic residential fire sprinkler systems 
shall be designed and installed in accordance with Section P2904 or NFPA 13D. 
 
 
 

���



 

 

AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Julie Franklin, CMC (Ext. 248) 
 City Clerk 
 
THROUGH: Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE: December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM: Motion: A motion approving the appointment of Randall W. 

Klauzer as a Steamboat Springs Municipal Judge for two days 
on December 31, 2011 and January 1, 2012. (Franklin) 

 
NEXT STEP: Provide a motion approving the noted appointment. 
 
 
 _X_ MOTION 
 ___ DIRECTION 
 _X_ INFORMATION 
 

 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE: 

 
 To support the appointment of Mr. Klauzer as a Municipal Judge for two days in 
 order to perform a wedding ceremony. 
  
 

II. RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
 Staff supports the appointment of Mr. Klauzer as a Steamboat Springs Municipal 
 Judge for December 31, 2011 and January 1, 2012. 
 
 

III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
 The Steamboat Springs City Council has historically accommodated such requests 
 for local attorneys to allow them to perform wedding ceremonies for community 
 members and our guests. Mr. Klauzer is a Steamboat Springs attorney. 
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AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
              
 
FROM:  Winnie DelliQuadri, Grants Analyst (Ext. 157) 
   Chris Wilson (x317) 
 
THROUGH:  Jon B. Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 

 
DATE:  December 20, 2011 
 
RE:    The Amended Yampa River System Legacy Partnership 

 Memorandum of Understanding  
 
NEXT STEP:  Approve the amended Memorandum of Understanding for the 

 Yampa River System Legacy Partnership.    
 
                     ___   DIRECTION 
                     ___   INFORMATION 
   __ _  ORDINANCE 
        _X_   MOTION 
           RESOLUTION 
 
 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE:  

 
The City has been a member of the Yampa River System Legacy Partnership and has 
been the fiscal agent for all Legacy projects since the Partnership was formed 
through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in 1997.  In response to the 
funding opportunities provided by the America’s Great Outdoors Program (AGO), the 
Legacy Partnership proposes to amend the existing Memorandum of Understanding.  
Proposed changes will: 

a)  Incorporate the AGO concepts of connecting youth and young adults to the 
natural outdoor environment through expanding the Legacy Partnership scope 
of work to enable inclusion of projects which provide outdoor jobs and 
environmental education opportunities for youth;  

b)  Expanding community representation on the group to include new 
representatives for youth education, youth jobs, public lands, and the Yampa 
River; and  
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c)  Enabling project partners to select fiscal agent for Legacy approved projects on 
a project by project basis. This would remove the City as the required fiscal 
agent for every Legacy project. 

 
II. RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

 
Staff request that city council approve the amended Yampa River System Legacy 
Partnership Memorandum of Understanding. 
 

III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
There are no costs associated with modifying the existing MOU.  The Legacy 
Partnership does not charge a fee for participation, nor does the MOU require the City 
to participate in any Legacy sponsored projects or grant applications.  Instead, the 
existing and amended MOU notes that Legacy Partners will work together to apply for 
and secure GOCO and AGO funds when available and that any joint grant proposal will 
be based on individual projects proposed by Legacy members.  If the City participates 
in a Legacy project proposal, the City would control its project, project budget, and 
match amount. 
 
The financial benefit of amending the MOU to incorporate the missing AGO concepts is 
that it will position the City and other Legacy partners for funding from the AGO 
initiative.  At present, the City Council has approved $300,000 in the 2012 CIP budget 
for Bear River Park, with the expectation that the city funds will leverage $1,500,000 in 
grant funding for Bear River Park and Yampa River Restoration projects.  City staff are 
targeting both Great Outdoors Colorado and the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative for 
these grant funds.  To be eligible, the City and the other Legacy Partners need to 
approve the amended MOU. 
 

IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
The original and revised Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) are attached. The 
City has been a signatory to the existing MOU for the Legacy Partnership since its 
inception in 1997.  Through its participation, the City has been able to work regionally 
to leverage over $21.5 million in funding for Legacy projects, including approximately 
$4 million for City sponsored projects. 
 

V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
None at this time.  The MOU is nonbinding and the City can choose to resign at any 
time.  The existing MOU remains in place until all partners have approved the amended 
MOU. 
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VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
  
 None at this time. 

 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 

 
The Legacy Partnership proposes to amend the existing Memorandum of 
Understanding which governs the Partnership.  Staff recommend that City Council 
approve the amended MOU as it will position the City and Legacy Partners for funding 
for locally proposed projects from the America’s Great Outdoors Initiative. As the 
original and amended MOU are nonbinding, City Council may choose to end City 
participation at any time.   
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AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Chris Wilson, Director Parks, Open Space and Recreational 

Services (Ext. 317)  
 
 
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 Parks and Recreation Commission, Jack Trautman Chair  
 
DATE: December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM: A resolution to adopt the modification of the 

“Comprehensive Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a 
skills bike park. 

 
NEXT STEP: Adopt the Resolution  
 
 
 
        DIRECTION 
                             INFORMATION     
        ORDINANCE 
   X   MOTION 
   X   RESOLUTION 
 
 
 
 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
  
 A resolution to adopt the modification of the “Comprehensive Plan for the Bear 

River Parcel” to include a skills bike park as shown in Master Plan Alternative D 
(see attached). 

 
 
II. RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
 City Council to make a motion to adopt a resolution to adopt the modification of 

the “Comprehensive Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a skills bike park as 
shown in Master Plan Alternative D 
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III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
 Proposed Expenditure:   Staff time to process. 
 Funding Source:    2011 Budgeted Funds 
 
 
IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
 Community support among families and their children along with youth and adult 
 riders for a  skills  bike park has been on-going.  Parks and Recreation 
 Commission’s commitment to  eradicate the  illegal Willett  Heights bike park 
 also hinge on the development of a new venue. 
 

After the Whistler Park location was passed on the Parks and Recreation 
Commission had a field trip as part of its work session to review possible City sites. 
Although investigations will be ongoing at several of these sites Directional 
Development Foundation believes that the Bear River site best fits its timing for a 
bike skills park. 

 
 The Bear River Park is approximately an 18 acre site that previously housed city 
 sewage lagoons. The Yampa River runs along the southerly edge and a 
 substantial wetland is included in the western third of the property.  A Great 
 Outdoors Colorado Planning Grant helped develop the “Comprehensive Plan 
 for the Bear River Parcel” which was adopted by the Parks Recreation 
 Commission and ultimately City Council. 
 
 Master Plan Alternative C (see attached) was adopted and did not include a bike 

skills park.  Given the present request a consensus was reached between the 
proponents and the Parks and Recreation Commission.  A subsequent unanimous 
vote from the Parks and Recreation Commission, at their regular meeting, on the 
motion recommending to advise City Council to adopt a resolution for the 
modification of the “Comprehensive Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a 
skills bike park as shown in Master Plan Alternative D. If this modification is 
supported then Directional Development Foundation will move forward through the 
design development process at subsequent Parks and Recreation Commission 
meetings.  The recommended plan and its operation and maintenance will finally 
be reviewed and approved by City Council. 

 
V.  LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
 As the Bear River Parcel Master Plan was adopted via Resolution Number 2004-38 

as drafted then this modification required public review with the Parks and 
Recreation Commission and ultimately City Council action.   
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VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
 This Bike Skills Park is strongly supported and compliments the ultimate park 
 design as seen in the new Master Plan Alternative D. 
  
 There are no environmental issues on this site as a reclaimed sewage lagoon. 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
 In summary the Parks and Recreation Commission recommends City Council make 

a motion to adopt via the resolution to adopt the modification of “Comprehensive 
Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a skills bike park as shown in  the 
Master Plan Alternative D .   

 
 Alternatives include: 
 

1. A motion to adopt a resolution approving the modification of the 
“Comprehensive Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a skills bike 
park as shown in the Master Plan Alternative D. 

 
2. A motion to adopt a resolution approving the modification of the 

“Comprehensive Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a skills bike 
park as shown in the Master Plan Alternative D with conditions. 

 
3. Not adopt a resolution approving the modification of the “Comprehensive 

Plan for the Bear River Parcel” to include a skills bike park as shown in the 
Master Plan Alternative D and table until changes can be made.  
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ________ 
 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE MODIFICATION TO THE 
BEAR RIVER PARCEL MASTER PLAN TO INCLUDE A SKILLS 
BIKE PARK. 

  
 

 WHEREAS, protection of the Yampa River and all its associated parcels 
within the City limits while allowing appropriate levels and types of recreational 
use is in the community’s best interest; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the 2004 Bear River Parcel Master plan (BRPMP) recommends 
specific alternatives and actions for balancing recreational uses and 
environmental protection; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the Parks and Recreation Commission was charged with 
developing the plan, including the community in general, unanimously adopted 
the BRPMP, in December 2003; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the Parks and Recreation Commission unanimously 
recommended adoption of the modification to the BRPMP, to include a skills bike 
park in November 2011. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: 
 
The city hereby adopts the modification to the Bear River Parcel Master Plan as 
drafted in Master Plan Alternative D, and directs staff to implement this plan as 
directed by City Council. 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _ day of _    , 2011. 
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 _____________________________ 
 Bart Kounovsky, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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MEMORANDUM 

  
 
 

TO:   Routt County Board of Commissioners 
  Steamboat Springs’ City Council 
  Steamboat Springs RE-2 School Board 

   
FROM:  Chris Painter, Director 

Bud Werner Memorial Library 
970-367-4904 

     
DATE:   November 28, 2011 

 
RE:       Appointment of Trustees to the East Routt Library District Board 

 
 
 

The Board of Trustees respectfully requests your consideration of the attached resolution 
to reappoint Barb Ross to the East Routt Library District Board of Trustees. Please send 
signed copies to my attention, cpainter@steamboatlibrary.org. Bud Werner Memorial 
Library, 1289 Lincoln Ave, Steamboat Springs, CO, 80487.  Thank you. 

 

	��

sjames
AGENDA ITEM #7



CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO.    
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING TRUSTEES TO THE EAST 
ROUTT LIBRARY DISTRICT BOARD  

 
WHEREAS, the management and control of the East Routt Library District 

is vested in a Board of not fewer than five (5) nor more than seven (7) trustees 
(C.R.S. 24-90-108 (1)); and 
 

WHEREAS, the appointment of trustees shall be ratified by the legislative 
bodies of each of the participating governmental units upon recommendation of 
the Board of Trustees of the East Routt Library District (C.R.S. 24-90-108(2c)) 
and 
 

WHEREAS, a Trustee shall be appointed for a five year term in 
accordance with the by-laws of the East Routt Library District Board (C.R.S. 24-
90-108 (3a)); and 
 

WHEREAS,  the terms of office of Barb Ross expires December 31, 2011. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that Barb Ross be re-appointed to the 
East Routt Library District Board of Trustees for terms beginning January 1, 2012 
and ending December 31, 2016. 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this      day of            , 2011. 
 
 
 
 
            
      Bart Kounovsky, President 
      Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
     
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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AGENDA ITEM # 0 
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM  
               
FROM:  Wendy DuBord, Special Projects Manager (Ext.219) 
    
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
          
DATE:   Dec. 20, 2011 
 
ITEM:   Resolution supporting Mainstreet Steamboat Springs’ 

application for the Great American Main Street Award 
(DuBord/Barnett) 

 
NEXT STEP: Approve Resolution to be included in the application by 

Mainstreet Steamboat Springs 
               
                        X    INFORMATION 
         X    RESOLUTION 
               
 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 
Staff recommends Council Motion: Approval of the attached resolution at the 
request of Mainstreet Steamboat Springs. 
 
II. FISCAL IMPACTS:   
 
None 
  
III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Mainstreet Steamboat Springs was established in 2004.  Since that time, City 
Council has supported the organization with funding, meeting space, participation 
on the Board of Directors, etc.  Mainstreet is a finalist in the Great American 
Mainstreet Award competition. It is a great honor to get this far in the process.  
Mainstreet Executive Director Tracy Barnett requested a resolution from the City 
Council supporting their application. 
 
IV. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
None associated with this issue or communication. 
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V. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 
None associated with this communication 
 
VI. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
City Council has the following alternatives: 

1. Approve the resolution 
2. Decline to approve the resolution.  There is not time to table this with 

changes before the application is due. 
 
Staff recommends approval to show City Council support for Mainstreet Steamboat 
Springs and their application for this prestigious national award. 
 
If anyone has questions, please contact me at 871-8219 or 
wdubord@steamboatsprings.net. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO.    
 

 
 A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE APPLICATION OF MAINSTREET
 STEAMBOAT SPRINGS FOR THE GREAT AMERICAN MAIN STREET 
 AWARD 
 

WHEREAS, Mainstreet Steamboat Springs was established in 2004; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs has supported this organization with 
annual funding, grant-writing assistance, meeting space and other support; and 
 

WHEREAS, a City Council Member sits on the Mainstreet Steamboat Springs 
Board of Directors and actively participates in meetings, projects and initiatives; and 
 

WHEREAS, several City Department Heads actively participate on Mainstreet 
Steamboat Springs committees; and 
 

WHEREAS, Mainstreet Steamboat Springs has been incredibly successful in the 
mission to support historic preservation and creating and maintaining a vibrant 
downtown; and 
 

WHEREAS, programs and events coordinated or sponsored by Mainstreet 
Steamboat Springs have successfully enhanced and improved the local economy; and 
 

WHEREAS, the efforts and activities of Mainstreet Steamboat Springs have 
become a vital part of the community’s overall economic development efforts. 

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

 
 Section 1. The Steamboat Springs City Council continues to participate, 
support and fund the efforts of Mainstreet Steamboat Springs. 

 
 Section 2. The Steamboat Springs City Council urges the Great American Main 

Street Award Jury to select Mainstreet Steamboat Springs for this prestigious award. 
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PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this        day of    , 2011. 
 
 
 
        
 
 
              
       Bart Kounovsky, President 
       Steamboat Springs City Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
       
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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AGENDA ITEM # 0 
  

  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM:  John Thrasher, Human Resources Manager  
    
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE:   December 20, 2011 
 
RE:   Adoption of the Management Team Retirement Health 

Savings Plan  
 
NEXT STEP:  A resolution adopting a Vantagecare Retirement Health 

Savings Plan for the City of Steamboat Springs Management 
Team hereafter titled; the City of Steamboat Springs 
Management Team Retirement Health Savings Plan. 

 
 
               ____ DIRECTION 
               ____       INFORMATION     
     ____   ORDINANCE 
  ____  MOTION 
  __X_   RESOLUTION 
 
 
 
I.  REQUEST OR ISSUE: 

 
The Management Team for the City of Steamboat Springs has unanimously agreed to 
participate in a ICMA-RC Vantagecare Retirement Health Savings Plan that is a plan that 
provides for contribution of 1 percent of income (while employed), and fifty percent of the 
value of accrued benefits (upon retirement) to a self managed retirement plan that 
provides for tax free distribution of the principal and earnings if the funds are used for 
medical expenses.  
 
II.  RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

 
Adopt by resolution the City Management Team Retirement Health Savings Plan.  
 
III.  FISCAL IMPACTS: 
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The City will provide administrative support for the Management Team Retirement Health 
Savings Plan. However there will be no City contributions to the plan. Further, upon the 
retirement/separation of an eligible participant, the contribution of fifty percent of the 
value of accrued leave will be contributed as calculated from the usual pay-out rate 
identified by the City of Steamboat Springs Personnel and Administrative Regulations 
Manual. 
  
IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 
None  
 
V.  LEGAL ISSUES: 

 
The adoption of a Retirement Health Savings Plan requires that all members of the 
defined group must participate in the plan, without exception.  
 
The adoption of a Retirement Health Savings Plan requires that the City establish an 
Integral Part Trust to insure that contributions to, and accumulated assets in, the trust are 
held as a segregated fund for participants welfare.   
 
That Integral Part Trust is attached hereto. 
 
VI.   CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 

 
None 
 
 
VII.  SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 

 
None  
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ________   
 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A VANTAGECARE RETIREMENT  
HEALTH SAVINGS PLAN FOR THE CITY OF STEAMBOAT 
SPRINGS MANAGEMENT TEAM HEREAFTER TITLED; THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS MANAGEMENT TEAM 
RETIRMENT HEALTH SAVINGS PLAN  

 
WHEREAS, The City Management Team renders valuable services; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the establishment of a Retirement Health Savings Plan for the 
Management Team serves the interests of the City of Steamboat Springs by 
enabling it to provide reasonable security regarding such employees’ health 
needs during retirement, by providing increased flexibility in its personnel 
management system, and by assisting in the attraction and retention of 
competent personnel; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs has determined that the 

establishment of a Management Team Retirement Health Savings Plan serves the 
above objectives. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: the City of Steamboat 
Springs hereby adopts the Management Team Retirement Health Savings Plan in 
the form of the ICMA Retirement Corporation’s VantageCare Retirement Health 
Savings program. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the assets of the Plan shall be held in trust, 
with the City of Steamboat Springs serving as trustee, for the exclusive benefit of 
the Plan participants and their beneficiaries, and the assets of the Plan shall not 
be diverted to any other purpose prior to the satisfaction of all liabilities of the 
Plan. The City of Steamboat Springs has executed the Declaration of Trust of the 
City of Steamboat Springs Integral Part Trust in the form of the model trust 
made available by ICMA Retirement Corporation, with the Finance Director 
designated as the Trustee. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Human Resource Manager shall be the 
coordinator and contact for the Management Team Retirement Health Savings 
Plan and shall receive necessary reports, notices, etc.   
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Section 1. The City of Steamboat Springs does hereby adopt and 
approve establishment of a Management Team Retirement Health Savings Plan 
to become effective January 1, 2012. 

 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this __   day of __                    , 2011. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Bart Kounouvsky, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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AAggeennddaa  IItteemm  ##00                                                            
  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Gregory Neppl, Controller (Ext. 239)  

 
THROUGH: Deb Hinsvark (Ext. 240) 
 
DATE: December 20, 2011 

 
ITEM: Resolution/Report Government Funds in Accordance 

with GASB Statement 54  
 
NEXT STEP: Approval of GASB Statement 54 Resolution  
 
 
 ___ DIRECTION 
 ___ INFORMATION  
 ___ ORDINANCE  
 ___ MOTION 
 _x_ RESOLUTION 
 
 
I.   REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
   
The City Finance department requests a resolution Establishing Committed and 
Assigned Fund Balances for the Government Funds of the City of Steamboat 
Springs in Accordance with Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 
Statement Number 54 and that Council authorizes the City Manager or his 
designee to designate the assigned fund balances.   
 
 
II.   RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
      
Staff recommends Council approve the Resolution 
 
 
III.   FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
 Proposed Expenditure: N/A 
 Funding Source: N/A 
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IV.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
In February 2009, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) issued 
GASB Statement #54 Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type 
Definitions.  The statement substantially changes how fund balances are 
categorized.  It clarifies/modifies how some of the governmental funds are 
presented and classified. 
 
The Statement establishes fund balance classifications that comprise a hierarchy 
based primarily on the extent to which a government is bound to observe 
constraints imposed upon the use of the resources reported in governmental 
funds. 
  
V.   LEGAL ISSUES: 
   
State Law requires that all general-purpose local governments publish within 240 
days of the close of each fiscal year a complete set of financial statements 
presented in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United 
States (GAAP) and audited in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards by a firm of licensed certified public accountants.   
 
VI.  CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
  
N/A 
 
VII.  SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
The  City’s financial statements, including the Consolidated Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR), are prepared in accordance with the standards of accounting and financial 
reporting for U.S. state and local governments established by the Governmental 
Accounting Standards Board (GASB).   
 
The requirements in GASB Statement #54 are effective for financial statements 
beginning after June 15, 2010.  If the information for previous years is not 
restated, governments should explain the nature of the differences from the prior 
information. 
 
This Resolution is required in order to guarantee the commitment to conform to 
GASB Statement 54 and for the City Council to grant the City Manager or Designee 
authority to designate “assigned fund balances” per GASB 54.       
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In general nothing changes as to any of the previously approved budget or 
financial information reviewed by the City Council.  GASB 54 will change the 
Governmental Funds presentation in the Consolidated Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR).          
 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS  
 
1.  City of Steamboat Springs – GASB 54 Summary 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS  
FUND BALANCE SUMMARY 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH GASB #54 
 
Background 
 
In February 2009, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) issued GASB 
#54 Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions.  The statement 
substantially changes how fund balances are categorized.  It clarifies/modifies how 
some of the governmental funds are presented and classified. 
 
Purpose 
 
The objective of GASB 54 is to report governmental fund balances based on a hierarchy 
that shows, from highest to lowest, the level or form of constraints on the fund balance 
and accordingly, the extent to which governments are bound to honor them.  Fund 
balance classifications in order of hierarchy are:  non-spendable, restricted, committed, 
assigned and unassigned.  
 
The City of Steamboat Springs currently reports the following major governmental 
funds: 

1. General Fund 
2. Capital Projects Fund  
3. Steamboat Springs Redevelopment Authority  
4. Community Housing Fund  

 
Definitions 
 
Fund Balance – Fund balance is the excess of assets over liabilities.  Fund balance is 
accumulated when revenues exceed expenditures and decreased when revenues are 
less than expenditures. 

Non-spendable Fund Balance – The portion of fund balance that cannot be spent 
because it is either not in a spendable form or is legally or contractually required to be 
maintained intact. 

Restricted Fund Balance – The portion of fund balance constrained for a specific 
purpose by external parties, constitutional provisions, or enabling legislation.  
Effectively, restrictions on fund balance may only be changed or lifted with the consent 
of resource providers. 
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2 

 

Committed Fund Balance – The portion of fund balance that can only be used for 
specific purposes according to limitations imposed by the City Council prior to the end 
of the current fiscal year.  The constraint may be removed or changed only by formal 
action of the City Council. 

Assigned Fund Balance – The portion of fund balance set aside for planned or intended 
actions.  The intended use may be expressed by the City Council or other individuals 
authorized to assign funds to be used for a specific purpose.  In governmental funds 
other than the general fund, assigned fund balance represents the amount that is not 
non-spendable, restricted, or committed.  This indicates that resources in these funds 
are, at a minimum, intended to be used for the purpose of that fund. 

Unassigned Fund Balance –This is the residual portion of fund balance that does not 
meet any of the above criteria.  The City will only report a positive unassigned fund 
balance in the General Fund. 

Classification Examples   
 

Non-spendable (not in spendable form or a contractual obligation 

• Inventory – The value of inventories that are not expected to be converted into 
cash. 

• Prepaid Items – The valued of the prepaid assets held as non-cash assets. 
• Long term amounts of loans or notes receivable. 

 

Restricted 

• TABOR Reserves – Amendment One to the state constitution (Article X, Section 
20) passed by voters in 1992 requires that reserves equal to 3% of the fiscal 
year spending be established for declared emergencies. 

• Grant Funding – Unspent grant funding which must be used for specific 
programs as stipulated by the Grantor. 

• Debt Service Reserves – Any amounts required to be held according to creditor 
requirements. 

 

Committed 

• Contractual Obligations – Resources specifically committed for use in satisfying 
contractual requirements.  Could include amounts encumbered on outstanding 
purchase orders. 
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• Emergency Operating Funds – Funds set aside to meet operating expenses in the 
event of an emergency as set forth in the City’s emergency operations policies. 

 

Assigned 

• Subsequent Year Expenditures – Appropriation of existing fund balance to 
eliminate a projected budgetary deficit in the subsequent year’s budget. 

• Designated Projects – The estimated cost of planned or desired, but not required 
specific projects as requested by the City Council or other authorized individuals. 

• Residual Fund Balance – In governmental funds other than the General Fund, 
assigned fund balance will include any amount that is not non-spendable, 
restricted, or committed.  This indicates that these resources are, at a minimum, 
intended to be used for the purpose of that fund. 

 

Unassigned  

• Residual Fund Balance – This is the residual fund balance classification for the 
General Fund and will contain any fund balance not already classified.  If for any 
reason any other governmental fund should have a negative fund balance the 
negative fund balance would be reported as unassigned. 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ________ 
 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE COMMITTED AND 
ASSIGNED FUND BALANCES OF THE CITY OF STEAMBOAT 
SPRINGS IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENTAL 
ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD STATEMENT NUMBER 
54 AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER OR HIS 
DESIGNEE TO DESIGNATE THE ASSIGNED PORTION OF ALL 
GOVERNMENTAL FUND BALANCES FOR THE CITY 
FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR 2011 AND SUBSEQUENT 
YEARS 

 
WHEREAS, the City’s financial statements, including the Comprehensive 

Annual Financial Report (CAFR), are prepared in accordance with the standards of 
accounting and financial reporting for U.S. state and local governments established 
by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB); and 

 
WHEREAS, in February 2009, GASB issued Statement No. 54 Fund 

Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions effective for financial 
statements beginning after June 15, 2010; and 

 
WHEREAS, the objective of GASB 54 is to report governmental fund 

balances based on a hierarchy that shows, from highest to lowest, the level or 
form of constraints on the fund balance and accordingly, the extent to which 
governments are bound to honor them.  Fund balance classifications in order of 
hierarchy are: non-spendable, restricted, committed, assigned and unassigned; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, “committed fund balance” is defined by GASB 54 as the 

portion of fund balance that can only be used for specific purposes according to 
limitations imposed by the City Council prior to the end of the current fiscal year; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, “assigned fund balance” is defined by GASB 54 as the portion 

of fund balance set aside for planned or intended actions.  The intended use may 
be expressed by the City Council or other individuals to whom such authority is 
delegated; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City is prepared to implement compliance with GASB 54 

and the Council desires to grant the City Manager, or the City Manager’s 
Designee, authority to designate the assigned fund balance for each Fund based 
on the intended use of such resources.  
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, COLORADO, THAT: 
 

Section 1. Establishment of committed fund balances should comply 
with GASB 54. 

  
Section 2.  The City Manager is hereby authorized to designate the 

assigned fund balance for each Governmental Fund based on the intended use of 
such resources for 2011 and subsequent years. 

 
Section 3. The City Manager is hereby authorized to delegate the 

foregoing authority to an appropriate City employee reporting to the City 
Manager (The “City Manager’s Designee”). 
 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _____ day of ____________, 2011. 
 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Bart Kounovsky, President 
 Steamboat Springs City Council 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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AGENDA ITEM # 0 
  

  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 
 
 
FROM: Mel Baker, Airport Manager (879-9042) 
   Anne Small, Director of General Services (Ext. 249) 
 
THROUGH: Jon Roberts, City Manager  
 
DATE: December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM: First reading of an ordinance to approve Hangar Lease between 

the City of Steamboat Springs and Civil Air Patrol – Steamboat 
Springs Composite Squadron 

 
NEXT STEP: Motion to Approve the First Reading of the ordinances  
 
 
    X  ORDINANCE 
    X  MOTION 
 
 
I. REQUEST OR ISSUE: 
 

Motion to approve the first reading of an ordinance approving a lease between the City of 
Steamboat Springs and Civil Air Patrol – Steamboat Springs Composite Squadron for 
Hangar B9 at the Steamboat Springs Airport.  
 

II. RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 

Approve the first reading of the ordinance 
 
III. FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 

Annual rent: $7,828.32 
  
IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 

The Civil Air Patrol requested and received funding in the City’s 2012 budget for leasing 
Hangar B9 at the Steamboat Springs Airport.    

 
V. LEGAL ISSUES: 
 
 Staff attorney has reviewed the lease and Ordinance. 
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VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: 
 

There are no known conflicts or environmental issues.  
 
 
 
 
VII. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES: 
 
 City Council may elect to: 

 
1. Approve the first reading of the attached Ordinance   
2. Table the item and provide alternate direction to staff.   
3. Deny this request. 
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HANGAR LEASE AGREEMENT 
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AIRPORT 

 
 THIS HANGAR LEASE AGREEMENT, entered into this 1st day of January, 2012, 
by and between the City of Steamboat Springs, a Colorado Municipal Corporation, as 
owner of the Steamboat Springs Airport ("Lessor") and Civil Air Patrol, Steamboat 
Springs Composite Squadron ("Lessee"). 
 
 In consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and for other good 
and valuable consideration, the parties hereto agree as follows: 
 
1. PREMISES.  Lessor agrees to lease to Lessee, and Lessee agrees to lease from 
Lessor, Hangar Space #B-9, located at the Steamboat Springs Airport.  The Hangar 
Space shall be used and occupied by Lessee primarily for the storage of Lessee's 
aircraft, to wit,  (the "Aircraft"), or any other similar aircraft owned or leased by Lessee 
(the "Substitute Aircraft"), provided Lessee has provided Lessor with written notification 
that a Substitute Aircraft will be stored in the Hangar Space and has provided to Lessor 
a complete description of the Substitute Aircraft.  In the event Lessee stores a 
Substitute Aircraft in the Space, all provisions of this Agreement applicable to the 
Aircraft shall also be applicable to the Substitute Aircraft.  Lessor at anytime may ask 
proof of Aircraft or Substitute Aircraft ownership of the Lessee. 
 
2. TERM.  This Agreement shall commence on January 1, 2012 and shall remain in 
effect month to month until terminated according to the terms of this Agreement. 
 
3. RENT.   
 

a) For use of the Hangar Space, Lessee shall pay to Lessor, at the Steamboat 
Springs Finance Office, 137 10th Street, P.O. Box 775088, Steamboat Springs, 
Colorado, 80477, the amount of   Six Hundred and Fifty Two Dollars and 
Thirty Six Cents ($652.36)  per month, such amount to be payable in 
advance.  If the term of this lease agreement commences on a day other than 
the first day of a month, the first month’s rent shall be pro rated on a daily basis.  
Such rent shall be due and payable without notice from Lessor on the first day of 
each and every month during the term hereof and Lessee shall be deemed to be 
in default if such rent has not been received by lessor when due. If any amount 
payable by Tenant pursuant to this Lease is not paid and received by Landlord 
with ten (10) calendar days after the due date therefore, the unpaid amount 
shall bear interest at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum from the date 
such payment was due until paid, and in addition, Tenant shall pay to Landlord a 
late payment charge equal to five percent (5%) of the amount not timely paid, 
payable on demand. Nothing in this paragraph shall limit any right of Landlord 
with respect to any default by Tenant or be construed as granting Tenant a grace 
period or right to cure, not otherwise herein set forth. 
 
Rent shall increase at the discretion of the Lessor; however, at a minimum there 
shall be a 3% increase, compounded annually, beginning January 1, 2013.   
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b) If Lessor purchases less than 300 gallons of fuel in any calendar year from the 

Steamboat Springs Airport FBO, then Lessor will be charged an inactivity fee.  
Such fee shall be calculated by multiplying the shortfall in Lessor's fuel purchases 
by the applicable fuel price effective on December 31 of the year for which the 
fee is being calculated or, in the case of lease termination, the last day the lease 
is in effect.  The 300-gallon requirement will be pro-rated for the first and last 
years of the lease. 

 
4. LESSEE'S USE OF THE PREMISES. 
 

a. The Hangar Space shall be used primarily for the storage of the Aircraft, 
along with any necessary aircraft groundhandling equipment associated with 
said Aircraft.  The incidental storage of other items shall be permitted so 
long as that storage of other items does not obstruct the use of the hangars 
by other tenants, does not constitute a fire hazard, and does not increase 
Lessor's insurance premiums. 

 
b. No commercial activity of any kind whatsoever shall be conducted by Lessee 

in, from or around the Hangar Space. 
 
c. Lessee shall not store gasoline, solvents, explosives, flammable paints or 

other flammables in the Hangar Space without the prior written approval of 
the Airport Manager.  The parties agree that the Airport Manager is 
authorized by this provision to require safety containers or other safety 
measures to be followed by Lessee as a condition of such approval. 

 
d. No maintenance of the aircraft shall be performed within the Hangar Space 

without the prior written approval of the airport manager except such minor 
maintenance as would normally be performed by an aircraft owner without 
the benefit of an aircraft mechanic.  For the purposes of this agreement, the 
Lessee shall be allowed to perform the following minor maintenance work on 
his or her Airplane: interior cleaning, waxing and polishing, changing of oil, 
tire and wheel replacement, servicing of landing gear shock struts and wheel 
bearings, replacement of defective safety wire and cotter keys, lubrication 
which does not require the disassembly of parts, servicing hydraulic fluid 
reservoirs, minor upholstery and decorative panel repairs, replacing side 
windows, seat belts and seat parts, troubleshooting electrical and avionics 
systems, replacing bulbs and lenses and replacing or cleaning spark plugs.  
It is understood by the parties hereto that the Airport Manager is authorized 
by this provision to require specific measures to protect the Hangar from 
damage as a condition of approval for owner maintenance other than that 
maintenance specifically permitted.  All other aircraft maintenance must be 
conducted in a maintenance building or structure approved by Lessor. 

 
e. Lessee shall take such steps so as to ensure that the performance of 

maintenance work within the Hangar shall not damage the Hangar Space.  
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Lessee is responsible for payment to Lessor of any damage to the pavement 
of the Hangar floor caused by fuel or oil spillage, maintenance tools, repair 
equipment, or associated causes. 

 
f. Lessee shall control the conduct and business demeanor of its employees 

and invitees and of those doing business with it, in and around the Hangar 
Space and shall take all steps necessary to remove persons whom Lessor 
may, for good and sufficient cause, deem objectionable. 

 
g. Lessee shall keep the Hangar Space clean and free of debris at all times, and 

Lessee shall not place any trash or debris on the airport grounds except in 
containers provided for trash by the Lessor. 

 
h. Lessee shall close the Hangar doors promptly after moving the Aircraft in or 

out of the Hangar and shall coordinate the operation of the door so as not to 
unduly or in an untimely fashion obstruct access to adjacent Hangars.  
Lessee shall stand by the door switch at all times in which the door 
is being raised or lowered.  In the event of a door malfunction, 
Lessee shall shut the switch off immediately and discontinue 
operation of the door, and immediately notify Lessor or its agent.  
Lessee shall be responsible for making sure the door center-locking 
pin is released prior to raising the door and that after the door is 
lowered that the center-locking pin is properly in position.  Lessee 
shall not operate the door if wind conditions are in excess of 
twenty-five (25) knots.  Any damages to the door caused by 
Lessee's failure to comply with the above may result in Lessee's 
liability for payment thereof. 

 
i. Lessee shall not lock the Hangar or permit the same to be locked with any 

lock other than the lock mechanism supplied by Lessor, unless Lessor is 
provided with the necessary keys. 

 
j. Lessee shall not use any high wattage electrical equipment, heat lamps, or 

machinery in or about the Hangar, or modify existing wiring or install 
additional outlets, fixtures or the like therein unless authorized in writing by 
the Lessor. 

 
k. Lessee shall not attach any hoisting or holding mechanism to any part of the 

Hangar or pass any mechanism over the struts or braces therein.  For 
purposes of this Agreement, a hoisting or holding mechanism shall be 
deemed to include, but shall not be limited to, a chain-ball, block and tackle, 
or other hoisting or winching device. 

 
l. Lessee shall not paint, remove, deface, modify, bend, drill, cut or otherwise 

alter or modify any part of the Hangar without the prior written permission of 
the Lessor. 
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m. Lessee shall not park or leave the Aircraft on the taxilane or on the ramp 
area adjacent to the Hangar door in a manner which unduly interferes with 
or obstructs access to adjacent Hangars. 

 
n. Lessee shall, within thirty (30) days of the execution of this lease purchase 

and maintain an ABC dry chemical or halon type fire extinguisher and install 
the same with a bracket to the wall of the Hangar on the wall immediately 
below the Hangar light switch. 

 
o. In utilizing the Hangar Space, Lessee agrees to and shall comply with all 

applicable statutes, ordinances, resolutions, rules and regulations established 
by any federal, state or local government agency, or by the City of 
Steamboat Springs. 

 
p.     Upon termination of this Agreement Lessee shall immediately surrender   
        possession of the Hangar Space and shall immediately remove the Aircraft  
        and all other property therefrom, leaving the Hangar space in the same  
        condition as when received, ordinary wear and tear accepted. 
 
q.     Lessee shall comply with City of Steamboat Springs Airport Policies and  
        Procedures as currently set forth in Exhibit A.  The Steamboat Springs  
        Airport Policies and Procedures set forth in Exhibit A may be modified from  
        time to time and, as modified, shall be binding on the Lessee. 

 
5. LESSOR’S USE OF PREMISES.  Lessor shall be permitted to use the Hangar for 
airport FBO customers on a nightly basis, when unoccupied by Lessee.  Lessor shall 
reimburse Lessee for the loss of the use of the Hangar on a per night basis of $25 per 
night. 
 
6. SUBLEASE OR ASSIGNMENT.  With Airport Managers approval, Lessee may 
sublease the hangar space by paying a $50 sublease fee per month, payable to Lessor 
with monthly rent payment.  Without sublease fee, Lessee may not sublease or assign 
this lease.  The parking of aircraft not owned by or leased by Lessee within the Hangar 
Space without approval of Airport Manager shall constitute a sublease.  Lessee may not 
assign this Agreement.   
 
7. INSURANCE.  Lessor shall maintain insurance coverage on the Hangar structure.  
Lessee agrees to maintain, at its own expense, insurance of such types and in such 
amounts to insure against liability for damage or loss to the Aircraft or other property, 
and against liability for personal injury or death, arising from acts or omissions of 
Lessee or its agents and employees.  Such policy or policies shall contain a provision 
whereby Lessee's insurer waives any right of subrogation against lessor, its agents and 
employees, and providing that lessor must receive at least ten (10) days prior written 
notice of any cancellation of Lessee's insurance coverage.  Such policy shall name 
Lessor as additional insured.  Prior to the commencement of this Agreement, Lessee 
shall deliver to Lessor certificates of insurance evidencing the required coverages.   
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8. RIGHT OF ENTRY.  Lessor shall have the right to permit his officers, employees 
and authorized representatives to enter the Hangar for the purpose of inspecting or 
protecting such premises and for the purpose of doing any act, which Lessor may deem 
necessary or appropriate for the proper conduct and operation of the Airport.  Lessor 
shall not, without prior approval from Lessee, touch, enter or move any aircraft stored 
in the Hangar except in an emergency situation where obtaining such approval is not 
practical. 
 
9. INDEMNITY OR FORCE MAJEURE.  Lessee agrees to release, indemnify and hold 
Lessor, its officers, agents and employees harmless from and against any and all 
liabilities, losses, claims, and judgments, of any kind whatsoever, including all costs, 
attorney's fees, and expenses incidental thereto, for any loss of or damage to any 
property or injury to or death of any person arising out of, or claimed to arise out of, 
Lessee's use of the premises, or any breach or violation or nonperformance by Lessee 
or its officers, employees or agents of any covenant or condition of this Agreement, or 
by any act or failure to act of those persons.   
 
Lessor shall not be liable for failure to perform this Agreement or for any loss, injury or 
damage of any nature whatsoever resulting therefrom caused by any Act of God, fire, 
flood, accident, strike, labor dispute, riot, insurrection, war or any other cause beyond 
Lessor's control. 
 
10. CONDITION OF PREMISES.  Lessee shall accept the Hangar Space in its present 
condition without any liability of obligation on the part of Lessor (except for routine 
pavement maintenance) to make any alterations, improvements or repairs of any kind 
within or to the Hangar Space. 
 
11. DEFAULT.  Lessee shall be deemed in Default of this Agreement if: 
 

a. Lessee fails to make the timely payment of any rental payment hereunder.  
Said rental shall be due and payable without notice from Lessor on the first 
day of each and every month during the term hereof and Lessee shall be 
deemed to be in default if such rent has not been received by Lessor when 
due; 

 
b. Lessee violates any covenant in this Lease, and such violation shall 

continue for fifteen (15) days after receipt by Lessee of notice thereof 
from Lessor without Lessee curing the violation; 

 
c. A petition is filed by or against Lessee under the Bankruptcy Act or any 

amendment thereto (including a petition for reorganization or an 
arrangement);  

 
d. Lessee assigns his or her property for the benefit of creditors; or 
 
e. Lessee ceases to do business as a going concern. 
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In the event of any default by Lessee, Lessor shall, at its option after thirty (30) days' 
written notice of the default, have the right to terminate this Agreement for cause and 
to remove the Aircraft and any other property of Lessee from the Hangar Space, using 
such force as may be necessary without being deemed guilty of trespass, breach of 
peace or forcible entry and detainer.  Exercise by Lessor of any of the rights specified 
above shall not prejudice Lessor's right to pursue any other remedy available to Lessor 
in law or equity, including termination without cause as set forth in paragraph 12, 
below. 
 
12. TERMINATION.  Either party to this Agreement shall have the right to terminate 
this Agreement with or without cause by giving at least thirty (30) days' written notice 
to the other party.  Such termination shall be effective as of the last day of the calendar 
month following the calendar month in which notice of termination or notice to quit is 
delivered to the Lessee.   
 
13. DISCLAIMER AND RELEASE.  Lessor hereby disclaims, and Lessee hereby 
releases Lessor from any and all liability whether in contract or tort (including strict 
liability and negligence) for any loss, damage or injury of any nature whatsoever 
sustained by Lessee, its employees, agents, or invitees during the term of this 
Agreement, including but not limited to loss, damage or injury to the Aircraft or other 
property of Lessee that may be located within the Hangar Space, unless such loss, 
damage or injury is caused by Lessor's gross negligence.  The parties hereby agree that 
under no circumstances shall Lessor be liable for indirect, consequential, special or 
exemplary damages, whether in contract or tort (including strict liability and 
negligence), such as, but not limited to, loss of revenue or anticipated profits or other 
damage related to the leasing of the Hangar space under this Agreement. 
 
14. CHOICE OF LAW/VENUE.  This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with 
the laws of the State of Colorado and any legal action related to this Lease shall have as 
its sole and proper venue the Routt County Combined Courts. 
 
15.   WAIVER.  The waiver by either party of any covenant or condition of this 
Agreement shall not thereafter preclude such party from demanding performance of 
said covenant or condition or of any other term of this Agreement. 
 
16. RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES.  The relationship between Lessor and Lessee shall 
always and only be that of lessor and lessee.  Lessee shall never at any time during the 
term of this Agreement become the agent of Lessor, and Lessor shall not be responsible 
for the acts or omissions of Lessee or its agents. 
 
17. REMEDIES CUMULATIVE.  The rights and remedies with respect to any of the 
terms and conditions of this Agreement shall be cumulative and not exclusive and shall 
be in addition to all other rights and remedies. 
 
18. INTEGRATION.  This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the 
parties, and as of its effective date supersedes all prior independent agreements 
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between the parties covering the Hangar Space.  Any change or modification to this 
Agreement must be in writing and signed by both parties. 
 
19. NOTICES.  Any notice given by one party to the other in connection with this 
Agreement shall be in writing and shall be either (a) hand delivered, or (b) sent by 
certified or registered mail, return receipt requested.  All notices required to be given to 
Lessor hereunder shall be in writing and shall be either (a) hand delivered, or (b) sent 
by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested to: 
 
    Airport Manager 
    Steamboat Springs Airport 
    P.O. Box 775088 
    Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 
 
With a copy either (a) hand delivered, or (b) sent by certified or registered mail, return 
receipt requested to: 

 
City Manager 
City of Steamboat Springs 
137 10th Street 
P. O. Box 775088 
Steamboat Springs, CO  80477 

 
All notices required to be given to Lessee hereunder shall be in writing and either (a) 
hand delivered, or (b) sent by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested. To: 
 

Civil Air Patrol - Steamboat Springs Composite Squadron 
PO Box 880858 
Steamboat Springs, CO 80488 
Attn: Jack Dysart 
 

Notices shall be deemed to have been given on the date of (a) hand delivery, or (b) 
receipt as shown on the return receipt. 
 
20. SUCCESSORS BOUND.  This Agreement shall be binding on and shall inure to the 
benefit of the heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns of the parties hereto. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day 
and year first above written. 
 
     LESSOR:  CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, 
     a Colorado Municipal Corporation, 
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     BY:  ____________________________________ 
      Bart Kounovsky 

     City Council President 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Julie Franklin, City Clerk 
 
 
     LESSEE:  Civil Air Patrol, Steamboat Springs 
Composite 
 
 
 
 
     BY:  _____________________________________ 
       Jack Dysart, Commander 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

ORDINANCE NO.   
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A HANGAR LEASE TO CIVIL AIR 
PATROL – STEAMBOAT SPRINGS COMPOSITE SQUADRON  AT 
THE STEAMBOAT SPRINGS AIRPORT AND AUTHORIZING CITY 
COUNCIL PRESIDENT TO SIGN LEASE DOCUMENTS; REPEALING 
ALL CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR 
SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs owns the Steamboat Springs Airport 
and hangars located at such airport; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Civil Air Patrol – Steamboat Springs Composite Squadron desires to 
lease hangar space B-9 located at the Steamboat Springs Airport; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to lease such hangar space to Civil Air Patrol 
– Steamboat Springs Composite Squadron; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED 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 
the lease of hangar space B9 at the Steamboat Springs Airport to Civil Air Patrol – 
Steamboat Springs Composite Squadron for the term provided in the Hangar 
Lease Agreement, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and by this reference 
made a part of. 
 
 Section 2. The City Council of the City of Steamboat Springs authorizes the 
City Council President or City Council President Pro-Tem to execute such Hangar Lease 
Agreement. 
 
 Section 3. In accordance with Section 13.6 of the Home Rule Charter of the 
City of Steamboat Springs, the effective date of the Hangar Lease Agreement shall be 
at least thirty (30) days after passage of this Ordinance, and the City Council President 
or the City Council President Pro-Tem shall not sign the Hangar Lease Agreement prior 
to this thirty (30) day period. 

 
 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, 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 
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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.  
 
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      , 2011. 
 
 
 
              
       Bart Kounovsky, President 
       Steamboat Springs City Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
Julie Franklin, City Clerk 
 
   

FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this    day of  
 
       , 2012. 
 
 
 
              
       Bart Kounovsky, President 
       Steamboat Springs City Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
       
Julie Franklin, City Clerk 
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 AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##    00  
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM                                             
 

FROM:  Seth Lorson, City Planner (Ext. 280)     
Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244) 

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager, (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE:  June 21, 2011 
 
ITEM:   Development Plan/Final Development Plan/PUD for Tread of 

Pioneers Museum, Collection Building. 
 
NEXT STEP:           If City Council approves the project, the applicant may apply for a 

building permit. 
 

                                                                                                                       
                            ORDINANCE 
                            RESOLUTION 
                      x    MOTION 
                            DIRECTION 
                            INFORMATION 
                                                                                                                              

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: Tread of Pioneers Museum, Collections Building; Original Town of 

Steamboat Springs, Block 8, Lots 11 & 12. 
  
PETITION:   Approval of a Development Plan/Final Development Plan/PUD for 

development of a new collections building and addition to Tread of 
Pioneers Museum and to process four (4) variances to dimensional 
standards. 

 
LOCATION:  219 8th Street 
 
APPLICANT: Tread of Pioneers Museum 
   PO Box 772372 

Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
Tread of Pioneers Museum - #DPF-11-02 (PUD) 
December 20, 2011               _____________                                                            ______              

 2

PC ACTION:  Planning Commission voted to approve on December 8, 2011; Vote: 6-
0; Voting for motion to approve: Lacy, Hanlen, Turek, Robbins, Levy, 
and Brookshire. Meyer rescinded. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

1. Background: 

The Tread of Pioneers Museum proposes to demolish the existing building and construct a 
new collections building and addition to museum display space. This project, as a Pre-
Application was heard by Historic Preservation Commission on September 14, 2011, 
Planning Commission on September 22, 2011, and City Council on October 18, 2011. 
Historic Preservation Commission voted to approve the demolition of the existing 
collections building. No vote was taken at Planning Commission or City Council and no 
issues arose.   
 
The Tread of Pioneers Museum consists of two former single-family houses (now 
connected) that were moved to the site (Utterback and Zimmerman houses) and the 
existing collections building, the only original structure on the site. The Zimmerman 
House was moved to the site in 1997 and processed as a Regular Development permit. 
The existing collections building is estimated to be constructed in 1900. Please see 
Historic Preservation Commission staff report for further background. 
 
The proposed project is a 3,215 square foot addition to the existing 5,466 square foot 
museum creating a total of 8,681 square feet. The proposed addition’s main area is a 
structure with two stories and a basement (collections building) that connects to the 
Zimmerman house via a 500 square foot addition to the exhibit space. With the 
demolition of the existing 1,380 square foot collections building the net increase in 
square footage is 1,835. The existing snow cat display case will be relocated to front 
the new exhibit space.    
 
2. Planning Commission Discussion: 

The principal discussion was focused on the decision of the applicant and staff’s 
recommendation to approve to demolish the existing, historically significant, collections 
building. The applicant asserted that the effort to rehabilitate the existing building would 
be cost prohibitive and the outcome would be an inadequate structure. 

3. Public Comment:  

Public comment was provided both in favor of the project in order to adequately preserve 
cultural and historic artifacts; and, in opposition reasoning that the objective of preserving 
cultural and historic artifacts and preserving historic structures are not mutually exclusive. 

4. New Information:  

No new information has been provided since the Planning Commission hearing. 

5. Recommended Motion: 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
Tread of Pioneers Museum - #DPF-11-02 (PUD) 
December 20, 2011               _____________                                                            ______              

 3

Planning Commission recommends approval of the proposed Tread of Pioneers 
Collections Building, with the following conditions: 
 
1. Building roofs may not shed snow or drip roof drainage into public ROW 

or onto sidewalks. Rain gutters, snow anchors and/or snow fences shall 
be installed on the alley side roof to prevent rain and snow from falling 
onto the public ROW. 

2. Include the following conditions of approval:  
a. The following items to be identified for each phase on the building 

permit are considered critical improvements and must be 
constructed prior issuance of any TCA or CA; they cannot be 
bonded: 
• Public sidewalk improvements or repairs 
• Access drive, driveway, and parking areas 

3. If the existing collections building is to be moved, an administrative 
amendment to this approval to address the impacts of the move is 
required.   

 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 –  PC Staff Report DPF-11-02 (PUD) and attachments, December 8,  
   2011 
Attachment 2 –  Draft Planning Commission Minutes for December 8, 2011 
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Eric Smith Associates, P.C. • 1919 7th Street • Boulder, CO 80302 • (303) 442-5458 • 442-4745 (fax) www.esapc.com 

 
 
 
Proposal Description for Final Development Plan 
Tread of Pioneers Museum - Expansion Project 
DPF-11-02 
November 29, 2011 
 
 
Intent:  
The purpose of this project is to improve and expand collection storage capabilities, implement environmental 
condition monitoring and provide for conservation specific work space for the Tread of Pioneers Museum. 
The proposed addition and connection will provide purposed-designed, collection storage and workspace to 
replace the house currently being used to store collection pieces. The connection to the existing museum will 
be display space and incorporate the existing snow cat enclosure.  
 
The entire addition will comply with Old Town Steamboat Springs Design Standards for the Commercial 
Neighborhood Zone District, the Colorado Historical Society and Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 
 
 
Proposed Uses and Structures:  
 
Collection Addition: The proposed collection addition is to be a 2-story plus basement, type VB 
construction, wood frame building for collection storage and restoration workspace. The proposed facility is to 
be composed of work, storage and mechanical space as well as a stair and freight elevator. The 
incorporation of higher ceiling height and increased floor load capacity will accommodate rolling, museum-
grade storage systems. It will also include a fire suppression system and an updated security system. 
 
The collection addition is designed to resemble a house from the exterior. It strives to convey traditional 
residential qualities and scale to create visual continuity within the neighborhood. These implemented 
qualities include using traditional materials (horizontal wood and shingle siding), steep pitch roofs (similar in 
character to their neighbors including the existing museum houses), a covered porch to define the entry and 
maintaining a human scale along the street.  
 
Exhibit Addition: The proposed exhibit connection is to be a 1-story of crawl space, type VB construction, 
wood frame building used for display of artifacts. 
 
This exhibit space links the existing museum to the proposed storage addition with a clear separation that 
does not attempt to match the historic design of the existing museum. There will be large areas of glazing 
along the 8th Street side of the link to allow pedestrians to view the snow cat on display.  
 
The two additions will be separated by a 2-hour masonry fire wall.  
 
Existing Collection House: The existing "cowboy craftsman" collections house that sits along the alley on 
the north east end of the Tread of Pioneers Museum property is to be removed (deconstructed where 
possible). The exterior of this existing house has damaged exterior aluminum siding, plywood boards over 
most of the windows and doors and the concrete foundation is crumbling and cracking in several location. 
The interior has been extremely compromised with the change in program to museum storage. The 
mechanical, security and fire suppression systems are inefficient for collection storage requirements.  
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Eric Smith Associates, P.C. • 1919 7th Street • Boulder, CO 80302 • (303) 442-5458 • 442-4745 (fax) www.esapc.com 

Storage Capacity: 
 
Existing Collection Building:   520 SF (Basement) 
      900 SF (1st Floor) 
      480 SF (2nd Floor) 
      1,900 SF TOTAL 
 
New Collections Building   1,260 SF (Basement) 
      1,275 SF (1st Floor) 
      1,275 SF (2nd Floor) 
      3,810 SF TOTAL 
 
Results in 1,910 SF increase in storage capability. 
 
 
 
Issues to be addressed by Collection Storage Addition: 
Air-tightness 
Dust Particulates 
Humidity 
Cooling 
Zoned HVAC 
Ultraviolet Light (natural and artificial) 
Infestation 
Floor Loading 
Hazardous Materials 
 Building 
 Collection 
 Flammables and Combustibles 
Advanced Alarm System 
Building Fire Sprinkler System 
Code Compliance - Life and Fire Safety 
 
  

�����



    
 

VARIANCES 
for 

 
Legal Description 

LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 8, ORIGINAL TOWN OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, 
ROUTT COUNTY, COLORADO. 

 
Also Know As 

TREAD OF PIONEERS MUSEUM  
EXPANSION PROJECT 

219 8th STREET, STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  80477 
 
 

 
DPF-11-02 

Updated 11/21/11
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TOPM Proposed Variances 
 
 
1. Front Setback (8th Street): 
Section 26-132(b) Dimensional Standards for CN Zone District 
 
The CN zone district has a minimum front setback of ten feet (10’). 
The project proposes a five foot (5’) front setback along 8th Street. 
 
The existing site layout includes an enclosure for the historical snow cat that sits 5'-0" off 
of the 8th Street sidewalk, in the landscape between the storage house and the 
museum. During the winter, the area between the snow cat building and the sidewalk is 
a snow storage area, which prevents people from stepping forward and moving around 
the display building. As part of the proposed project, the existing snow cat building will 
be incorporated in the proposed connection between the storage building and existing 
museum. A sidewalk will be provided to encourage passers-by to approach, engage and 
interact with the snow cat display during all seasons.  
 
The proposed accessibility to the snow cat during all seasons is an advantage over the 
existing layout and exceeds developmental guidelines by enhancing the exterior exhibit 
experience for the public. This inset of 5'-0" into the setback is minimal in exchange for 
the establishment of public viewing space for the snow cat.  
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 
a. Legal Use: The property and the use of such property is in compliance with all 
requirements of the zone district in which the property is located.  
 
b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: The variance will not permanently injure or 
adversely impact legal conforming uses of adjacent property.  
 
c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: See paragraph above.  
 
d. Superior Development: See paragraph above.  
 
e. Minimum Relief: See paragraph above.  
 
 
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(2) Criteria for review of setback variations. 
 
a. Emergency vehicle access: There is no change to the access an emergency vehicle 
would have to the building with this variance request.  
 
b. Environmental sensitivity and land use compatibility: This project is not in a 
developing portion of the city, therefore this requirement does not apply.  
 
c. Light, air, and solar access: The light and air issues apply to units. There are no 
units as part of this project, so the light and air issues do not apply. The proposed project 
provides for more south facing roof for future solar.  
 
d. Waterbody setbacks: This is not a waterbody setback variance request.  
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2. Side Setback (Alley): 
Section 26-132(b) Dimensional Standards for CN Zone District 
 
The side setback in the CN zone district is ten feet (10’). 
The project proposes a five foot (5’) side setback. 
 
The proposed collection addition's relationship to the museum is accessory, providing 
the storage for the main purpose of displaying the items being stored. If there was no 
link, this building would be considered an accessory building. The function of the 
accessory space is the same whether linked or not; storage. The advantage of it being 
connected is  to provide transport of collection items in a safe and protected space 
between its primary and accessory functions. 
 
The proposed storage addition better meets the zoning requirements than the existing 
building. The existing collection house is less that 1'-0" off of the property line and does 
not currently meet the side setback requirements. The snow sheds off the existing metal 
roof directly into the alley. The proposed site layout increases the rear setback to over 5'-
0". Roof details will be provided to keep snow from shedding into the ROW. 
 
The requested variance of 5'-0" is minimal in interfering with alley access and functions. 
It's also exceptionally better than the 10" of setback afforded by the existing building.  
 
CDC - Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 
a. Legal Use: The property and the use of such property is in compliance with all 
requirements of the zone district in which the property is located.  
 
b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: The variance will not permanently injure or 
adversely impact legal conforming uses of adjacent property.  
 
c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: See paragraph above.  
 
d. Superior Development: See paragraph above.  
 
e. Minimum Relief: See paragraph above. 
 
 
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(2) Criteria for review of setback variations. 
 
a. Emergency vehicle access: The layout of the proposed addition along the alley 
affords more space for emergency vehicle access compared to what is currently 
available with the existing storage building location.   
 
b. Environmental sensitivity and land use compatibility: This project is not in a 
developing portion of the city, therefore this requirement does not apply.  
 
c. Light, air, and solar access: The light and air issues apply to units. There are no 
units as part of this project, so the light and air issues do not apply. The proposed project 
provides for more south facing roof for future solar.  
 
d. Waterbody setbacks: This is not a waterbody setback variance request. 
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3. Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 
Section 26-132(b) Dimensional Standards for CN Zone District 
 
The CN zone district has a maximum FAR standard of 50%.  
The project proposes FAR of 62% or 8,681 SF of total floor area on a 13,939 SF lot. 
 
This proposed expansion of the museum will provide much needed purpose-designed 
space in which to store the historical exhibit artifacts. The space is designed to 
accommodate the large structural loads of museum storage units and large collection 
pieces. One third of the storage addition is located underground to minimize the site 
area as much as possible. The proposed exhibit link will provide additional display space 
as well as allowing the transfer of museum collection items safely and securely between 
the museum and their storage locations.  
 
The proposed additions have been designed to increase the visual separation between 
themselves and the existing museum. This is accomplished by making the proposed one 
story exhibit addition a "glass connector" that projects forward along 8th street. It visually 
separates the existing Zimmerman House and the proposed Storage Building. This 
allows the buildings on the site to be visually separate entities rather then one large 
building that overwhelms the size of the lot.   
 
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 
a. Legal Use: The property and the use of such property is in compliance with all 
requirements of the zone district in which the property is located.  
 
b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: The variance will not permanently injure or 
adversely impact legal conforming uses of adjacent property. 
 
c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: See paragraph above.  
 
d. Superior Development: See paragraph above.  
 
e. Minimum Relief: See paragraph above. 
 
 
4. Parking: 
CDC Section 26-139 Parking and loading design standards 
 
CN Zone Retail Parking Requirement: 1 parking space per 900 SF 
 
9,941 SF / 900 SF = 11 parking spaces 
On-site Parking: 3 parking spaces 
   1 accessible parking space 
   4 parking spaces 
 
Existing street parking provides the remainder of the required parking spaces.  
  
There is no provision to change the parking for the Museum as part of this project. The 
addition of a storage building on site will not increase the number of employees at the 
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Museum. The small exhibit space that is proposed to link the storage building to the 
existing museum provides for space to expand existing exhibits. If there is an increase in 
visitors due to this small public addition, parking is to be accommodated on the street. 
There are also several existing Steamboat Springs Transit bus lines located within (1/4) 
mile of the museum for use by patrons and staff alike.   
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 
a. Legal Use: The property and the use of such property is in compliance with all 
requirements of the zone district in which the property is located.  
 
b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: The variance will not permanently injure or 
adversely impact legal conforming uses of adjacent property. 
 
c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: See paragraph above.  
 
d. Superior Development: See paragraph above.  
 
e. Minimum Relief: See paragraph above. 
 
 
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(3) Criteria for review of parking standard variations. 
 
a. Transit-oriented design: A variation may be granted based on a determination 
that they proposed development is a transit-oriented design. This shall include a 
finding that they development is located no more than (1/4) mile from a stop along 
a public transportation route, and the PUD has been designed to provided the 
appropriate connections from structures to the transit facility.  
There is a Steamboat Springs Transit Winter and Summer Line (yellow) bus stop (314)  
1 block (.1 miles) northwest of the museum at the corner of 9th and Oak Streets. The 
main Steamboat Springs Transit lines (red and blue) both run along Lincoln Avenue 
(stops 29 and 23), which are 2 blocks (.2 miles) southeast of the museum.   
  
 
b. Alternative transportation plan: Not requested.  
 
c. Application of parking variations: Not requested.  
 

i. Limitation to amount of parking spaces to be varied:  
 
ii. Relation to other parking reductions:  
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TOPM PUD Proposed Public Benefits 
 
 

CDC Section 26-65(b)(4) Development plan. 
Applications for a variation from more than two (2) Dimensional or Development 
standards shall be processed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
 
CDC Section 26-81(e)(4) Planned Unit Development 
Contributions to public benefits and improvements. 
If three (3) to four (4) variances are approved, the applicant shall provide at least one of 
the listed benefits.  
  
d. Contributions to preserve or enhance cultural and historical resources or public 
spaces. The proposed development will accomplish preservation or enhancement of 
cultural and historical resources or public spaces by a contribution equal to or greater 
than one percent of the project's land and construction cost valuation as determined by 
the Routt County Building Department. 
 
e. Public art. A PUD development plan may be approved by city council at its 
discretion for contributions to the city for public art. The contributions shall be 
equal to or greater than one percent or greater of the project's land and construction cost 
valuation as determined by the Routt County Building Department. 
 
As part of the PUD process, the proposed project at the Tread of Pioneers Museum will 
be providing "contributions to preserve or enhance cultural and historical resources or 
public spaces" as well as "public art" to the community of Steamboat Springs. 
 
The expansion of the museum is inherently a benefit to the historical resources of 
Steamboat. The increased storage space will allow the museum to safely store, catalog 
and provide conservation work space for these historically significant items within a 
space dedicated to that purpose. These items are then put on display for the education, 
benefit and enjoyment of all residents and visitors.  
 
The re-location of the enclosed snow cat display with a dedicated sidewalk will be part of 
this project. This sidewalk will connect to the public sidewalk to encourage passers-by to 
approach, engage and interact with the snow cat public art display during all seasons. 
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
DECEMBER 8, 2011 

 
The special meeting of the Steamboat Springs Planning Commission was called to order at 
approximately 5:   p.m. on Thursday, December 8, 2011, in the Citizens’ Meeting Room, 
Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado. 
 
Planning Commission members in attendance were 
Chairman Jason Lacy, Troy Brookshire, Brian Hanlen, Rich Levy, Kathi Meyer, Jennifer 
Robbins and Norbert Turek. Absent:             One alternate position is vacant. 
 
 
Staff members present were Director of Planning & Community Development Tyler Gibbs,  
City Planner Seth Lorson, Senior Planner Bob Keenan and Staff Assistant Carolyn 
Sandstrom. 
 
Senior Planner Bob Keenan 
City Planner Jason Peasley 
City Planner Seth Lorson 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
None. 
 
ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
 
Nominations were requested for Chairman, Steamboat Springs Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Meyer nominated Jason Lacy to continue as Chairman of the Commission.  
That motion was seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
 
Vote in favor or retaining Jason Lacy as Chairman. Unanimous 7-0 non opposted 
 
Commisioner Robbins nominated Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
Vote was unanimous to retain Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman. 7-0 
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Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Block 8 Lots 11 & 12 (Tread of Pioneers) 
#DPF-11-02 (PUD)  Demolish the existing historically significant collections 
house and construct a new collections building and additional display space 

 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:10 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Meyer stepped down from this discussion and agenda item stating there 
was not a direct conflict but may have an inadvertent conflict that she did not wish to bring 
forward and excused herself from the meeting. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Seth Lorson –  
The proposed project is a 3,215 square foot addition consisting of a new collections 
building and a 500 sq ft display space.  
 

The proposal has 4 variances and hence is being processed as a PUD.  The variances 
include a .62 floor area ratio, the standard is .50, 4 ft. front set back, which varies from the 
standard 10 ft. and 5 ft. side set back which varies from the 10 ft. standards.  And 
proposing zero additional parking spaces are proposed with 4 existing and another 1.8 will 
be required for this addition. 
 
The proposed design is consistent with the existing commercial neighborhood design 
standards, as you know this project has been heard at Historic Preservation Commission, 
at which time they recommended demolition of this historically eligible building. The 
minutes are in your packets. The pre-application was also heard by Planning Commission 
and City Council at which time there was no vote. 
 
Staff finds that it is consistent with applicable development standards and consistent with 
criteria for review and approval for the proposed variances. The applicant is here to 
respond to any specific questions as well staff is here to respond to any questions on the 
report and the CDC. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Eric Smith- 
Essentially the building that is before you tonight is the same application for intensive 
purposes. I am to make a presentation or answer questions from the board, basically this is 
the same application you have looked at before. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
There are no changes at all? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Very minor changes; a couple little tweaks to the elevation, but basically what you are 
seeing tonight is what you saw at the Pre-App. 
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Commissioner Levy- 
As this is a pretty big public interest, I would think maybe some short presentation might be 
appropriate for those who were not here for the Pre-App. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you be prepared to do that Eric? 
 
Eric Smith- 
I am happy to do that; (using a PowerPoint presentation) The perspective you see, and I 
will reference the one on the right if it is easier for you to see, the existing Zimmerman 
House with the existing Utterback House is located next to it, what we are proposing is to 
simply reconstruct the collections house behind the Zimmerman House and do a 
connecting link that will expand the basic exhibit space for the museum and we are going 
to incorporate the current free standing building that encloses the snow cat into a 
connecting link that will connect the museum to the collection house. 
 
(Next Slide) This is a site plan showing the existing layout on the property with the 
Utterback, Zimmerman and the existing Collections House, a couple things that are 
interesting to note is that the existing collections house sits basically a foot off of the alley, 
its approximately ten foot off of 8th street. (pointing to the slide) This is where that existing 
snow cat sits, which comes up to about five feet from the property line on 8th street, the 
existing Zimmerman House is a little less than a five foot setback from 8th street with the 
front porch there, and this diagonal line you see is the electrical service that comes into the 
existing Zimmerman House, there is a lot of electrical switch gear and so forth on the back 
corner of the building. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the proposed new collections house building and the connecting link we 
are proposing to add to the existing Zimmerman House which provides for expansion of the 
existing exhibit space in the museum, and then we are building in the snow cat display 
storage in front, proposing to change the sidewalk that currently does not physically goes 
to the front of that. We think that display is something that pedestrians should be 
encouraged to go up to, and look at that exhibit so we are proposing to expand that 
sidewalk neck to the front of that snow cat display area so we have a visual connection. 
 
One thing that is important to note is that this electrical line stays so we don’t have to 
spend the money to relocate all the electrical service to the Zimmerman House which then 
feeds the entire property. The proposed collection building reconstruction stays clear of 
that electrical line which saves a substantial amount of money. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the floor plan showing the main floor of the Utterback House, the main 
floor of the Zimmerman House that currently ends right here (pointing to an area on the 
slide) so we are doing an expansion on the back of the Zimmerman House which will 
essentially work as an expansion to the exhibit space in the museum itself and then the 
collection house in the back will basically be a work room, it will have a lift or freight 
elevator actually to be able to move these things from floor to floor, the basement has a 
large rectangular storage area connected by an exit stair and then the loft up above 
essentially is a large rectangle as well to accommodate these large moving storage 
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systems to maximize the display space we have within the building and then a back porch 
in the back to accommodate all our loading and unloading in a covered area.  
 
(Next Slide) This is an elevation super imposed the proposed collection house that shows 
basically the relocation of this free standing snow cat building up against the building to 
provide a physical connection there. This is the alley elevation of the house, you’ll note the 
front and back elevations essentially maintain the same twelve twelve pitch roof that is 
characteristic with the pitched roves in the neighborhood, with the dormers on each side to 
breakdown the mass of that building. Have a front porch on the front section and a back 
porch on the back section that will accommodate our loading and covered storage for the 
trash cans. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the rear elevation from the parking lot, you can see the Utterback 
House and Zimmerman House in the background and this is the flat roof connection that 
will occur, this is where the existing property ends. So this is that flat connection and the 
collections house behind it facing the alley. Might add that the setback now is back five foot 
from the alley to be able to provide some sort snow storage off the alley and to make sure 
we are setting ourselves back from that alley exposure. 
 
(Next Slide) This is just a photograph looking at the front of the Zimmerman House; you 
can see the existing collection house in the background and essentially the new collections 
house will be in the same location.  
 
(Next Slide) This is from the Utterback House and another shot from and angle from the 
front. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the front of the existing collection house, you can see the corner of the 
snow cat storage case, this is the alley view showing the backside of this house where 
windows have been cut out, there have actually been a lot of modifications at this house 
over the years. This is the trash storage area looking again from the alley back towards the 
back corner of the building.  
 
(Next Slide) This is the side of the collection house that faces into the Zimmerman House, 
again siding is metal, the old siding has been destroyed and the windows are gone and 
have been boarded up in this location. 
 
And that is it, I am happy to answer any questions. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Jane Hill- 
I am a long time board member for the Tread of Pioneers Museum; this has been 
something we have labored over and I think the issue has come out in the paper today. I 
think our decision is what’s inside that collection house tells the very story of the heart and 
soul of Steamboat Springs and those artifacts. And the house itself has had not significant 
person ever lived in it, the history house as far as personality it is really not there, the 
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condition of the house is poor, we have to do a very specialized basement because we are 
in water flow area from the river, we would have to lift that house, place it somewhere else 
while we did that work, and then bring it back. I am not sure where we would keep the 
house, be it in the parking lot across the street which I am sure the City would not be too 
happy about having the house sitting there. There are just so many problems with this old 
house, we have after giving it much thought and we have been in this process for three 
years, we have decided that it is better to provide a place for the things that belong to 
Steamboat Springs and tell our story then to preserve a house that really doesn’t teach 
people much and doesn’t have much of a story. 
 
I have been on this side of Historic Preservation for many years now, having chaired the 
little red school house out on the highway, serving on Historic Routt County it has been an 
argument for me emotionally but my conclusion is we’ve made the right decision to replace 
the house with a structure that serves our purpose and gives us the square footage we 
need because the old house does not give us the square footage we need, and so that is 
our decision and I hope you will support it. 
 
Towney Anderson- 
I think you all got a copy of the letter that I was a coauthor and I really wanted to be here 
tonight. Our purpose in sending the letter was to encourage a conversation that we 
shoulder as stewards of our heritage. We hoped that conversation would happen outside 
the formal review process but that didn’t happen. I do not think the irony is lost on any of us 
that we are demolishing a historic resource in order to preserve historic resources. We had 
hoped the light of it last October would have e-listed conversation of our roles in a 
community ethic more supportive and protective of our heritage. The fact that we have 
received no response speaks volumes of the distance we still have to go to achieve a place 
where the great decisions that confront is not whether we preserve our historic resources 
but how we preserve them. We do not know whether the “to preserve or not” discussion 
even happened. The fact that this particular application was submitted by our foremost 
heritage organization Tread of the Pioneers and the largest beneficiary by the museum and 
heritage tax is clearly troubling. If those of us committed to serving these beneficiary of 
museum and heritage tax organizations don’t have a preservation ethic to whom do we 
turn to set the example? This is not about whether to preserve the building at the expense 
of having a better collections house it’s about integrating the collections house into a better 
collections facility. If I were disturbed by the conditions of the buildings I would have had to 
find another means of livelihood since I was about twenty-one years old.  Preservation is 
about attitude and how you approach what you plan to do. It does not insure that every 
historic resource is saved at all costs nor does it prohibit plans for development, it simply 
means we approach our ambitions for expansion and development with a question that is 
asked first, can this historic resource be a part of our plans. And we approach it this way as 
we want this resource to be a part of our future. And we do not make that directive to the 
professionals who are there to serve us it becomes a very easy decision to demolish. In the 
interest of long term community health we should be asking ourselves why can’t we adopt 
this approach. We brought this up now because if we do not when is it going to happen. I 
hope that you our planning commission will take the lead in this approach and perhaps a 
better long term approach will come from this lost of a historic resource. 
 
Kathy Kline- 
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I have been a resident of Routt County for over thirty years, and I come before you tonight 
as a preservation advocate, I was one of the signers and contributors to the letter. I also 
come as a neighbor of the museum and I love having the museum as a neighbor it is one 
of the 1st requests my nieces have when they come to visit. I also come to you as a loyal 
museum supporter over many years as well. And if it were not for your posting process, 
myself, neighbors and other museum board members would not even be aware of this 
process or project. The reason and the intent we wrote the letter to the museum board was 
to have a discussion, not to alienate or judge, it was to say can we help in this process. I 
know that the museum has been working on this for three years, and I think we are lucky in 
that respect and that we have all these things and we need to be able to store them safely 
and have room for them and provide for more room in the future. And we are lucky in 2011 
to have technology and process and other avenues we can pursue, so if we could only 
have conversations of the intent and the reason we put it in the public packet is because 
we did not get any conversation or response. And I know your job here tonight in light of 
what Seth has said, there is only so much you can do here tonight and perhaps its too late, 
to start the discussion or reconvene the discussion, because I think Historic Preservation 
has been identified as a community priority. It is in the visioning process and a chapter in 
the community plan, my hope and my intent with this letter was to enable this discussion so 
that it eventually becomes policy or possibly code so we can have some directive and tools 
to nurture this policy. I believe it is mutually beneficial to save the old house, as the library 
did with their expansion. So I am looking for help on how can we have this discussion. I do 
find the irony in the fact that the Utterback House and the Zimmerman House were moved 
there and the only original structure to that site is going to be gone. There are just a lot of 
things to consider in a decision like this, and I appreciate your consideration. 
 
Bill Petrillo- 
I would like to see you put a flag pole on this project if you approve it, I believe they should 
have an American Flag and a flag pole. And a state flag. 
 
John Marshall- 
President of the Board, Tread of the Pioneers Museum. Just a couple of things, first of all 
the article in the newspaper today kind of had history verses history and it really is not 
Historical Preservation and the Tread of the Pioneers going at it, we have the same 
mission, we have the same vision, we have a long history and have worked together for 
many many years, and we will work together for many years going forward.  
 
My major concerns with the building, when we went to the Historic Preservation 
Commission in August and we received a 3-1 vote, there are safety issues in this building, 
there are health issues, we really don’t want to put anyone at risk, I don’t want to put 
anyone in that building, we have had people get sick in that building. We have tried to give 
the building away, some people have come through it and had some interest, but they 
have all rejected the process and they have had builders look at it that have rejected the 
building. I’ve only been on the board for six years, but I have been connected with the 
museum for forty. The museum has looked at this project for many years, the building 
probably cannot be moved, it has asbestos it has lead paint it has no fire escapes it has no 
fire prevention, the basement is useless, we would as Jane stated have to move the house 
build a new basement and move the house back, tear off the back of the building and Eric 
can give you all the other specifics. So to us it has just not been a reasonable alternative, 
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we would love to reserve some but we can’t, and as much as we respect Historic 
Preservation and work with them, we just don’t think it is a reasonable alternative.  
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seeing no additional public comment, we will close public comment and come back to 
commissioners for additional questions. 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
Commissioner Levy- 
I have a question for staff. 
It was brought up during public comment the community area plan and the historic 
preservation section in the plan and specifically HP1 is to find ways to prevent the loss of 
historic and cultural sites. I was just wondering, we don’t have any mechanism to prevent 
demolition, accept the need for a development permit. How far does this go with the PUD 
where we have to way advantages verses disadvantages and some of the criteria for the 
PUD which also require it to meet other standards in the code? How far back can we go to 
say they are not meeting the code because they are demoing a building which we cannot 
prevent under normal circumstances, but because it’s a PUD does that reach this far back? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Thank you Rich, as we were quoted in the newspaper, we feel this proposal is a net benefit 
to Historic Preservation in Steamboat Springs. We relied heavily upon the Historic 
Preservation Commissions approval to demolish the structure. It was reviewed by Historic 
Preservation staff and then reviewed at the public hearing level before the Historic 
Preservation Commission, their recommendation coupled with the new proposal meeting 
the needs of the Tread of Pioneers Museum as well as meeting the design standards in 
working with the pattern of the existing neighborhood all came into the consideration when 
we said that the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. And that there is superior 
development here. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Thank you, that’s all. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I have a question on condition number three, I am concerned about the current language of 
that, it seems really vague and I would propose tonight that we either strike number three 
altogether or put the language that you proposed needs to be there. But I don’t think it 
should stay in its current form. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Yes, I had a question about that too, has there been any discussion about the possibility of 
this being moved? Is that how this came up? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
There absolutely has, there actually was talk it and you heard that in public comment. I 
don’t know if that’s moving forward, at this point the general discussion was around a large 
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evergreen tree that’s in front of that building, from what I understand, and we had a lot of 
discussion about during development review and felt it was important to maintain that tree. 
Also, it was brought to my attention that if we move the building that they would have to cut 
the tree down. So that is kind of what the reference of this was that there may have been 
other issues with the moving of that building, so I wanted to leave it open ended so we 
could reopen that conversation because it does change what’s being proposed from a 
demolition to moving the building. Of course and I open to new ideas for that condition. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I thought it was just said in public comment that they couldn’t move the building. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Let me maybe clarify, having been through a number of building relocations where we have 
taken buildings and moved them, what has to happen to physically move the building is it 
has to be jacked up off its foundation, they put big steel beams under it, roll the building if 
you will on these beams onto a flat bed so that they can move the structure. They don’t 
pick it up so to speak and move it sideways or move it diagonally because of the way the 
structure has to be held up. So to pick this house up, it would have to be picked up and 
moved to the street as we cannot move it to the alley as there is not enough space to line 
the truck up and slide it onto the truck, there is not enough space to slide it out the back 
either and make the turn movement. So it would be the type that this thing would have to 
move forward to the street, and there were discussions when we went through the HPC 
hearing about gee it would be nice to preserve this asset if we could have it relocated, and 
there have been people who have come in and looked at it with that possibility in mind and 
from the museum stand point we’d be happy to have this thing relocated. The challenge is 
we are dealing with a little bit of a catch 22, to satisfy a potential objective that if the house 
gets moved, we can’t do it with that tree in the way. So, the reality is to physically move it 
that tree would probably have to go along with any vegetation in the front. The reality from 
the people I’ve talked to and my experience, there is not much value in physically moving 
the structure because once you move it you have to put a new foundation under it, there’s 
no significant architectural features that would make somebody want to preserve this 
house because they are preserving the interesting trim details or interior details. There’s an 
old coble upstairs that doesn’t meet code, the windows are gone for all intents and 
purposes, the old siding is gone, the floor system doesn’t meet code and would have to be 
replaces, the rood system doesn’t meet code and would have to be replaced. All of the 
walls in order to put a second story on would have to be replaced, so for somebody to 
move it they would have to put in a new foundation, a new floor, a new roof, new walls, 
new windows, new siding. Once they spend the money to move this there is no value that 
they have so it is highly unlikely that this would be moved, unlike the Zimmerman House 
and Utterback House that have a lot more interesting architectural detail and structural 
integrity. There’s not that much left of this to move, so we think that likelihood is low, but it 
would require removal of that tree to do it. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seth, correct me if I’m wrong, but if the scope of the project changes, they would have to 
come back to us anyways. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
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That is why I specified about the building being moved, because what happens is we have 
to relook at the landscape plan and so it could be a small change to what we are reviewing 
right now and I would propose that we could do that administratively. It would probably be 
within substantial performance of approval. I would want to make sure if they were doing 
that and changing the landscape plan, we would want to take a look at it. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I don’t think we would have a problem with that at all, the only concern that we would have 
is that if one of the goals is to find a new location for this house, we wouldn’t want to do 
something procedurally that is somebody came in, in the eleventh hour and said I’ll take it 
I’ll move it and I can do it in this time frame, that we would get delayed having to go 
through a planning process, we do not want to do it in a manner that is not in Tread of 
Pioneers Museum’s best interest by facilitating it getting moved by lengthening the 
process. So if we could do it on a staff level that really would not create a problem.  
 
Seth Lorson- 
And that is what I am referencing, amendment to the approval, amendment to the plan that 
we are referencing today, it would be the landscape plan. But it would be an administrative 
amendment. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you want to clarify in here that it would be administrative? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Yes that would be fine. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I do not really like how it is worded where it state that if the scope of this project changes, I 
think it should just be if the existing collections building is to be moved instead of 
demolished, an administrative amendment to this approval would be required. Because the 
scope of the project isn’t really changing, your still building a new building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
And do we need to facilitate that amendment solely to the landscape plan? Currently it is 
so open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I believe with Jennifer’s wording of if the building is moved that what ever happens if the 
building is moved there a need for administrative amendment. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I have worked on this to state; If the existing collections building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to this approval is require. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I think Brian’s suggestion is good in the sense that administrative review is required to 
amend landscaping. Because the only thing that would be impacted by relocation of that 
building would be landscaping, I assume that is staffs concern. Not the new building. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
I believe it really needs to be specific to the landscaping. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
But if we make it that specific we limit ourselves to just the review of the landscaping. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
That’s right if the sidewalk is destroyed or something of that nature. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Well, impacts of the move, I guess is what your saying. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Basically the reason I feel there should be no fear about this being open ended is that our 
analysis this project right now says that it is consistent with criteria for review and approval 
as well as the standard of the CDC. If something were to become non consistent with this 
move that is what we would be reviewing. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Are commissioners fine with the language we have proposed to change on condition 
three? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Clarify for me, did we say that we are simply going to review impacts from the move of the 
building or is it still left open ended? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I would like to leave it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
By leaving it open ended it does allow review for any impacts caused by removal of the 
building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
My concern is that if this is something that does not get started in six months and is 
something that gets started at the longer term, potentially it is not Seth doing the review, 
then we have someone whom has never seen this project before and that planner needs to 
start from scratch and then it begs a more thorough review that Tread of Pioneers isn’t 
anticipating and all of the sudden this whole thing gets opened back up. So when 
variances are involved, and to Rich’s point earlier vague descriptions to advantages 
outweighing disadvantages and under new staff member eyes it has potential to go where 
we are not anticipating, and that is why I am pushing for specifying what we are reviewing 
and not having it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
What if we added administrative review in conjunction to the existing collections building 
being moved? 
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Seth Lorson- 
What if it read like this Brian, If the existing Collections Building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to approval to address impacts of the move is required. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Perfect! 
 
All commissioners agreed. 
 
Commissioner ??? 
Eric what is the architectural type of the existing building? Does it have a name?  
 
Eric Smith- 
Not really, there is really no defined style, it was done in two phases, the built the main 
structure then added the shed portion to the side at some point, maybe early on in the 
structure.  
 
The group discussed the structure of the existing building and commented that it has been 
called cowboy rustic, but due to its condition even modification made to the building the 
building itself is not sturdy enough to maintain those modifications. 
 
Eric Smith- 
To clarify a couple of public comments this has not been a surprise there have been 
numerous board meetings, and public hearings so this is not something that has been 
sprung on anyone at the eleventh hour. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
A quick question for the applicant, is the standard vesting period acceptable? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Yes the three year period is acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Eric on your narrative that is provided in the packet, page 3-25, under the last sentence on 
your “intent” segment you stated that the entire addition complies with our commercial 
neighborhood zone district standards, that is will also comply with the Colorado Historical 
Society Standards, and the Secretary of the Interiors standards. Can you talk to us on what 
that entails? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Good question, if you would flip back to the 8th street elevation, what the Secretary of 
Interiors deals with in these expansions is when you do an extension to an historic 
structure what they do not want you to do is an addition that mimics or copies all of the 
detail to where some one walking up to the building after the fact could not tell the 
difference between the historic structure and the integrity of that structure, and what 
components your adding to it. 
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Commissioner Lacy- 
Thank you. 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 

 

MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen motioned to approve DPF-11-02 with the amended condition 
number three. 
Commissioner Robbins seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
None 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 5:50 p.m. 
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Text Amendment to CDC – Use Chart Definitions #TXT-11-15 A public hearing on 
proposed changes to the Permitted Use Table and Definitions sections of the 
Community Development Code.These proposed changes are a result of a 
Permitted Use Table audit with the goal to allow greater predictability where a 
particular use is allowed and  greater administrative review of particular uses 
which will result in less cost and paperwork associated with approving new uses.  
More specifically, text amendments are proposed for Section 26-92 (Permitted 
Use Table) and Section 26-402 (Definitions and Use Criteria). 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately          p.m. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan - 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner           moved to approve the          
Commissioner          seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately        p.m. 
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Gondola Square Condos (Hungry Dog Cart) #DP-11-05 A Conditional Use 
approval through a Development Plan to allow Outdoor Sales (Hungry Dog Food 
Cart) at Gondola Square Condos (Steamboat Ski Area-Gondola Square). 
 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately          p.m. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan – 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner           moved to approve the          
Commissioner          seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately        p.m. 
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APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 27, 2011 AND NOVEMBER 10, 2011 MEETING MINUTES 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner           moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
October 27, 201.  Commissioner          seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner           moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
November 10, 2011.  Commissioner          seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Commissioner           moved to adjourn the meeting at approximately         p.m.  
Commissioner           seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

STAFF REPORT 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM # 3 

Project Name: Tread of Pioneers Museum – Collection Building Addition (Original Town 
of Steamboat Springs, Blk 8, Lot 11-12) #DPF-11-02  

Prepared By: Seth Lorson, AICP, City Planner 
(Ext. 280) 

 

Through: Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Planning 
Director (Ext. 244) 

Planning 
Commission (PC): 

December 8, 2011 

 

City Council (CC): December 20, 2011 

Zoning: Commercial Neighborhood (CN) 

Applicant: Tread of Pioneers Museum 
PO Box 772372 
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 
(970) 879 - 2214 

Request: A Development Plan/Final Development (PUD) Plan for the addition of a 
3,215 S.F. collection building, plus a 1260 S.F. basement. 

 

Development Statistics - Overview 

Lot Area: 13,939 square feet 
Gross Floor 
Area: 

8,681 square feet  

Lot Coverage: 5,656 square feet or .41 
Floor Area 
Ratio: 

0.62 - Variance 

Setbacks 
Front (double): 4 feet - Variance 
Side: 5 feet - Variance 
Back: 38 feet 
Parking Spaces: 4 parking spaces -Variance 
Building Height: 
Overall Height: 31’3” 
Average Plate Height:  18’8”  

Staff Report - Table of Contents 
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Street 
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I. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (CDC) – STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

CDC - SECTION 26-65(D): NO FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN SHALL BE APPROVED UNLESS THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL FIND THAT THE PLAN MEETS ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 
Subsection Consistent Notes 

Yes No NA 
1) Conformity with Community Plan     
2) Consistency with Surrounding Uses     
3) Minimize Adverse Impacts     
4) Access     
5) Minimize Environmental Impacts     
6) Phasing    To be developed in one phase. 
7) Compliance With Other Standards     
8) Variance Criteria    Please see variance criteria 
Staff Finding:  Staff finds that the proposed Tread of Pioneers Collections Building is consistent 
with the criteria for approval per CDC Sec. 26-65 and Sec. 26-81. Please see Staff Findings and 
Conditions at the end of this report for conditions of approval and approval options.     
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II. BACKGROUND 
The Tread of Pioneers Museum proposes to demolish the existing building and construct a new 
collections building and addition to museum display space. This project, as a Pre-Application 
was heard by Historic Preservation Commission on September 14, 2011, Planning Commission 
on September 22, 2011, and City Council on October 18, 2011. Historic Preservation 
Commission voted to approve the demolition of the existing collections building. No vote was 
taken at Planning Commission or City Council and no issues arose.   
 
The Tread of Pioneers Museum consists of two former single-family houses (now connected) 
that were moved to the site (Utterback and Zimmerman houses) and the existing collections 
building, the only original structure on the site. The Zimmerman House was moved to the 
site in 1997 and processed as a Regular Development permit. The existing collections 
building is estimated to be constructed in 1900. Please see Historic Preservation Commission 
staff report for further background. 
 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project is a 3,215 square foot addition to the existing 5,466 square foot 
museum creating a total of 8,681 square feet. The proposed addition’s main area is a 
structure with two stories and a basement (collections building) that connects to the 
Zimmerman house via a 500 square foot addition to the exhibit space. With the demolition of 
the existing 1,380 square foot collections building the net increase in square footage is 1,835. 
The existing snow cat display case will be relocated to front the new exhibit space.    
 

IV. PRINCIPAL DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

CN DESIGN STANDARDS 
The proposed project is subject to the Commercial Neighborhood Design Standards (CDC 
Sec. 26-135). The City of Steamboat Springs Historic Preservation Planner finds that the 
proposal is consistent with the below standards (See Attachment 3 – HPC Staff Report): 
 

(c) Design standards. 
 
  (1) Respect the traditional settlement patterns of the Oak Street area. Site a new 

building in a way similar to traditional buildings in the area. This includes 
consideration of building setbacks, entry orientation, and open space. 

  (2) Orient a new building parallel to its lot lines, similar to that of traditional building 
orientations. The front of a primary structure shall be oriented to the street. 

  (3) Orient a primary entrance toward the street. Buildings shall have a clearly defined 
primary entrance. For a residential style building, this shall be a front porch, 
portico, or stoop. Do not orient a primary entrance to an interior court. Providing a 
secondary public entrance from the side and/or rear is also encouraged on larger 
buildings. 

  (4) Front setback. Keep the front setback of a new structure in line with the range of 

�����



Tread of Pioneers Museum #DPF-11-02 (PUD)             PC Hearing: 12/08/11 

Project legal: Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Blk 8, Lot 11-12 CC Hearing: 12/20/11     

   

Planning Services Staff Report   Page 3-4 

 

residential buildings seen traditionally. 
  (5) Side setbacks. Maintain similar side yard setbacks of a new structure or an addition 

to those seen traditionally along the street. 
  (6) Retain the character of the alley as a part of the original town grid. Maintain the 

alley as an open space. Alleys may also be used as pedestrian ways. 
  (7) Maintain the traditional material and position of sidewalks. Historically, sidewalks 

were detached from the curb, and separated by a planting strip. 
  (8) Pedestrian walk. Provide a walk to the primary building entry from the public right-

of-way. 
  (9) Develop outdoor open space that promotes pedestrian activity. Courtyards shall be 

accessible and visible from the public way and be designed for public uses. The 
development of a first and second floor rooftop deck is encouraged. A sunken plaza 
on the street side is inappropriate. 

  (10) Maintain the average perceived building scale from the public right-of-way. Floor-
to-floor heights shall appear similar to those seen traditionally. First floor heights 
measured from floor plate to floor plate were typically eight (8) to ten (10) feet 
high. In particular, the windows in new construction shall appear similar in height 
and proportion to those seen traditionally. 

  (11) Divide larger buildings into "modules" that maintain traditional residential 
building scale. Divide the building into "modules" that express traditional single-
family house dimensions. A typical building "module" shall not exceed forty (40) 
feet in width. The building "module" should be expressed with at least one of the 
following: 

  a. A setback in wall planes, a minimum of twelve (12) feet. 
  b. A change in primary facade material for the extent of the building "module". 
  c. The division into "modules" should be expressed three-dimensionally by 

providing a change in roofline that is consistent with the change in wall 
planes. 

  (12) Along the rear facade, using buildings forms that step down in scale toward the 
alley is encouraged on the north side of Oak Street. Step down the principal 
structure to one-story height in order to reduce the perceived scale. Use projecting 
roofs at the ground floor over entrances, decks, and for separate utility structures in 
order to establish a human scale that invites pedestrian activity. 

  (13) Use sloping roof forms that are similar to those used traditionally. Use gable, hip or 
shed roof forms on the primary building form. Flat roofs may be provided on 
secondary building elements. 

  (14) Develop alley facades to create visual interest. Use varied building setbacks and 
changes in materials to create interest and reduce perceived scale. Balconies, 
courtyards and decks are also encouraged. Providing secondary public entrances is 
strongly encouraged along alleys. These shall be covered or protected and clearly 
intended for public use, but subordinate in detail to the primary entrance that faces 
the street. 

  (15) Use building materials that are similar to those used traditionally. Appropriate 
materials are painted wood clapboard, brick, stone and stucco. New products that 
convey a scale, finish and character similar to traditional materials may be 
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considered. A large featureless surface or panelized products that lack a sense of 
scale are prohibited. 

  (16) Use roofing materials that are similar in appearance to those seen traditionally. 
Standing seam metal roof materials are appropriate for most buildings. They should 
be earth tones and have a matte, non-reflective finish. Seams should be low profile. 
Composition or concrete shingle is also appropriate. 

  (17) Preservation of existing porches and primary entrances. When converting a 
building to another use, preserve the traditional location and character of the porch 
and primary entrance. 

  (18) The use of a front porch shall be strongly encouraged and shall appear similar to 
those seen traditionally. The porch floor and roof height shall appear similar to 
those seen traditionally on the block. Use similar building design elements and 
materials as those seen traditionally. 

  (19) The front porch shall be "functional", in that it is used as a means of access to the 
entry. A front porch shall be covered by a roof. 

  (20) The use of an awning may be considered. Avoid exotic forms that are not 
traditionally found in the commercial core area of city. Coordinate the color of the 
awning with the color scheme of the entire building. Operable fabric awnings are 
appropriate. Installing lighting in awnings so they effectively act as an internally lit 
sign is inappropriate. 

  (21) Preserve historically significant alley structures when feasible. Incentives for 
preservation may be available. Consult with the city's historic preservation 
specialist. 

  (22) Locate a new accessory structure in a manner that is similar to those seen 
traditionally in the district. Place it along the alley edge or to the rear of the primary 
structure.  

 
VARIANCES 
The proposed project has 4 variances: front setback (8th Street), side setback (alley), F.A.R., 
and parking. Please see Section VI: Project Analysis for variance criteria and analysis. 
 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
The project proposes to demolish an existing historically relevant structure that is eligible for 
the historic register. Historic Preservation Staff’s recommendation to rehabilitate the existing 
structure as an alternative to demolition was not accepted by Historic Preservation 
Commission whom voted to approve the demolition of the existing structure.  
 

V. OVERVIEW OF DIMENSIONAL AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS – CN ZONE 
The following list was compiled by the project planner to provide an overview of key 
standards applicable to the project. Items in bold in the proposed column do not comply with 
applicable standards; refer to Project Analysis section for additional information. Interested 
parties are encouraged to review the Community Development Code (CDC) or contact the 
project planner for a comprehensive list of all applicable standards.  
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DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS – CDC Section 26-132 

Standard Maximum Minimum Proposed 

Lot Area 14,000 3,000 13,939 S.F. 

Lot Coverage .50 None 0.41 

Units per Lot Determined per FAR None No units are 
proposed 

Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) 

.50 None 0.62 

Building Height 
(APH) Average 
Plate Height and 
(OH) Overall 
Height 

 

APH-20 ft. 

OH-32 ft. 

 

None 

None 

 

APH – 18’7” 

OH - 32’  

Setbacks 

Front (Oak) 30’ P – 10’ 87’ 

Rear 
None 10’ 38’ 

  

Front  
 (8th Street) 

None 10’ 4’ 

Side (alley) None 10’ 5’ 

 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Standard Requirement Proposed 

Parking and 
Loading Design 
Standards (Sec. 
26-137). 

Retail (1 space/900 square feet)  
Net increase in S.F.: 1,640 / 900 = 1.8 parking spaces 
required. 

0 added to 
the existing 4 

Landscaping 
Standards (Sec. 
26-135) 

Landscape to the moderate category:  
Buffer (1/400sf): 2 required (400/2095 = 6 – 4 existing;  
Interior (1/500sf): 2 required (500/3995 = 8 – 6 existing.   

4 trees; 2 
interior, 2 
buffer  

 
VI. PROJECT ANALYSIS 

A) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL 
 
CDC - Section 26-65(d): No Development Plan shall be approved unless the planning 
commission and city council find that the plan meets all of the following criteria: 

�����



Tread of Pioneers Museum #DPF-11-02 (PUD)             PC Hearing: 12/08/11 

Project legal: Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Blk 8, Lot 11-12 CC Hearing: 12/20/11     

   

Planning Services Staff Report   Page 3-7 

 

 
The following section provides staff analysis of the application as it relates to key sections of 
the CDC. It is intended to highlight those areas that may be of interest or concern to planning 
commission, city council, staff or the public. For a comprehensive list of standards and 
requirements applicable to this proposal please refer to the CDC or contact the staff planner.  
  
CDC - Section 26-65(d)(1): Conformity with Community Plan  
Staff Analysis: Consistent. Below are sections of the Community Plan that are relevant to the 
proposed project. Although the project proposes to demolish a historic building it will still 
have a net benefit to preserving cultural heritage. The existing building is not adequate for 
the Tread of Pioneers museum to preserve the artifacts in its collection.  

 
• Historic Preservation Vision: 

Steamboat Springs is a proactive preservation community with regard to lands, waters, 
structures, and cultural heritage.  We have implemented the appropriate tools to ensure such 
preservation in perpetuity, inventoried all known properties, and taken necessary steps to 
compile, preserve, and disseminate information regarding our history.  

 
• Goal HP-2: Our community will enhance historic preservation education, awareness, and 

outreach. 

o Rationale: 
It is important to raise public awareness about the benefits of preservation of 
historic buildings, sites, structures and cultural landscapes.  This education is 
critical to garner public support for historic preservation; without public 
awareness historic preservation efforts tend to fail. 
 
Broad educational outreach is necessary to foster understanding of, and 
support for, a community's history and historic resources.  Outreach should 
include property owners, community organizations, school groups, business 
associations, neighborhood residents, tourists, city and county planners, and 
others, such as Historic Routt County!, the Tread of Pioneers Museum, and the 
city.  With the wide-reaching existing network of preservation organizations, the 
basic structure needed for enhanced education, awareness and outreach is 
already in place.  

• Strategy HP-2.4(b):  Increase Role of Tread of Pioneers Museum– The Tread of 
Pioneers Museum is well-suited to the dissemination of information on the topic of 
historic preservation, specifically through its museum store, and its ability to co-
sponsor educational speakers and seminars with preservation agencies and 
organizations in the community.  The museum store is an excellent, accessible venue 
for the display and sale of preservation publications of interest and assistance to the 
public.  In addition to selling books, the store could serve as a source of free brochures 
and publications acquired from Historic Routt County!, the City of Steamboat Springs, 
the Colorado Historical Society, National Park Service, National Trust for Historic 
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Preservation, Barn Again!, and other organizations that provide information about 
historic preservation and related technical issues.  The museum has already co-
sponsored a lecture series on the topic of historic preservation with Historic Routt 
County! and from time to time will continue to offer this type of programming for the 
benefit of the community.  The Tread of Pioneers Museum will offer the public a local 
source for obtaining published materials and occasional lectures and seminars on the 
topic with the assistance of other area preservation organizations. 

 
CDC – Section  26-65(d)(2): Consistency with Surrounding Uses. 
Staff Analysis: Consistent. The museum use is institutional in nature. The CN zone district 
along Oak Street is a mix of uses including religious institutions, school, commercial, and 
residential. 
 
CDC – Section  26-65(d)(3) Minimize Adverse Impacts.  
Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposal is consistent with the CN design standards. The CN 
design standards provide for residential scale development that will be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood. The use is not proposed to change from a museum with limited 
hours of operation.  
 
CDC – Section  26-65(d)(4) Access. 
Staff Analysis: Consistent. Access has not changed with this application. 
 
CDC – Section  26-65(d)(5) Minimize Environmental Impacts.  
Staff Analysis: Consistent. The information provided does not indicate significant 
environmental impacts. 
 
CDC – Section  26-65 (d)(6) Phasing. 
Staff Analysis: N/A 
 
CDC – Section  26-65 (d)(7) Compliance With Other Standards. 
Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposal is consistent with the CN design standards and four 
variances are requested. 

 
CDC – Section  26-65 (d)(8) Variance criteria. 
Staff Analysis: Four variances to the CDC development standards are proposed and therefore 
requires a PUD for development approval. The section below addresses the Development Plan 
variance criteria in CDC Sec. 26-65 (d)(8) and the PUD criteria for review of particular types of 
variations in CDC Sec. 26-81 (g): 

 
B) VARIANCES: The applicant addresses the above-mentioned variances in 
Attachment 2 – Project Narrative. The proposed variances have been heard by Planning 
Commission and City Council as a Pre-Application and, although no vote was taken on the 
project approval, no significant problems were brought up regarding the requests. 

1. Front Setback (8th Street):   
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This lot borders two public streets and therefore has a double front setback along Oak 
Street and 8th Street. The Director has the ability to determine that only one street is the 
front setback with consideration of line of site requirements, driveway location, pedestrian 
entrance, building height, traffic/pedestrian safety, and character and compatibility with the 
neighborhood (Sec. 26-146). Although the CN zone district has a 10’ setback for the front 
and side setbacks, the existing accessory structure (snow cat display case) along 8th Street 
is placed five feet from the property line which is consistent with the accessory structure 
side setback. The main area of the proposed addition (collection building) is placed at the 
10 foot front setback line with a porch that encroaches six feet into the setback. 
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 

a. Legal Use: Staff Analysis: Consistent. No change of use is proposed. 

b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
proposed front setback is five feet and four feet from the property line at different 
portions of the addition. The existing accessory structure is five feet from the 
property line and the existing collection building does not encroach on the setback. 
The proposal is consistent with the CN design standards. The CN design standards 
provide for residential scale development that will be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
proposed building is to provide a controlled environment to store collections that 
are not being displayed, without which the historic artifacts could be compromised. 
The building is sited so that it spans from the parking in the rear to the encroaching 
area in the front. The snow cat display case encroaches into the setback for 
prominent display of the snow cat. 

d. Superior Development:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed addition 
conforms to the CN design standards. The CN design standards provide for 
residential scale development that will be compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood. The proposed building will allow the museum to grow its collection 
of artifacts in a controlled environment so they will be available for future 
generations to benefit from. Below is the purpose and intent of the CN zone district: 

 Purpose and intent. 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. 
Along Oak Street, adaptive re-use of older residential buildings is encouraged in order to 
preserve the residential scale. The preservation and enhancement of the street tree canopy 
is encouraged through the addition of new street trees and preservation of existing mature 
trees. While locating uses along Oak Street, consideration should be given to placing 
higher scale and intensity uses on the south side of the street and lower scale and intensity 
uses along the north side of the street. Through considerations such as intensity and scale, 
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an emphasis shall be placed on providing appropriate transition areas and pedestrian 
connections into and from neighboring uses. 

  
e. Minimum Relief:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The addition is sited to meet 
the design program and allow for the existing parking in the rear to be maintained. 

 
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(2) Criteria for review of setback variations. 
 

a. Emergency vehicle access: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The access has not 
changed with this proposal. 

b. Environmental sensitivity and land use compatibility: Staff Analysis: 
Consistent. The information provided does not indicate significant environmental 
impacts. The proposed addition is oriented toward 8th Street as many of the 
buildings in the CN zone district are oriented to the side streets. 

c. Light, air, and solar access: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed 
addition is for a climate controlled environment to store museum collections. 
Adequate light, air, and solar access to the building are not applicable to this 
project. 

d. Waterbody setbacks: Staff Analysis: N/A 

 
2.  Side Setback (Alley): 
 
The side setback in the CN zone district is ten feet (10’) and the project proposes a five foot 
(5’) side setback along the alley.   
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 

a. Legal Use: Staff Analysis: Consistent. No change of use is proposed. 

b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
existing collections building encroaches nine feet into the side setback. The 
proposed building encroaches five feet with a three foot eve overhang. The 
proposed roof has been fitted with asphalt shingles and snow fences to avoid snow 
shedding into the alley. 

c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
proposed building is to provide a controlled environment to store collections that 
are not being displayed. The building is sited so that it spans from the parking in the 
rear to the encroaching area in the front.  

d. Superior Development:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed addition 
conforms to the CN design standards. The CN design standards provide for 
residential scale development that will be compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood. The proposed building will allow the museum to grow its collection 
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of artifacts in a controlled environment so they will be available for future 
generations to benefit from. 

e. Minimum Relief:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The addition is sited to meet 
the design program and allow for the existing parking in the rear to be maintained. 

 
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(2) Criteria for review of setback variations. 
 

a. Emergency vehicle access: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The access has not 
changed with this proposal. 

b. Environmental sensitivity and land use compatibility: Staff Analysis: 
Consistent. The information provided does not indicate significant environmental 
impacts. 

f. Light, air, and solar access: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed 
addition is for a climate controlled environment to store museum collections. 
Adequate light, air, and solar access to the building are not applicable to this 
project. 

a. Waterbody setbacks: Staff Analysis: N/A 

 
3. Floor Area Ratio (FAR):   
 
The CN zone district has a maximum FAR standard of 50%; the project proposes FAR of 
62% or 8,681 s.f. of total floor area on a 13,939 s.f. lot.  
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 

a. Legal Use: Staff Analysis: Consistent. No change of use is proposed. 

b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
additional floor area is to accommodate “unencumbered areas for flexible storage 
options and work spaces.” None of the additional floor area sits directly adjacent to 
adjacent property. The proposed building will allow the museum to grow its 
collection of artifacts in a controlled environment so they will be available for 
future generations to benefit from. 

c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
additional floor area provides for the needs of the museum for storage of their 
collections that the existing building cannot provide. 

d. Superior Development:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed 
addition, although exceeds the allowable floor area ratio, maintains a residential 
scale of development as required in the CN zone district design standards. 

e. Minimum Relief:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed addition meets 
the design program for the museum. 
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4.  Parking: 
In 1997, when the Zimmerman House was moved to the site, a parking variance was 
granted to allow 6 parking spaces at a reduced size of 9 feet in width. The Tread of 
Pioneers Museum currently has 4 parking spaces on site. The net increase in square footage 
for the proposed addition is 1,640 S.F. The parking requirement is being analyzed using the 
requirement for retail use (1 parking space per 900 square feet). Requiring a total of 2 
parking spaces (1,640 / 900 = 1.8). The development is proposing no additional parking 
spaces. 
 
CDC – Section 26-65 (d)(8) Variance Criteria 
 

a. Legal Use: Staff Analysis: Consistent. No change of use is proposed. 

b. Injury to Adjoining Property Mitigated: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The 
museum is proposing a 500 S.F. addition to the gallery space, the rest is storage that 
will not generate additional parking needs. Additional traffic is not anticipated as a 
result of this project. 

c. Advantages Outweigh Disadvantages: Staff Analysis: Consistent. By not 
providing additional parking, the proposal is not creating additional impermeable 
surface or need for additional snow storage and allows for the development of a 
needed collections building.  

d. Superior Development: Staff Analysis: Consistent. Additional parking 
could take from the residential feel of the property as intended in the CN zone 
district. Additionally, the museum is in a pedestrian area served by sidewalks and 
one block from downtown which is served by frequent bus service. 

e. Minimum Relief:  Staff Analysis: Consistent. The property has no extra 
space on site for additional parking. 

  
CDC – Section 26-81 PUD (g)(3) Criteria for review of parking standard variations. 
 

a. Transit-oriented design: Staff Analysis: Consistent. The Yellow Line 
serves this property and Lincoln Avenue is one block away which has multiple 
transit stops for the main service lines for Steamboat Springs Transit. 

VII. PUD ANALYSIS 
Pursuant to Sec. 26-65(b)(4) of the Community Development Code (CDC), applications for 
a variation from more than two (2) Dimensional, Development, or more than four (4) 
Subdivision standards shall be processed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
 
The PUD process is intended to allow variations as a means of providing flexibility, allowing 
creativity and preserving features valued by the community.  However, the requirement of the 
PUD process is that the extent of the variances requested shall have a direct and proportional 
relationship to the magnitude of the benefit that is received by the community at large or to the 
users of the project.  The categories of benefits and public purposes are specified in the Sec. 
26-81(e). 
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B) CDC Section 26-81(e)(4) Contributions to public benefits and improvements.  

If three (3) to four (4) variances are approved, the applicant shall provide at least one of 
the following benefits: 
 
 d. Contributions to preserve or enhance cultural and historical resources or public 

spaces. The proposed development will accomplish preservation or enhancement of 
cultural and historical resources or public spaces by a contribution equal to or 
greater than one percent of the project's land and construction cost valuation as 
determined by the Routt County Building Department.  

 Staff Analysis: Consistent. The proposed development is solely for the purpose of 
preservation of the cultural and historic resources of our community. Therefore, 
one-hundred percent of the proposed development’s construction cost valuation is 
being contributed to this benefit.  

 
C) CDC Section 26-81(f) Criteria for review of all PUDs. 

All PUDs shall comply with the following criteria. If the PUD proposes variations from 
standards of this Code, then the PUD shall also comply with the applicable criteria for 
review of particular types of variations stated in subsection (g) [detailed in variance 
section above]. 

 
1. Criteria for review and approval: Staff Analysis: Consistent. See analysis above. 
 
2. Advantages outweigh disadvantages: Staff Analysis:  Consistent. The additional floor 
area provides for the needs of the museum for storage of their collections that the existing 
building cannot provide. This directly contributes to the preservation of the cultural and 
historic resources of our community. 
 
3. Legal Instrument Required: Staff Analysis: Not applicable.  
 

VI. COMMUNITY HOUSING PLAN 
CDC Section 26-148: Community Housing Plan.  Staff Analysis: Not Applicable. The 
proposal does not include a residential component. 

 
VII. STAFF FINDING & CONDITIONS  

Recommended Motions 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed Tread of Pioneers Collections Building. 
 
Finding: 
The Tread of Pioneers Collections Building is consistent with the criteria for approval per 
CDC Sec. 26-65 and Sec. 26-81, with the following conditions: 
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1. Building roofs may not shed snow or drip roof drainage into public ROW or onto 
sidewalks. Rain gutters, snow anchors and/or snow fences shall be installed on the 
alley side roof to prevent rain and snow from falling onto the public ROW. 

2. Include the following conditions of approval:  
a. The following items to be identified for each phase on the building permit 

are considered critical improvements and must be constructed prior issuance 
of any TCA or CA; they cannot be bonded: 
• Public sidewalk improvements or repairs 
• Access drive, driveway, and parking areas 

3. If the scope of the project changes and the existing collections building is to be 
moved, an amendment to this approval is required.   

 
VIII. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 – Full Plan Set 
Attachment 2 – Project Narrative 
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 AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
 

  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 20, 2011 
 
ITEM:   Change of Condition #2 for the Knoll Lot 2 (Music Fest Tent) - 

#DP-08-04 
 
NEXT STEP:           If City Council approves the amended condition of approval, the 

applicant may apply for an administrative permit to erect a 
temporary structure between January 2 and January 25 on the 
Knoll parking lot to hold a temporary event each year, expiring in 
2022. 

 
                                                                                                                       
                            ORDINANCE 
                            RESOLUTION 
                      X    MOTION 
                            DIRECTION 
                            INFORMATION 
                                                                                                                              

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: The Knoll Lot 2 (Music Fest Tent) - #DP-08-04 
 
PETITION:   Amended condition of approval for a Development Plan to approve 

a temporary structure (conditional use) to be used for a temporary 
event which will be held at the Knoll Parking Lot.    

. 
LOCATION:  Physical Address:  The Knoll parking lot off of Mount Werner 

Circle.  Legal Description:  The Knoll Subdivision, Lot 2 
 
APPLICANT: Steamboat Ski and Resort Corporation; C/O Audrey Williams; 2305 

Mt. Werner Circle; Steamboat Springs, CO 80487  
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Amended Condition of Approval for The Knoll, Lot 2 (Music Fest Tent) - #DP-08-04 
December 20, 2011 
  

2 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: Recommended approval on November 10, 
2011 (7-0 Vote) 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

1.  Planning Commission Discussion: 

The proposed temporary structure and temporary event received a favorable review from 
Planning Commission.  Discussion at the hearing centered on how overflow parking will be 
handled for the event and the criteria for administrative approval of future events.  The 
commissioners also verified that there were not any noise complaints last year and 
ensured that the conditions of approval give the director the ability to require future music 
fest events to obtain approval of a conditional use if substantial issues with the event 
exist. 

2. Public Comment:  

Public comment was received at the meeting in favor of the application.  Please see 
Attachment 2 for more details. 

3. New Information:  

No new information. 

4. Recommended Motion: 

Planning Commission finds that the Development Plan for a conditional use to construct a 
temporary structure to be used for a temporary event to be held at the Knoll Parking Lot is 
consistent with the Criteria for Approval for a Development Plan with the following 
conditions; 

1.) The applicant will maintain a clear pedestrian walkway from the Knoll lot to the 
Grand Hotel for the duration of the temporary event. 

2.) The tent may be approved by administrative permit for a period of ten years, 
expiring in 2022, if the applicant can demonstrate that all the following criteria 
are met: 

a. The tent capacity does not exceed 2,433 persons 

b. The tent size does not exceed 100’ x 180’ 

c. Parking spaces displaced by the tent to not exceed 136 spaces 

d. Music times to not extend past 10:30pm with the tent closing at 11:30pm 

e. The tent is erected between January 2nd and January 25th (including set-up 
and tear down) 

3.) In the event substantial issues exist, the Director of Planning and Community 
Development may require the temporary event be reviewed by Planning 
Commission and City Council as a conditional use. 
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2 

List of attachments  
Attachment 1 – Planning Commission Report and Memo dated November 10, 2011 
Attachment 2 – Draft Planning Commission Minutes dated November 10, 2011 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

  
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE: November 10, 2011 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM: Jason K. Peasley, AICP, City Planner 
SUBJECT: MusicFest event parameters 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
At the November 7, 2011 work session, Planning Commission requested that staff provide 
general parameter for the MusicFest event for their consideration.  The following is a list of 
parameters developed by Staff and the applicant to provide certainty and flexibility for future 
events at the Knoll Lot: 
 

• Tent capacity: 2,433 persons 
• Tent size: 100’ x 180’ 
• Parking spaces displaced: 136 
• Music times: 2:00pm to 10:30pm, with tent closing at 11:30pm 
• Dates tent will be on site: January 2nd through January 25th (including set-up and tear-

down) 
• Pedestrian access: walkways will be plowed and maintained by Steamboat Ski and Resort 

Corporation 
 
These parameters are intended to be discussed at the meeting and included as a condition of 
approval.  An event that substantially conforms to these parameters will be reviewed as an 
administrative permit.  
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Planning Commissioner Minutes 
November 10, 2011 

 
DRAFT 

STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
November 10, 2011 

 
The regular meeting of the Steamboat Springs Planning Commission was called to 
order at 5:00 p.m., Thursday, November 10, 2011, in the Citizens’ Meeting Room, 
Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado. 
 
Planning Commission members in attendance were Chairman Commissioner Jason 
Lacy, Commissioner Troy Brookshire, Commissioner Brian Hanlen, Commissioner Rich 
Levy, Commissioner Kathi Meyer, Commissioner Jennifer Robbins, and Commissioner 
Norbert Turek.  The vacant Alternate position was absent.    
 
Staff members present were Tyler Gibbs, Director of Planning and Community 
Development, and Jason Peasley, City Planner.  Diana Bolton recorded the meeting 
and prepared the minutes. 
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AGENDA ITEM #1 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

No one from the public was present. 
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AGENDA ITEM #2 
 
Project:   Knoll Subdivision Lot 2 (Knoll Music Tent)  #DP-08-04 
Applicant:   Steamboat Ski and Resort Corporation 
Type of Application: Amend condition of approval to a Development Plan 
General Description: Amendment to Condition of Approval #2 of the Development 

Plan #DP-08-04 to approve a temporary structure, the Knoll 
Music Tent, to be used for a temporary event, the MusicFest, 
to be held in January of each year at the Knoll Parking Lot.  
The proposed amended condition of approval would allow 
the temporary event to be reviewed and permitted 
administratively for a period of ten years, beginning in 2012 
and expiring in 2021. 

 
Audrey Williams, Steamboat Ski and Resort Corporation and petitioner representative, 
and Carla Von Thaden, General Manager of The West Condominiums, were also 
present for this agenda item. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
 
Jason Peasley:  This day an e-mail was sent to the Commissioners regarding the 
parameters for the MusicFest event that would provide certainty and flexibility for future 
events at the Knoll Lot.  The parameters are based on Planning Commissioners’ 
questions at the previous week’s work session.  The parameters accepted by the 
Commission would become a condition of approval of the amendment.  An event that 
substantially conformed to the parameters listed as follows would be reviewed as an 
administrative permit: 
  
 Tent capacity:  2,433 persons 
 Tent size:  100’ x 180’ 
 Parking Spaces displaced:  136 
 Music times:  2:00 p.m. to 10:30 p.m., with tent closing at 11:30 p.m. 

Dates tent will be on-site:  January 2nd through January 25th (including set-up and 
tear-down) 
Pedestrian access: walkways will be plowed and maintained by Steamboat Ski 
and Resort Corporation. 
 

COMMISSIONERS’ QUESTIONS 
 
No questions for staff were forthcoming from Planning Commissioners. 
 
PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 

 
Audrey Williams:  There is no need for a presentation; we would simply like the 
opportunity to extend the tent through 2021 and the opportunity to have from January 
2nd, with a two/2.5-day set-up date, through the 25th, if a group were potentially coming 
at that time.  The first year the events included a family funfest, a ski jam, a cowboy 
downhill, and other events; we would like to be able to pursue other opportunities. 
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COMMISSIONERS’ QUESTIONS 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  January 2nd seems to be part of the holiday season 
schedule.  Can you still handle parking capacities on a holiday week-end or weekday? 
 
Audrey Williams:  Usually when the tent was set up, we would determine how the 
holiday would fall.  This year, we will set up on the 3rd.  So the timing depends on 
whether the event starts on a week-end or a weekday.  We do look at capacity. 
 
Commissioner Jennifer Robbins:  It appears from the minutes of the application hearing 
that you have been looking for a more permanent location.  This application is for ten 
years.  Are you still looking for a more permanent location, or is this the permanent 
location? 
 
Audrey Williams:  Right now, this is the permanent location. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  So there aren’t any plans to actively seek another location 
at this time? 
 
Audrey Williams:   No. 
 
Commissioner Kathi Meyer:  One of the issues that several Planning Commissioners 
remember is that, since the Knoll Parking Lot is zoned for a higher density, there is 
some intention to redevelop it.  Also, The Mountain Town Plan talks about an event 
center being located in one of the parking structures in the distant future.   
 
Jason Peasley:  It was the Ski Corp. parking structure across from The Grand 
 
Audrey Williams:  I would love to have a permanent venue, but that would depend on 
capital and how that ends in the future.  I want that put in today’s minutes, because that 
has been the continuing threat over the years.  There is an expectation that, some day, 
way down the road… 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  Okay.  Other questions? 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  For staff:  Do we have any criteria for reviewing the 
administrative approval on an annual basis? 
 
Jason Peasley:  In the past we have ensured that the conditions of approval were being 
met.  We also consulted with the Police Department and Transit Services to ensure that 
nothing was happening that was causing serious concern or that we had received no 
significant public complaints about an event.  Those measures had occurred in the past.  
My anticipation would be that, in addition to those actions, with the specific parameters 
in place, we would check to ensure that each event fit within the parameters, and if it did 
not, we would have a larger public discussion about that. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Carla Von Thaden:  As General Manager of The West Condominiums, the closest 
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neighbor to the music tent, I would like to state that the tent has been a positive 
experience for The West Condominiums, which secures the majority of reservations for 
an event.  However, the complex has had virtually no problems with an event, and any 
problems we have had have been remedied quickly.  Additional security for an event is 
necessary at the condominium complex to protect the property from intrusion of parking, 
etc., but that had been no problem whatsoever; rather, it is something that the complex 
plans on.  The tent erectors and Ski Corp. have always been extremely cooperative 
about The West’s requests during an event and ensured that we were taken care of 
properly. I wanted the Commission to know that there have been no problems from The 
West’s perspective as the closest property owner, and The West Condominiums would 
welcome any extension of the permit.  
  
Commissioner Lacy called for further public comment.  None was forthcoming.  
Commissioner Lacy closed public comment. 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ QUESTIONS 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  I want to ensure that the applicant meets the conditions of 
approval, but there were only two conditions in the previous approval--one for three 
years and the other for – [inaudible].  Also, there was no mention of how many 
complaints it took to make the permit come before a public hearing or what would 
trigger a review of the permit.  Within the next ten years, we might have a different 
Director.  In the past some confusion had arisen as to the applicant’s intent, and no 
procedures are in writing. 
 
Brian Lacy:  You will be reviewing this permit every year? 
 
Jason Peasley:  Correct. 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  But nothing is specifically stated in the conditions that says 
that. 
 
Jason Peasley:  Yes, that was omitted, but it was my intention to include it. I was under 
the impression that the applicant would continue as in the past to apply for an 
administrative permit, and staff would check the conditions for compliance. If Planning 
Commission wanted to make that explicit, the procedure certainly could be reflected in 
the conditions of approval. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  What do other Commissioners think? 
 
Commissioner Kathi Meyer:  I think it should be incorporated in the conditions of 
approval. 
 
Commissioner Brian Hanlen:  Do you mean include the e-mailed list in the criteria for 
approval? 
 
Jason Peasley:  Correct; the list would be part of the yearly approval.  And the applicant 
has reviewed the list. 
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Commissioner Norbert Turek:  What constitutes a variance from substantial 
compliance—5% or 10%? 
 
Jason Peasley: Substantial conformance is a defined term in the Code so I would have 
to check that to make sure the parameters fit.  Some criteria have a parameter of 5%; 
others are more of a Director’s call. 
 
Commissioner Norbert Turek:  I am not as interested in creating the Director’s ability to 
make a decision; rather, I want to ensure that the applicant would know enough in 
advance that it was substantially out of conformance or would it be a last-minute 
decision that a 3,000-person tent was needed when only a 2,200-person tent was 
permitted.  In other words, would the permit have enough play in it for the Director to 
make a decision? 
 
Audrey Williams:  Right now, we won’t add any more capacity to the tent permit.  If we 
were to grow an event, we would look for a second venue.  In the future, if the 
opportunity arose, we might put another tent at Ski Time Square, but then we would 
come before Planning and City Council to propose that. 
 
Commissioner Norbert Turek:  So aside from the extent of days and the period of time 
you might like to operate, there would be no change to the original permit? 
 
Audrey Williams:  Yes. 
 
Commissioner Troy Brookshire:  If complaints or issues arise, and if those complaints 
were not rectified, could a blanket condition be included that would state that if a 
problem arose and was identified, staff had the right to call the permit back and develop 
a condition that would address that issue at that point. 
 
Commissioner Jennifer Robbins:  What would constitute a problem? 
 
Commissioner Troy Brookshire:  Traffic or parking or such issues.  I don’t know what all 
of those problems might be, but a blanket condition could be inserted that would allow 
that.  I don’t know how to identify the problem. 
 
Commissioner Jennifer Robbins:  Is it one complaint or… 
 
Commissioner Troy Brookshire:  It could be one complaint or ten complaints; that could 
be up for debate.  I’m just thinking about how to deal with it. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  Other Commissioners’ thoughts on that? 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  My idea was to list some of the criteria that would give the 
Director direction as to what constituted compliance. 
 
Commissioner Jennifer Robbins:  The problem is that we need to give direction to 
Planning staff to be able to enforce it. 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  So far, we have had no complaints, correct? 
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Jason Peasley:  Yes. 
 
Commissioner Rich Levy:  I would be happy to leave it at one.  If we haven’t had any 
and there is one, and we find it to be insubstantial or unsubstantiated, we could move it 
off.  That has always been a potential problem due to the location. 
 
Jason Peasley:  I am a little uncomfortable saying one complaint because one person 
could always make an invalid complaint.  If a true problem existed, more than one 
person would raise the situation as an issue. 
 
Commissioner Troy Brookshire:  Then direct staff with the latitude to determine when a 
permit comes back. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  I’m open to a specific proposal from Commissioners.  Does 
anyone have one to add to the conditions of approval? 
 
Commissioner Kathi Meyer:  I have one:  ‘The Director shall annually review the criteria 
incorporated in the memorandum that we received, and if, in the Director’s opinion, 
substantial problems exist, a meeting shall be called.’  I think that to have a public 
hearing for one complaint would be onerous and probably too punitive.  Since the 
Director has the annual review requirement, let’s just put the burden on them and bring 
it back in because the direction is to make the permit more administrative. 
 
Commissioner Norbert Turek:  I agree.  I think that the idea is to create critical mass at 
the mountain so there will be more people and more traffic.  If the applicant is not 
keeping the path clear or not controlling traffic, that would be substantial and need a 
complaint.  But I agree with Kathi that it is an administrative decision, and complaints 
should be typically dealt with by public safety. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  Troy, does that settle with you? 
 
Commissioner Troy Brookshire:  Yes. 
 
Tyler Gibbs:  I will add that if there were complaints or issues, we would not wait for an 
annual review for those issues to be addressed.  The first effort, as with any complaint, 
would be to all try to work together to address that complaint.  If you found at the end of 
an annual event that there had been some ongoing issue that could not be successfully 
resolved during the course of the event, that would probably be cause to review the 
permit before the next event occurred. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  I like Kathi’s proposal language because it states 
‘substantial problems’.  Sometimes there might be no complaint but a problem might 
exist. 
 
Tyler Gibbs:  Exactly.  If a problem exists, regardless of who identifies it, there is a 
problem, and we will try to deal with it together.  If it isn’t resolved, then we will 
determine whether it needs to come back for further public review. 
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Audrey Williams:  We do work closely with the police force and Transit during that 
timeframe, and if problems arise, we try to address them right away, and at the event. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  Further comments or questions before we close the public 
hearing on this application?  Anything else from staff? 
 
Jason Peasley:  Just to be clear:  There will be a condition of approval that requires 
yearly review, with the criteria as defined in the memo recently sent, and a provision 
allowing a call-up by the Director if substantial problems exist. 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  That’s it.  Is there anything else from the applicant?  Then 
we will close the public hearing and come back to the Commissioners for deliberation 
and a motion. 
 
MOTION 
 
Commissioner Hanlen moved to approve the amendment to Condition of Approval #2 of 
the Development Plan #DP08-04 with the amended conditions of approval. 
 
Commissioner Levy seconded. 
 
FRIENDLY AMENDMENT:  Commissioner Meyer stated that the motion should state 
that #DP08-04 was being extended for ten years and expiring in 2021.  Commissioners 
Hanlen and Levy accepted the Friendly Amendment to the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0. 
Voting for the motion to approve:  Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins, and 
Turek.  The motion carried unanimously.   
One Alternate position vacant. 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 5:20 p.m. 
 
Audrey Williams and Carla Von Thaden exited the meeting at this time. 
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AGENDA ITEM #3 

 
APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 27, 2011 MEETING MINUTES 
 
Commissioner Jason Lacy:  Since the first draft of the minutes were received this day, 
we might need to table approval until the next Planning Commission meeting. 
 
MOTION  
 
Commissioner Meyer moved to table consideration and approval of the Planning 
Commission meeting minutes of October 27, 2011 until the December 8, 2011 Planning 
Commission meeting.  Commissioner Robbins seconded. 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0. 
Voting for the motion to table consideration:  Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, 
Robbins, and Turek.  The motion carried unanimously.   
One Alternate position vacant. 
 

�����



AGENDA ITEM #4 
 

DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Gibbs stated that he had nothing to add this evening.  He thanked the Planning 
Commission. 
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AGENDA ITEM #5 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
MOTION 

 
Commissioner Robbins moved to adjourn the meeting at 5:30 p.m.  Commissioner 
Meyer seconded.   
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0. 
Voting for the motion to adjourn:  Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins, and 
Turek.  The motion carried unanimously.   
One Alternate position vacant. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

  
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE: November 10, 2011 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM: Jason K. Peasley, AICP, City Planner 
SUBJECT: DP-08-04 Change of Condition 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 
 
On October 14, 2008, the City Council approved a Development Plan (#DP-08-04) to construct a 
temporary structure to be used for a temporary event (approximately 3 weeks) to be held at the 
Knoll Parking Lot in January of 2009, 2010 and 2011 (see Attachment 1).  This permit allowed 
for three years of an annual review of the MusicFest event by staff to ensure that the conditions 
of the approval were being met and that there were no new issues associated with the temporary 
music venue. 
 
In 2009, 2010 and 2011, staff reviewed the permit administratively and determined that all the 
permit conditions were met and that there were no new issues associated with the temporary 
structure and event.  The City Police, Transit and Public Works departments have been working 
closely with Steamboat Ski and Resort Corporation to ensure that the event is well managed.   
 
2011 was the last year approved to be reviewed administratively by #DP-08-04. 
 
Proposal 
 
The applicant is requesting that condition #2 of the approved development plan be amended to 
give them the ability to acquire an administrative permit for the future MusicFest events at the 
Knoll Lot (see Attachment 3). 
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Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff has reviewed the original approval and the request to extend the administrative permitting 
for the MusicFest tent at the Knoll Lot.  Planning Staff has discussed the proposal with the 
Police, Transit and Public Works Department and all departments agree that the event is running 
well within the limits of their existing permit.   
 
Staff recommends that the MusicFest temporary structure and event at the Knoll Lot in January 
of each year be approved to obtain an administrative permit for the event and structure for the 
next ten years.  In event that the MusicFest venue violates the terms of approval or any new 
issues with the event arise, Staff, Planning Commission or City Council will have the ability to 
call the review up for a public discussion. 
 
Staff also recommends that with each administrative permit that a Noise Ordinance Exemption 
be obtained from the City Manager. 
 
Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 – DP-08-04 Staff Report dated October 7, 2008 
Attachment 2 – Planning Commission minutes dated September 25, 2008 
Attachment 3 – Ski Corp letter dated October 18, 2011 
 

2-2 ����	



Attachment 1 2-3 ����




2-4 �����



2-5 �����



2-6 �����



2-7 �����



2-8 �����



2-9 �����



2-10 �����



2-11 �����



2-12 ����	



2-13 ����




2-14 �����



2-15 �����



2-16 �����



2-17 �����



2-18 �����



2-19 �����



2-20 �����



2-21 �����



2-22 ����	



2-23 ����




2-24 �����



2-25 �����



2-26 �����



2-27 �����



2-28 �����



2-29 �����



2-30 �����



Attachment 2 2-31 �����



2-32 ����	



2-33 ����




2-34 �����



2-35 �����



2-36 �����



2-37 �����



Attachment 3 2-38 �����



2-39 �����



 

 

 AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
 

  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM                                             
 

FROM:  Bob Keenan, Senior Planner (Ext. 260)     
Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244) 

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager, (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE:  December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM:   Gondola Square Condominiums (Hungry Dog Food Cart)   
   #DP-11-05 
 
NEXT STEP:           If City Council approves this application then the applicant may 

proceed with the outdoor sales use.  
 

                                                                                                                       
                        x_ ORDINANCE 
                            RESOLUTION 
                         _ MOTION 
                            DIRECTION 
                            INFORMATION 
                                                                                                                              

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: Gondola Square Condominiums (Hungry Dog Food Cart)   
   #DP-11-05 
  
LOCATION: 2305 Mount Werner Circle 
 
PETITION:   A conditional use permit for outdoor sales in a mobile vending cart 

located at Gondola Square Condominiums. 
 
APPLICANT: Bradley Somers, PO Box 776237, Steamboat Springs, CO 80477  

(970) 819-2224   
 
PC ACTION:  Planning Commission voted to approve on December 8, 2011; Vote: 7-

0;  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM 
Gondola Square Condominiums (Hungry Dog Food Cart) #DP-11-05 
December 20, 2011    

 2

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The applicant is proposing outdoor sales in a mobile food cart (see Attachment 1) at 2305 
Mount Werner Circle or Gondola Square Condominiums.   Gondola Square Condominiums 
is located at the heart of the Steamboat base area and is also known as Gondola Square.  
The applicant is proposing to locate the food cart in the area where Gondola Square 
transitions to the One Steamboat Place plaza and adjacent to Christy Sports, the 
Steamboat Ticket Office, and Ski School Ticket Office.   
 
Conditional uses are those uses that are generally in keeping with the purpose and intent 
of the zone district yet may have more impacts to surrounding properties and the 
community than uses by right or uses with criteria.  Conditions may be placed upon these 
uses as deemed appropriate in order to avoid or mitigate potential impacts. 
 
Please see attached Planning Commission Staff Report for more detailed information.   
 
Planning Commission Discussion: 

The Planning Commission discussion on this item was very brief.  They asked the 
applicant if he had a plan to deal with snow storage at his cart location in which he 
answered that he does.   

They had also mentioned that outdoor sales use should be revisited to see if there is a 
better way to process these types of uses.  This will be a policy discussion item for a 
future Planning Commission meeting.   

Please see attached meeting minutes for more information.  

Public Comment: 

There was no public comment on this item. 

Recommended Motion: 

On December 8th, with a vote of 7-0, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the outdoor sales conditional use for the Hungry Dog Food Cart.   

 
List of attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Planning Commission Staff Report 
Attachment 2 – Planning Commission Draft Meeting Minutes 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT STAFF REPORT 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM # 5:  

Project Name: Gondola Square Condominiums (Hungry Dog Food Cart)   
#DP-11-05 

Prepared By: Bob Keenan, Senior Planner (ext. 
260) 

 
 
 

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

Planning 
Commission (PC): 

December 8, 2011 

City Council (CC): December 20, 2011 

Zoning: Gondola - Two (G-2) 

Applicant: Bradley Somers, PO Box 776237, 
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 
(970) 819-2224 

Request: A conditional use permit for outdoor sales in a mobile vending cart located 
at Gondola Square Condominiums. 

 
 

Staff Report - Table of Contents 
Section Pg 
I. CDC –Staff Analysis Summary 5-2 
II Project Description 

 
5-3 

 
III 

Principal Discussion Items 5-3 

IV 
 

Project Analysis 5-3 

V Staff Findings & Conditions 5-4 

VI Attachments 5-4 
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2305 Mount Werner Circle 
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Gondola Square Condominiums (Hungry Dog Food Cart)   
 

PC Hearing: 12/8/2011 

#DP-11-05 CC Hearing: 12/20/2011 

  
  

Department of Planning and Community Development 
Staff Report 12/08/2011 

 Page 5-2 

 

I. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (CDC) – STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

CDC - SECTION 26-65 (E): NO DEVELOPMENT PLAN SHALL BE APPROVED UNLESS THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL FIND THAT THE PLAN MEETS ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 
Subsection Consistent Notes 

Yes No NA 
1) Complete Application     
2) Conformity with Community Plan     
3) Consistency with Surrounding Uses     
4) Minimize Adverse Impacts     
5) Access     
6) Minimize Environmental Impacts     
7) Phasing    One Phase 
8) Compliance With Other Standards     
9) Variance Criteria    No variance requested 
Staff Finding: Staff finds that the outdoor sales application to operate a food cart at Gondola 
Square is consistent with the required findings for approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 
…. (Detailed projectg analysis is located in Section IV; Staff Findings and Conditions are in Section V) 
 

 
Project Location Map:  2305 Mount Werner Circle 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The applicant is proposing outdoor sales in a mobile food cart (see Attachment 1) at 2305 
Mount Werner Circle or Gondola Square Condominiums.   Gondola Square Condominiums 
is located at the heart of the Steamboat base area and is also known as Gondola Square.  The 
applicant is proposing to locate the food cart in the area where Gondola Square transitions to 
the One Steamboat Place plaza and adjacent to Christy Sports, the Steamboat Ticket Office, 
and Ski School Ticket Office.   
 
Conditional uses are those uses that are generally in keeping with the purpose and intent of 
the zone district yet may have more impacts to surrounding properties and the community 
than uses by right or uses with criteria.  Conditions may be placed upon these uses as deemed 
appropriate in order to avoid or mitigate potential impacts. 
 

III. PRINCIPAL DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Are outdoor sales in a mobile vending cart an appropriate use in the G-2 Zone District in 
Gondola Square? 
 
Planning staff finds that this is an appropriate use in this pedestrian oriented plaza area at the 
heart of the Steamboat base area.  However, staff believes that with the help of the local 
business interest group there could be some kind of plan for location and aesthetics for these 
food carts and kiosks.  This would also be appropriate for the downtown area.  

 
IV. PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 

A) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL 
 
CDC - Section 26-65 (e): No development plan shall be approved unless the planning 
commission and city council find that the plan meets all of the following criteria: 
 
The following section provides staff analysis of the application as it relates to key sections of 
the CDC. It is intended to highlight those areas that may be of interest or concern to planning 
commission, city council, staff or the public. For a comprehensive list of standards and 
requirements applicable to this proposal please refer to the CDC or contact the staff planner.  
  
CDC - Section 26-65(e)(1): Complete Application 

Staff Analysis: Consistent; The Development Plan application and supporting materials for 
the proposed outdoor sales are complete. 

 
CDC - Section 26-65(e)(2): Conformity with Community Plan 

Staff Analysis: Consistent; The proposed use furthers the following Community Plan goals 
and policies: 
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• Goal ED-2: Steamboat Springs will support the maintenance and expansion of local 
businesses. 

• Policy ED-2.1: Support opportunities to expand and increase the number of local 
businesses in Steamboat Springs. 

         CDC – Section  26-65 (e)(3): Consistency with Surrounding Uses 
Staff Analysis: Consistent; The proposed outdoor sales in the mobile vending cart is 
consistent with adjacent commercial uses in this pedestrian oriented plaza within the 
Steamboat base area. 

CDC – Section 26-65 (e) (4) Minimize Adverse Impacts  
Staff Analysis: Consistent; Staff finds that the proposed use will minimize adverse impacts on 
the surrounding uses in the area.  The activity generated by a mobile vending cart is consistent 
with the activity generated by the other commercial uses in the area.  

        CDC – Section 26-65 (e) (5) Access           
Staff Analysis: Consistent; Staff finds that the existing development provides adequate access 
for pedestrians and vehicles.   

         CDC – Section 26-65 (e) (6) Minimize Environmental Impacts 
Staff Analysis: Consistent; The proposed use minimizes adverse impacts on the natural 
environment.  The applicant must receive approval from Routt County Environmental Health 
to operate a mobile vending cart. 

CDC – Section 26-65 (e) (7) Phasing 
Staff Analysis: NA; The project will be developed in one phase.  

 
CDC – Section 26-65 (e) (8) Compliance with other Standards:  

Staff Analysis: Consistent; Staff finds that the proposed use complies with all other applicable 
requirements of the CDC. 

V. STAFF FINDING & CONDITIONS  
Staff Finding 
Staff finds that the application to conduct outdoor sales in a mobile vending cart at Gondola 
Square Commercial is consistent with the required findings for approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit with the following conditions: 
 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 – Site Plan and supporting material 
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
DECEMBER 8, 2011 

 
The special meeting of the Steamboat Springs Planning Commission was called to order at 
approximately 5:   p.m. on Thursday, December 8, 2011, in the Citizens’ Meeting Room, 
Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado. 
 
Planning Commission members in attendance were 
Chairman Jason Lacy, Troy Brookshire, Brian Hanlen, Rich Levy, Kathi Meyer, Jennifer 
Robbins and Norbert Turek.  
Absent: None             
One alternate position is vacant. 
 
Staff members present were City Planner Seth Lorson, Senior Planner Bob Keenan and 
Staff Assistant Carolyn Sandstrom. 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
None. 
 
ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
 
Nominations were requested for Chairman, Steamboat Springs Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Meyer nominated Jason Lacy to continue as Chairman of the Commission.  
That motion was seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
 
Vote in favor or retaining Jason Lacy as Chairman. Unanimous 7-0 non opposed 
 
Commissioner Robbins nominated Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
Vote was unanimous to retain Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman. 7-0 
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Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Block 8 Lots 11 & 12 (Tread of Pioneers) 
#DPF-11-02 (PUD)  Demolish the existing historically significant collections 
house and construct a new collections building and additional display space 

 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:10 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Meyer stepped down from this discussion and agenda item stating there 
was not a direct conflict but may have an inadvertent conflict that she did not wish to bring 
forward and excused herself from the meeting. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Seth Lorson –  
The proposed project is a 3,215 square foot addition consisting of a new collections 
building and a 500 sq ft display space.  
 

The proposal has 4 variances and hence is being processed as a PUD.  The variances 
include a .62 floor area ratio, the standard is .50, 4 ft. front set back, which varies from the 
standard 10 ft. and 5 ft. side set back which varies from the 10 ft. standards.  And 
proposing zero additional parking spaces are proposed with 4 existing and another 1.8 will 
be required for this addition. 
 
The proposed design is consistent with the existing commercial neighborhood design 
standards, as you know this project has been heard at Historic Preservation Commission, 
at which time they recommended demolition of this historically eligible building. The 
minutes are in your packets. The pre-application was also heard by Planning Commission 
and City Council at which time there was no vote. 
 
Staff finds that it is consistent with applicable development standards and consistent with 
criteria for review and approval for the proposed variances. The applicant is here to 
respond to any specific questions as well staff is here to respond to any questions on the 
report and the CDC. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Eric Smith- 
Essentially the building that is before you tonight is the same application for intensive 
purposes. I am to make a presentation or answer questions from the board, basically this is 
the same application you have looked at before. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
There are no changes at all? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Very minor changes; a couple little tweaks to the elevation, but basically what you are 
seeing tonight is what you saw at the Pre-App. 
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Commissioner Levy- 
As this is a pretty big public interest, I would think maybe some short presentation might be 
appropriate for those who were not here for the Pre-App. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you be prepared to do that Eric? 
 
Eric Smith- 
I am happy to do that; (using a PowerPoint presentation) The perspective you see, and I 
will reference the one on the right if it is easier for you to see, the existing Zimmerman 
House with the existing Utterback House is located next to it, what we are proposing is to 
simply reconstruct the collections house behind the Zimmerman House and do a 
connecting link that will expand the basic exhibit space for the museum and we are going 
to incorporate the current free standing building that encloses the snow cat into a 
connecting link that will connect the museum to the collection house. 
 
(Next Slide) This is a site plan showing the existing layout on the property with the 
Utterback, Zimmerman and the existing Collections House, a couple things that are 
interesting to note is that the existing collections house sits basically a foot off of the alley, 
its approximately ten foot off of 8th street. (pointing to the slide) This is where that existing 
snow cat sits, which comes up to about five feet from the property line on 8th street, the 
existing Zimmerman House is a little less than a five foot setback from 8th street with the 
front porch there, and this diagonal line you see is the electrical service that comes into the 
existing Zimmerman House, there is a lot of electrical switch gear and so forth on the back 
corner of the building. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the proposed new collections house building and the connecting link we 
are proposing to add to the existing Zimmerman House which provides for expansion of the 
existing exhibit space in the museum, and then we are building in the snow cat display 
storage in front, proposing to change the sidewalk that currently does not physically goes 
to the front of that. We think that display is something that pedestrians should be 
encouraged to go up to, and look at that exhibit so we are proposing to expand that 
sidewalk neck to the front of that snow cat display area so we have a visual connection. 
 
One thing that is important to note is that this electrical line stays so we don’t have to 
spend the money to relocate all the electrical service to the Zimmerman House which then 
feeds the entire property. The proposed collection building reconstruction stays clear of 
that electrical line which saves a substantial amount of money. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the floor plan showing the main floor of the Utterback House, the main 
floor of the Zimmerman House that currently ends right here (pointing to an area on the 
slide) so we are doing an expansion on the back of the Zimmerman House which will 
essentially work as an expansion to the exhibit space in the museum itself and then the 
collection house in the back will basically be a work room, it will have a lift or freight 
elevator actually to be able to move these things from floor to floor, the basement has a 
large rectangular storage area connected by an exit stair and then the loft up above 
essentially is a large rectangle as well to accommodate these large moving storage 
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systems to maximize the display space we have within the building and then a back porch 
in the back to accommodate all our loading and unloading in a covered area.  
 
(Next Slide) This is an elevation super imposed the proposed collection house that shows 
basically the relocation of this free standing snow cat building up against the building to 
provide a physical connection there. This is the alley elevation of the house, you’ll note the 
front and back elevations essentially maintain the same twelve twelve pitch roof that is 
characteristic with the pitched roves in the neighborhood, with the dormers on each side to 
breakdown the mass of that building. Have a front porch on the front section and a back 
porch on the back section that will accommodate our loading and covered storage for the 
trash cans. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the rear elevation from the parking lot, you can see the Utterback 
House and Zimmerman House in the background and this is the flat roof connection that 
will occur, this is where the existing property ends. So this is that flat connection and the 
collections house behind it facing the alley. Might add that the setback now is back five foot 
from the alley to be able to provide some sort snow storage off the alley and to make sure 
we are setting ourselves back from that alley exposure. 
 
(Next Slide) This is just a photograph looking at the front of the Zimmerman House; you 
can see the existing collection house in the background and essentially the new collections 
house will be in the same location.  
 
(Next Slide) This is from the Utterback House and another shot from and angle from the 
front. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the front of the existing collection house, you can see the corner of the 
snow cat storage case, this is the alley view showing the backside of this house where 
windows have been cut out, there have actually been a lot of modifications at this house 
over the years. This is the trash storage area looking again from the alley back towards the 
back corner of the building.  
 
(Next Slide) This is the side of the collection house that faces into the Zimmerman House, 
again siding is metal, the old siding has been destroyed and the windows are gone and 
have been boarded up in this location. 
 
And that is it, I am happy to answer any questions. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Jane Hill- 
I am a long time board member for the Tread of Pioneers Museum; this has been 
something we have labored over and I think the issue has come out in the paper today. I 
think our decision is what’s inside that collection house tells the very story of the heart and 
soul of Steamboat Springs and those artifacts. And the house itself has had not significant 
person ever lived in it, the history house as far as personality it is really not there, the 
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condition of the house is poor, we have to do a very specialized basement because we are 
in water flow area from the river, we would have to lift that house, place it somewhere else 
while we did that work, and then bring it back. I am not sure where we would keep the 
house, be it in the parking lot across the street which I am sure the City would not be too 
happy about having the house sitting there. There are just so many problems with this old 
house, we have after giving it much thought and we have been in this process for three 
years, we have decided that it is better to provide a place for the things that belong to 
Steamboat Springs and tell our story then to preserve a house that really doesn’t teach 
people much and doesn’t have much of a story. 
 
I have been on this side of Historic Preservation for many years now, having chaired the 
little red school house out on the highway, serving on Historic Routt County it has been an 
argument for me emotionally but my conclusion is we’ve made the right decision to replace 
the house with a structure that serves our purpose and gives us the square footage we 
need because the old house does not give us the square footage we need, and so that is 
our decision and I hope you will support it. 
 
Towney Anderson- 
I think you all got a copy of the letter that I was a coauthor and I really wanted to be here 
tonight. Our purpose in sending the letter was to encourage a conversation that we 
shoulder as stewards of our heritage. We hoped that conversation would happen outside 
the formal review process but that didn’t happen. I do not think the irony is lost on any of us 
that we are demolishing a historic resource in order to preserve historic resources. We had 
hoped the light of it last October would have e-listed conversation of our roles in a 
community ethic more supportive and protective of our heritage. The fact that we have 
received no response speaks volumes of the distance we still have to go to achieve a place 
where the great decisions that confront is not whether we preserve our historic resources 
but how we preserve them. We do not know whether the “to preserve or not” discussion 
even happened. The fact that this particular application was submitted by our foremost 
heritage organization Tread of the Pioneers and the largest beneficiary by the museum and 
heritage tax is clearly troubling. If those of us committed to serving these beneficiary of 
museum and heritage tax organizations don’t have a preservation ethic to whom do we 
turn to set the example? This is not about whether to preserve the building at the expense 
of having a better collections house it’s about integrating the collections house into a better 
collections facility. If I were disturbed by the conditions of the buildings I would have had to 
find another means of livelihood since I was about twenty-one years old.  Preservation is 
about attitude and how you approach what you plan to do. It does not insure that every 
historic resource is saved at all costs nor does it prohibit plans for development, it simply 
means we approach our ambitions for expansion and development with a question that is 
asked first, can this historic resource be a part of our plans. And we approach it this way as 
we want this resource to be a part of our future. And we do not make that directive to the 
professionals who are there to serve us it becomes a very easy decision to demolish. In the 
interest of long term community health we should be asking ourselves why can’t we adopt 
this approach. We brought this up now because if we do not when is it going to happen. I 
hope that you our planning commission will take the lead in this approach and perhaps a 
better long term approach will come from this lost of a historic resource. 
 
Kathy Kline- 
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I have been a resident of Routt County for over thirty years, and I come before you tonight 
as a preservation advocate, I was one of the signers and contributors to the letter. I also 
come as a neighbor of the museum and I love having the museum as a neighbor it is one 
of the 1st requests my nieces have when they come to visit. I also come to you as a loyal 
museum supporter over many years as well. And if it were not for your posting process, 
myself, neighbors and other museum board members would not even be aware of this 
process or project. The reason and the intent we wrote the letter to the museum board was 
to have a discussion, not to alienate or judge, it was to say can we help in this process. I 
know that the museum has been working on this for three years, and I think we are lucky in 
that respect and that we have all these things and we need to be able to store them safely 
and have room for them and provide for more room in the future. And we are lucky in 2011 
to have technology and process and other avenues we can pursue, so if we could only 
have conversations of the intent and the reason we put it in the public packet is because 
we did not get any conversation or response. And I know your job here tonight in light of 
what Seth has said, there is only so much you can do here tonight and perhaps its too late, 
to start the discussion or reconvene the discussion, because I think Historic Preservation 
has been identified as a community priority. It is in the visioning process and a chapter in 
the community plan, my hope and my intent with this letter was to enable this discussion so 
that it eventually becomes policy or possibly code so we can have some directive and tools 
to nurture this policy. I believe it is mutually beneficial to save the old house, as the library 
did with their expansion. So I am looking for help on how can we have this discussion. I do 
find the irony in the fact that the Utterback House and the Zimmerman House were moved 
there and the only original structure to that site is going to be gone. There are just a lot of 
things to consider in a decision like this, and I appreciate your consideration. 
 
Bill Petrillo- 
I would like to see you put a flag pole on this project if you approve it, I believe they should 
have an American Flag and a flag pole. And a state flag. 
 
John Marshall- 
President of the Board, Tread of the Pioneers Museum. Just a couple of things, first of all 
the article in the newspaper today kind of had history verses history and it really is not 
Historical Preservation and the Tread of the Pioneers going at it, we have the same 
mission, we have the same vision, we have a long history and have worked together for 
many many years, and we will work together for many years going forward.  
 
My major concerns with the building, when we went to the Historic Preservation 
Commission in August and we received a 3-1 vote, there are safety issues in this building, 
there are health issues, we really don’t want to put anyone at risk, I don’t want to put 
anyone in that building, we have had people get sick in that building. We have tried to give 
the building away, some people have come through it and had some interest, but they 
have all rejected the process and they have had builders look at it that have rejected the 
building. I’ve only been on the board for six years, but I have been connected with the 
museum for forty. The museum has looked at this project for many years, the building 
probably cannot be moved, it has asbestos it has lead paint it has no fire escapes it has no 
fire prevention, the basement is useless, we would as Jane stated have to move the house 
build a new basement and move the house back, tear off the back of the building and Eric 
can give you all the other specifics. So to us it has just not been a reasonable alternative, 
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we would love to reserve some but we can’t, and as much as we respect Historic 
Preservation and work with them, we just don’t think it is a reasonable alternative.  
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seeing no additional public comment, we will close public comment and come back to 
commissioners for additional questions. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Levy- 
I have a question for staff. 
It was brought up during public comment the community area plan and the historic 
preservation section in the plan and specifically HP1 is to find ways to prevent the loss of 
historic and cultural sites. I was just wondering, we don’t have any mechanism to prevent 
demolition, accept the need for a development permit. How far does this go with the PUD 
where we have to way advantages verses disadvantages and some of the criteria for the 
PUD which also require it to meet other standards in the code? How far back can we go to 
say they are not meeting the code because they are demoing a building which we cannot 
prevent under normal circumstances, but because it’s a PUD does that reach this far back? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Thank you Rich, as we were quoted in the newspaper, we feel this proposal is a net benefit 
to Historic Preservation in Steamboat Springs. We relied heavily upon the Historic 
Preservation Commissions approval to demolish the structure. It was reviewed by Historic 
Preservation staff and then reviewed at the public hearing level before the Historic 
Preservation Commission, their recommendation coupled with the new proposal meeting 
the needs of the Tread of Pioneers Museum as well as meeting the design standards in 
working with the pattern of the existing neighborhood all came into the consideration when 
we said that the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. And that there is superior 
development here. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Thank you, that’s all. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I have a question on condition number three, I am concerned about the current language of 
that, it seems really vague and I would propose tonight that we either strike number three 
altogether or put the language that you proposed needs to be there. But I don’t think it 
should stay in its current form. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Yes, I had a question about that too, has there been any discussion about the possibility of 
this being moved? Is that how this came up? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
There absolutely has, there actually was talk it and you heard that in public comment. I 
don’t know if that’s moving forward, at this point the general discussion was around a large 
evergreen tree that’s in front of that building, from what I understand, and we had a lot of 
discussion about during development review and felt it was important to maintain that tree. 
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Also, it was brought to my attention that if we move the building that they would have to cut 
the tree down. So that is kind of what the reference of this was that there may have been 
other issues with the moving of that building, so I wanted to leave it open ended so we 
could reopen that conversation because it does change what’s being proposed from a 
demolition to moving the building. Of course and I open to new ideas for that condition. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I thought it was just said in public comment that they couldn’t move the building. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Let me maybe clarify, having been through a number of building relocations where we have 
taken buildings and moved them, what has to happen to physically move the building is it 
has to be jacked up off its foundation, they put big steel beams under it, roll the building if 
you will on these beams onto a flat bed so that they can move the structure. They don’t 
pick it up so to speak and move it sideways or move it diagonally because of the way the 
structure has to be held up. So to pick this house up, it would have to be picked up and 
moved to the street as we cannot move it to the alley as there is not enough space to line 
the truck up and slide it onto the truck, there is not enough space to slide it out the back 
either and make the turn movement. So it would be the type that this thing would have to 
move forward to the street, and there were discussions when we went through the HPC 
hearing about gee it would be nice to preserve this asset if we could have it relocated, and 
there have been people who have come in and looked at it with that possibility in mind and 
from the museum stand point we’d be happy to have this thing relocated. The challenge is 
we are dealing with a little bit of a catch 22, to satisfy a potential objective that if the house 
gets moved, we can’t do it with that tree in the way. So, the reality is to physically move it 
that tree would probably have to go along with any vegetation in the front. The reality from 
the people I’ve talked to and my experience, there is not much value in physically moving 
the structure because once you move it you have to put a new foundation under it, there’s 
no significant architectural features that would make somebody want to preserve this 
house because they are preserving the interesting trim details or interior details. There’s an 
old coble upstairs that doesn’t meet code, the windows are gone for all intents and 
purposes, the old siding is gone, the floor system doesn’t meet code and would have to be 
replaces, the rood system doesn’t meet code and would have to be replaced. All of the 
walls in order to put a second story on would have to be replaced, so for somebody to 
move it they would have to put in a new foundation, a new floor, a new roof, new walls, 
new windows, new siding. Once they spend the money to move this there is no value that 
they have so it is highly unlikely that this would be moved, unlike the Zimmerman House 
and Utterback House that have a lot more interesting architectural detail and structural 
integrity. There’s not that much left of this to move, so we think that likelihood is low, but it 
would require removal of that tree to do it. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seth, correct me if I’m wrong, but if the scope of the project changes, they would have to 
come back to us anyways. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
That is why I specified about the building being moved, because what happens is we have 
to relook at the landscape plan and so it could be a small change to what we are reviewing 
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right now and I would propose that we could do that administratively. It would probably be 
within substantial performance of approval. I would want to make sure if they were doing 
that and changing the landscape plan, we would want to take a look at it. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I don’t think we would have a problem with that at all, the only concern that we would have 
is that if one of the goals is to find a new location for this house, we wouldn’t want to do 
something procedurally that is somebody came in, in the eleventh hour and said I’ll take it 
I’ll move it and I can do it in this time frame, that we would get delayed having to go 
through a planning process, we do not want to do it in a manner that is not in Tread of 
Pioneers Museum’s best interest by facilitating it getting moved by lengthening the 
process. So if we could do it on a staff level that really would not create a problem.  
 
Seth Lorson- 
And that is what I am referencing, amendment to the approval, amendment to the plan that 
we are referencing today, it would be the landscape plan. But it would be an administrative 
amendment. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you want to clarify in here that it would be administrative? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Yes that would be fine. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I do not really like how it is worded where it state that if the scope of this project changes, I 
think it should just be if the existing collections building is to be moved instead of 
demolished, an administrative amendment to this approval would be required. Because the 
scope of the project isn’t really changing, your still building a new building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
And do we need to facilitate that amendment solely to the landscape plan? Currently it is 
so open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I believe with Jennifer’s wording of if the building is moved that what ever happens if the 
building is moved there a need for administrative amendment. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I have worked on this to state; If the existing collections building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to this approval is require. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I think Brian’s suggestion is good in the sense that administrative review is required to 
amend landscaping. Because the only thing that would be impacted by relocation of that 
building would be landscaping, I assume that is staffs concern. Not the new building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
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I believe it really needs to be specific to the landscaping. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
But if we make it that specific we limit ourselves to just the review of the landscaping. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
That’s right if the sidewalk is destroyed or something of that nature. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Well, impacts of the move, I guess is what your saying. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Basically the reason I feel there should be no fear about this being open ended is that our 
analysis this project right now says that it is consistent with criteria for review and approval 
as well as the standard of the CDC. If something were to become non consistent with this 
move that is what we would be reviewing. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Are commissioners fine with the language we have proposed to change on condition 
three? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Clarify for me, did we say that we are simply going to review impacts from the move of the 
building or is it still left open ended? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I would like to leave it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
By leaving it open ended it does allow review for any impacts caused by removal of the 
building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
My concern is that if this is something that does not get started in six months and is 
something that gets started at the longer term, potentially it is not Seth doing the review, 
then we have someone whom has never seen this project before and that planner needs to 
start from scratch and then it begs a more thorough review that Tread of Pioneers isn’t 
anticipating and all of the sudden this whole thing gets opened back up. So when 
variances are involved, and to Rich’s point earlier vague descriptions to advantages 
outweighing disadvantages and under new staff member eyes it has potential to go where 
we are not anticipating, and that is why I am pushing for specifying what we are reviewing 
and not having it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
What if we added administrative review in conjunction to the existing collections building 
being moved? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
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What if it read like this Brian, If the existing Collections Building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to approval to address impacts of the move is required. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Perfect! 
 
All commissioners agreed. 
 
Commissioner ??? 
Eric what is the architectural type of the existing building? Does it have a name?  
 
Eric Smith- 
Not really, there is really no defined style, it was done in two phases, the built the main 
structure then added the shed portion to the side at some point, maybe early on in the 
structure.  
 
The group discussed the structure of the existing building and commented that it has been 
called cowboy rustic, but due to its condition even modification made to the building the 
building itself is not sturdy enough to maintain those modifications. 
 
Eric Smith- 
To clarify a couple of public comments this has not been a surprise there have been 
numerous board meetings, and public hearings so this is not something that has been 
sprung on anyone at the eleventh hour. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
A quick question for the applicant, is the standard vesting period acceptable? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Yes the three year period is acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Eric on your narrative that is provided in the packet, page 3-25, under the last sentence on 
your “intent” segment you stated that the entire addition complies with our commercial 
neighborhood zone district standards, that is will also comply with the Colorado Historical 
Society Standards, and the Secretary of the Interiors standards. Can you talk to us on what 
that entails? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Good question, if you would flip back to the 8th street elevation, what the Secretary of 
Interiors deals with in these expansions is when you do an extension to an historic 
structure what they do not want you to do is an addition that mimics or copies all of the 
detail to where some one walking up to the building after the fact could not tell the 
difference between the historic structure and the integrity of that structure, and what 
components your adding to it. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Thank you. 
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RECOMMEND MOTION 

 

MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen motioned to approve DPF-11-02 with the amended condition 
number three. 
Commissioner Robbins seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
None 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 5:50 p.m. 
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Text Amendment to CDC – Use Chart Definitions #TXT-11-15 A public hearing on 
proposed changes to the Permitted Use Table and Definitions sections of the 
Community Development Code.These proposed changes are a result of a 
Permitted Use Table audit with the goal to allow greater predictability where a 
particular use is allowed and  greater administrative review of particular uses 
which will result in less cost and paperwork associated with approving new uses.  
More specifically, text amendments are proposed for Section 26-92 (Permitted 
Use Table) and Section 26-402 (Definitions and Use Criteria). 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:55 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Meyer rejoined the meeting. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan – 
Brief introduction and presentation on this item, Bob handed out extra copies to the 
public. Before you is the Text Amendments to Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to 
allow more uses by Right and Uses with Criteria and to add brewery and brewpub uses to 
the permitted use table.  Text Amendments to Section 26-402, Definitions and Use 
Criteria, that updates child care definitions to be consistent with the Colorado Revised 
Statutes, creates new definitions for brewery and brewpub, and to add new use criteria to 
specific uses.   
 
Basically this amendment is a result of meetings with Planning Commission and City 
Council and given direction on ways we can do more administrative review throughout 
the Community Development Code and this is just one area that was identified as 
potential area to address. Basically with the idea of allowing more administrative review, 
to reduce permit fees increase efficiency and to create more predictability within the 
process. To give an example of this type of change to the use with criteria, and why we 
are proposing it, as you can see with Tavern use, there are basically two criteria with 
this use, one is review will be prior to development or building permit as applicable, well, 
this is the same as the restaurant use with criteria. So as of right now, an applicant 
wanting to have a tavern use would have to post a $50.00 application fee, submit an 
application, and only to be reviewed by this criteria here. Staff did not find that this was 
a very appropriate use of the applicant’s time and money, and created no real benefit to 
the community or the applicant. Second one is an example of a conditional use moving 
to a use with criteria, it is processed through a development plan which is processed 
through a public hearing, application fees are $1500.00 and the end the applicant would 
have to go through the full process to find out whether this use would be allowed. An 
example is automobile filling station, currently there are no criteria for this use, and staff 
is proposing adding criteria for this use to give certain criteria to give certainty to the 
community and the applicant on where and when this type of use would be allowed. 
Staff finds that if we can identify what these negative impacts associated with a use 
such as this is, then we can address the issue of why wouldn’t this be an allowed use 
with criteria for these zone districts. We feel this gives both the community and the 
applicant some sense of certainty of when and where this use is going to be allowed.  
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The last thing we wanted to note that even if a use is listed as a use by right, that is 
being allowed without public hearing or by administrative approval it does not necessary 
mean that there will be no public review of the proposed development including site 
planning and architecture, only in limited cases where a building exists, that can 
accommodate the proposed allowed use, will there be no public hearing. Meaning, for 
example we can take the automobile filling station, if some one wants to come to 
Steamboat and put in a new automobile filling station in the CC and CS Zone Districts, 
if they find an existing spot with an existing building and existing canopy, the they can 
just move right in, maybe they will have to do a use with criteria application and have to 
notify surrounding area property owners. But it is very unlikely that they will find and 
existing location like that, that has not already been a gas station, so the point it they 
are going to have to come in and seek approval through the final development plan 
process and the development plan process for the site plan and architectural plan. 
Where is gives the applicant and the community and idea of where the use is going to 
be allowed, there will still be a public hearing to discuss how it meets the site planning, 
architecture, and other requirements of the community development code.  
 
The second point is, the code requires a change of use application for uses by right and 
uses with criteria that significantly differ from the previous use, of the lot or the building. 
And with this change of use, the applicant would do surrounding property owners 
notification, and example of this that involves tavern was what was going to be the 
Powder Room Club, a night club use at that location was a use with criteria, basically 
an administrative allowed use, however the previous use was office. So that was a 
significant change of use, so we had the applicant go through a change of use process 
and notify the surrounding property owners. So the point is that even though it is an 
administrative process, there will me a public review process of the development unless 
it already exists.  
 
Moving on, at our Worksession there was one change suggestion to the timeshare 
definition which is on page 4-59, and we will strike the words multiple owners. We will 
update this for the city council hearings. 

 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Following up on the timeshare definition, it seems like the definition that has been added 
made it more complicated then where we left off before. What I mean by that is that a lot of 
single family homes can be owned in the structure that you described here. Based on the 
way we are describing it, I believe it is becoming more problematic than it is intended. I am 
back to the original recommendation of striking timeshare altogether. I feel you are trying to 
become too specific, and the more specific we become the more problematic it becomes. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I would beg to differ that me made it more specific; we opened it up to more of a variety of 
types of ways a timeshare can happen. From being specific to a form of ownership to 
opening it up to club membership, vacation license to general partnership interests and 
other forms. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
By default you have done the reverse, by stating that something that is beneficial 
ownership in a trust is now a timeshare.  
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Also, left out were things like Limited Liability Company, or corporation ownership that 
would allow the ability to have multiple owners. So you’ve narrowed it to list certain things, 
and you’ve excluded certain things, so if you were owner of a timeshare as an LLC you 
wouldn’t fall into this timeshare definition. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
What I am trying to say, is there is a lot of single family homes that are owned by trusts but 
wouldn’t be by definition a timeshare or considered a timeshare. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Those types of ownerships don’t specify a specific time of use of that property. 
 
Commission Turek- 
Going back to two workshops ago, we are trying to regulate use not ownership and we are 
trying to regulate use by defining ownership and you just can’t get there. I agree with Brian 
& Jennifer on this. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Perhaps we can revise this so it’s more general. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
What I propose is that we strike timeshare all together. And that the neighborhoods where 
we are concerned about what will be considered a hot bed, become covered by the 
vacation home rental properties. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Those are specific to single family residents. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
That’s my point, and everywhere else in the city that isn’t covered by the VHR Ordinance, 
would be open to timeshare. Even though we have struck the definition. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So how can we do that when we strike the definition? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Doing it by default, protecting the neighborhoods we want to protect, through the VHR 
Ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So only protect single family. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
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VHR also applies to duplexes which I guess are single family homes. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Timeshare is not an allowed use in most of those zone districts that have single family 
homes. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I am saying that by striking timeshare all together, we are already covered without making 
this more complicated then it needs to be based off the way the VHR Ordinance is already 
set. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Staff point of view I believe we are not prepared to strike the definition, so I would like to 
give it more thought before we move forward on striking that definition. We could leave it 
as it was and come back to it at another time… 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Now’s the time 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Well, we should table it then. 
 
Commissioner Lacy asked if any other commissioners had any thoughts on this issue. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
A real estate lawyer or some one that can specifically go to this is my fist thought, I can’t 
argue the pros and cons from a legal standpoint.  
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Alternatively, if you did not want to strike the definition entirely, there is a way to reword it, 
so it starts with formal property ownership under which a property provides for right of 
possession specified time of possession for a residential unit. You’re just taking out all of 
the middle. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Or you could leave in the middle and could also say, include but not limited to the following 
and you could say those things and not exclude any of the other entities that are out there. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just feel that listing things is kind of useless in a way. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I also agree with Brian that if you include something that is a form of family ownership or 
corporate ownership that’s not a timeshare, then you are creating a problem for some one 
who for whatever reason has a family trust situation that decides to put it into an LLC. 
 
Commissioner Robbins & Lacy- 
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No we are not going to name any of those things. We just mentioned that you could if 
somebody really wanted to, but I like the example where we strike all the examples. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I like Brian’s idea of striking timeshare all together; I think timeshare is an antiquated term 
and there are a hundred ways to slice the banana. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
When you have entities, having a single ownership in the deed, where an LLC or Trust 
owns it you could have two parties in that trust or LLC or there could be fifty, whether it be 
a family or business partnership. So I think it is problematic to go back and police that, and 
that is where I am trying to be cautionary about how we approach. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I agree that we should just strike it, but if there is some reason that Bob finds that we need 
to keep it, then I proposing an alternative amendment to how its worded. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
But club ownership is not included in the timeshare definition you’re suggesting and club 
ownership is another way that fifty different families could occupy a residence. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Should we table? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Lets talk about the remainder of the issues on the item. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
We have not specified that there are any problems with the definition, we have argued that 
there could be a problem, so I do not think we should throw everything out that we have 
done. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
We’re not throwing it out, and there have been problems with it in the past with what I call 
the heavy handed position with what falls under the timeshare. And just because we don’t 
have any examples because there haven’t been any examples because they did not make 
it through the process and I think it needs to be addressed. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
One thing that comes to mind is the resort residential zone district where you can’t get a 
VHR permit because you have a shared driveway or more rooms or square footage then is 
allowed with the VHR, by striking the timeshare definition you would not be able to do any 
form of nightly rental. And that would be a departure of what currently exists right now. 
 
Commissioner Meyer- 
I am with Brian, I think ultimately we need to strike it, I think we are spending way too much 
time kind of defining the animal when we don’t think there is a problem. Rather then try to 
table the whole thing, I would be okay with the best possible definition, Jen gave a great 
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one, and then ultimately come back and report to us whether or not it can be taken out all 
together. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Does that sound good to all the other commissioners? 
 
The entire commissioner agreed with Commissioner Meyer’s suggestion. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Any public comment on this particular item? 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Bill Petrillo- 
I don’t have a timeshare of anything, but I have here for thirty years and I got annexed into 
the city, way back when I was in the county Rusty Baker would run his old bulls on my 
property. Way back in about 1983 I believe. So I have been around for awhile, and I read 
this about the code; the code is kind of like the health care these days for me. I’m a small 
business inside the city, so I have seen a lot of changes and I put up my mini storage 
building, well, first I was annexed into the City with Ron Stock and Harvey Rose, and 
signed an annexation agreement with the city to have industrial on one side of the bike 
path where my mini storage is and I had the property which is now down by the river which 
is also zoned industrial but under the annexation agreement it’s the river walk project and 
under the annexation agreement I wanted to keep that open space and I had it agricultural 
recreational and my subdivision but that got changed when somebody thought it should be 
industrial down by the river. I did not quite agree with that, but when the James Brown Soul 
Center of the Universe Bridge went it, I was industrial and I out in my first mini storage 
building and it was a use by right in the industrial zone district which is pretty up front. Its 
just right there and with Use by Right, you meet this certain criteria and know what you up 
against. I went through some criticism for just putting up one building, rather then a whole 
project, at that time I did not know my location, I am kind of hidden, I don’t border any 
major roads, I didn’t know what size mini storage units would be detrimental to may area 
use or what people would want, so I put one building in and hoped to have the ability to put 
more buildings in, in the future. This is back in 1994-1995, and it was a use by right. Now 
its changed with the new code to a special use, so when I came into see Bob about putting 
in additional buildings, and with the one building it took me three years to put it in, so this is 
from a small business mans perspective.  So I am wanting to put in more buildings and I 
want to put in eight and I wanted to do it is phases and sections, and the code says I can 
phase but I can’t phase. So you know I can’t phase the way I need to phase, because the 
first one took me three years, to fill up, and if I put in six buildings all at once, its going to 
take a lot longer to fill them, I would probably go bankrupt. So when I talked to Bob I told 
him I would like to do one at a time, one per year and my project go in phases and keep 
perspective on how its going, but with the new code under special use permit, I don’t I can 
actually do it in eight years, they won’t let me do it. So its kind of put me in a burden, so if 
your gonna look at it, and I’m in and industrial zone district and it’s a special use for mini 
storage, it would be easier to have a concrete batch plant like my neighbors, I got two 
neighbors that have concrete batch plants and I don’t know if that’s a special use, but the 
mini storage, I do not know why it’s a special use, it’s a good neighbor to everybody, and 
the city just passed an ordinance about outdoor storage. So mini storage is actually all 

�����



Planning Commission Minutes 

December 8, 2011 DRAFT 

 19

indoor, so I thought I would just mention it to you so the industrial zone district is a problem 
to me with the use by right, as one small business owner, every time we change the code 
and change it to limit, uses by right I think is good to have and some kind of criteria when I 
come and go for a permit is just fantastic. Special Use I have been through that process 
several times and if I can put my ideas in the way I want to it will be a good project and look 
good, but if I can’t meet a certain guideline it makes it tough for me, I am not a corporation 
we are just a simply mom and pop business.  I just thought I would mention that so you 
would have a view of one small business owner in town. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Any other public comment on this issue, no, then we will come back to the commissioners 
for further questions. Rich 
 
Commissioner Levy 
I would like to address the Child Care definition to state that if there is a conflict between 
this definition and CRS, the definition of CRS shall prevail. If we’re going to make them 
look it up then we should make them look it up, you know we can’t keep changing it, but we 
can’t we can have any ambiguity about what is the size of a small child care and what it 
isn’t. Should it be our jobs to update it when the CRS changes or should it just say it’s the 
size that the CRS recommends or what the state statue is. It seems to be just another 
place somebody has to go look, so here’s the code and starting the day after this is 
adopted anyone that is doing their due diligent, is going to have to go check CRS anyway. 
So why not just say this size is going to be regulated by CRS. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
So you’re recommending just removing our definition. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Probably, both of then just don’t seem to make sense to me; right after we adopt this CRS 
could change their rules. Making our exact definition mute, I mean if CRS changes their 
definitions of small, medium and large, do we have to change our definitions about it? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I believe this is more of a case where, somebody came in and opened a day care, and 
came back a few years later and changed it from five to seven kids, they could possibly be 
doing something that CRS rules allows outside of ours then we would have to go through a 
code amendment before we could give them their use and that could take a couple of 
months. I mean it is just kind of a safe guard. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I kind of like the way it is because there could be a lag between when CRS is updated and 
when we update our code. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I am not really sure this would be something that is on the radar. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
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But it has to be, once an application comes in, who’s going to make sure that small hasn’t 
changed from five to four? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would that be part of the regular review process that staff would then look at CRS to 
confirm that was still the case/ 
 
Bob Keenan- 
That’s correct yes. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
As long as the responsibility is on staff and not the applicant I think that is fine. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Well I think the applicant has to be responsible too look up the state laws as well anyway. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I think we should capitalize that anyway, I mean State Department of Human Services, is 
that the actual department name? If that’s the actual department name, capitalize it and 
they have to that anyway, so they ought to be able to look up the current CRS code, 
because they have to run their daycare according to state laws. I think this is more 
informational then a strict definition Rich. 
 
Commissioner ??? 
I have no problem with it being stated twice. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Is everyone okay with keeping it? 
 
The commissioners unanimously agreed. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Other issues? 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just have a general question or comment, in the thing you handed out today, on the 
tavern use with criteria B you have a capital R for restaurant but throughout the code we do 
not capitalize terms that define terms, and I think that we should, we at least for me, when 
you use a term as a definition you usually capitalize that term so you know you have to go 
look it up and find out what it means, but we don’t actually do that in our CDC and I think 
that it is something that we should be doing. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
That is very helpful to cue people that it is something they need to go look up in the 
definition section to see what that means. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
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I mean that is something that we should start doing, and as we are updating these 
amendments now, perhaps we should start that process. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
So whenever something is referenced in a legal document, and it is capitalized, it 
represents something that should have a definition. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
What she is saying is that in our code, when something is references in a defined code it is 
not capitalized. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
Bob is asking if that is what we mean and yes Bob that is what we mean. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Other issues with this text amendment, Troy? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
I have a question about the section under agriculture. The letter D, about dust smell and 
noise, shall be mitigated to the maximum extent practical. Page 4-6. Again, I feel like this is 
one of Brian’s issues, I do not know what mitigated to the maximum extent practical 
means. I think the gist is that your trying to control those items, but I don’t get what your 
suppose to do. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Has that ever come up Bob as an issue? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Not this specific one but with other ambiguous language such as that, yes it has been an 
issue but we are not proposing any changed to this. 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
But then it becomes if Bob is doing the review there is one set of mitigation and then if 
Tyler’s doing it there’s a different. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
…. Compliance that is merely beneficial to the public, that would not unreasonably burden 
… 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So that phrase is defined elsewhere?  
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
The last kind of question I have at this point is going back to this use by right, it seems to 
me, if whatever zone district your in, if you have a use by right, I don’t know that you need it 
to go to the public hearing. I guess there are a lot of things that get reviewed depending 
upon the application. I guess I am just asking philosophically, if there is anything that you 
can do in the city, as a use by right that you are not put through the public process? 
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Bob Keenan- 
Yes all the list is in the permitted use table, which are allowed uses by right. Only when a 
new use by right is significantly different then perhaps the use of a shop which you would 
send out public notice of a change of use. There really is not grounds for the public to want 
to deny that use. Its more of just a heads up, that this is what’s going in, the new use in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
You reminded me that you used that example about the Powder Room, which brought it to 
a public hearing. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Because our administrative decision because we as staff decided it was an appropriate 
change of use and the surrounding property owners in that case protested that staff did not 
apply the rules correctly and wanted to go to public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Is an appeal the director’s decision? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
But if there was no neighbor that was anti the change of use, that is the way you do not 
have to go to public hearing, but if there is neighborhood opposition you potentially end up 
at a public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
If they file an appeal? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Yes, a timely appeal. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
Even if the director denies it the applicant could appeal, so that gets back to so what is the 
heck is a use by right? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
If someone disagrees with the decision whichever way it is, what they are saying is, the 
person that made that decision is wrong in their application of reading their criteria. They 
are saying that in either one or more of the criteria either in approving or disapproving has 
failed in applying those criteria to that application. Is that what your looking at? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
That is very helpful, but I am still struggling within the concept of whole big ball of uses 
that’s allowed within a certain zone district. I mean if the use is allowed, I guess it’s the 
criteria that regulate it. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
That’s the key. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
When we were talking about providing examples, for the filling station and the canopy as 
well as for the drive thru restaurant do’s and don’t, nothing made it into our packets, are we 
not providing anything? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
You mean the use with criteria? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
No, diagrammatic examples of both. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No we did not add any visual to go along with those. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I would like to reintegrate that request; I think that especially for the drive thru restaurants it 
is important that we provide what we are wanting as well as what we don’t want to see. 
Tyler provided two to me later that night and I was just anticipating they would be part of 
our packet. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
And you would want those to ultimately be in the final ordinance for City Council, and you 
would note that they are for demonstrative purposes only? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, Correct 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
And same for the example of the canopy for a filling station, just showing what we have in 
mind. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
One more, I though you guys were moving full speed ahead on the definition for a brew 
pub or brewery, wasn’t that suppose to be part of this. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
It is, it’ in the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I am having a hard time determining the definitions between brew pub and tap room/tasting 
room, mainly because at the end of tasting room you have food may also be served. And 
that makes it more in my mind more of a brew pub if they are serving food. And though it 
doesn’t have the same criteria as brew pub, it says a portion of the facility; it doesn’t really 
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define what portion. Then when you add food can be served, someone could have a tap 
room. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Tap room is only associated with a brewery you can’t have samples in a tap room because 
would be considered a restaurant or bar. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I feel the definition should be clear, it just says a portion of a facility; maybe it should say of 
a brewery. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, we can change that. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Well, it does say it is on the same premises as a brewery.  
 
Commissioner Turek- 
What do you think could go wrong with the definition, what do you think could happen? 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Someone could put a restaurant at the brewery, in the tap room of the brewery and not 
have to meet the same criteria as the brew pub. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
The brewery is to address like more of the large manufacturing operation, in an industrial 
zone, with a limited amount of retail or service. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Are you required to serve food if you’re serving alcohol, even if it’s just pretzels? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I don’t believe so. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
At what point is a restaurant an accessory use of a brew pub? I could see that being an 
argument. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Currently we have accessory uses that are that is no more then 35 percent of the floor 
area. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
How does the brew pub correlate with the zone districts where we allow restaurants? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
It is just a cap that is not to exceed. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
And my question is they different zone districts? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No they are not. 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
Bob Keenan- 
One other definition of a timeshare definition is make a condition of approval, as we 
discussed, we would like to take the time to take a look to see if there are any issues and 
of course if there are not any issues we will take it out. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
And would you just report back to us after City Council and let us know how that goes? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, and then if I could address public comment, we did not suggest changing self storage 
facility, from condition use to a use with criteria, however in retrospect, I do not see any 
issues in going that route. It’s only allowed in the CS and in the I zone districts, it only make 
sense especially in the Industrial Zone Districts, I think Bill brought up some good points, 
so I just wanted to address that public comment. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So just to clarify, at some point that was use by right and now its conditional use? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, I think under the old code. That would be prior to 2001, and I think it was changed 
because they were popping up all over the place, I believe that was in the mid to late 90’s. 
 
Commissioner Meyer- 
There were years when mini storage facilities were all we were approving, and we were 
afraid that we would end of with an industrial zone with nothing but mini storage. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
I would be wary of changing it, as it could happen again. With people downsizing their 
homes and needed someplace to store their stuff; there are other uses that can only be 
done in the industrial zone and we could still have the threat of loosing our industrial zone 
to mini warehouses. So if we changed it to use by right, we might have to come back and 
change it or deny that use by right for a proliferation of self storage facilities. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
And if we change it to a use by right, we would not have the ability to deny down the road if 
they met the criteria. 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 
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MOTION 
Commissioner Levy moved to approve the TXT-11-15 with the changes made at this 
hearing, timeshare and possibly eliminating it if staff finds no issues by definition and 
illustrative changes for drive thru and canopy. 
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just have an additional comment, I don’t know if you were going to take action on the 
capitalization or if you were going to do it all at once. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I think it makes sense to just do it all at once. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I am an editor, and I have to tell you if you attempt to capitalize every term that is defined in 
the CDC probably every third word would be capitalized. Terms like Criteria and Petroleum 
Products have been defined; I think that from a readability point of view, you can’t 
capitalize every defined term. In a document like this, it would read like German. I think a 
light hand has to be used in a situation like this one. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
But you have to be consistent; you can just capitalize some and not others. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
But if you read through these definitions and think about every term that is also defined in 
the CDC you are talking about something that literally reads like German, every proper 
noun is capitalized. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
But you don’t think that would be a huge benefit to the public that reads the CDC? We just 
had two of those issues tonight. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
It’s a big thick code, you have to take time to learn it you can’t just capitalize it and think 
that makes it easier. At first I thought it was a great idea, but as I started to read through 
and saw how many words had definitions and would have to be capitalized, I don’t think it 
would read much better. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
We will follow up on it and discuss it further as a commission, when staff brings it back 
 
 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
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Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately  ?p.m. 
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Gondola Square Condos (Hungry Dog Cart) #DP-11-05 A Conditional Use 
approval through a Development Plan to allow Outdoor Sales (Hungry Dog Food 
Cart) at Gondola Square Condos (Steamboat Ski Area-Gondola Square). 
 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately ?p.m. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan – 
This is an application for outdoor sales at Gondola Square Condos, for a food cart for 
Hungry Dog. Planning staff is recommending approval. The applicant is still here and he 
and I are available for any questions. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Brad Somers- 
Hello, my name is Brad Somers and I am the owner of Hungry Dog the downtown hot dog 
stand at 7th and Lincoln, we are proposing a mobile hot dog cart in Gondola Square 
Condominiums it is on Christy Sports property, bordering OSP. It would be a mobile food 
cart that would be brought in and out on a daily basis. With a no trace policy. There would 
be a few tables and chairs left out but other then that a strict no trace policy is in place. We 
would be operation mainly through the winter months, possibly a few times through the 
summer.  I think it would be great for the community our customers and those visiting at 
the base of the ski area. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Robbins- 
So, your leaving tables and chairs there, how does that effect the snow removal in the 
area? 
 
Brad Somers- 
That is a bit of an issue, there is currently no snow melt in that area on that piece of 
cement. I will be responsible for that, as of now there is no snow removal there, but I would 
be clearing the area in neat manner approved by the people in the area. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Bob, why is this not being approved administratively, how come we have to see it? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Inaudible 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Is that going to be addressed in our clean up? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
It was addressed in Monday’s Worksession and will be addressed in a future policy 
Worksession. 
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Commissioner Meyer- 
Could you please for the record explain that the DP has a two year term, but that two year 
is the time in which the applicant commences usage, so you just want to explain at what 
point would it go away, if the cart would go away, this is a little unusual in that usually run 
with the land and this is not the case. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No it still is the case; this permit runs with the land. If for some reason they were unable to 
open up business, over the course of the next two years, then the approval would expire, 
or as he runs it seasonally, if he for some reason skipped a season that would terminate 
the approval. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Attachment 1-shows lot lines and specifically shows the cart on One Steamboat Places 
property so can some one address that, are we sure it is not on that property.  
 
Bob Keenan- 
We weren’t able to obtain a survey of the property the lot lines on the map you have are 
not guaranteed to be correct, but I have mentioned this to the applicant several times and 
he has made sure that it is actually on Gondola Square Condos property. His application is 
for Gondola Square. If his use is not in Gondola Square then he is in violation of his permit, 
so I think the safe guard we have. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
You stated you have permission from all the surrounding area property owners, does that 
include One Steamboat Place? 
 
Brad Somers- 
Yes it does, the General Manger of Christy Sports contacted everyone before we started 
this process and they all approved it. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins motioned to approve the DP-11-05 
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
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None 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately  ???p.m. 
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APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 27, 2011 AND NOVEMBER 10, 2011 MEETING MINUTES 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Levy moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
October 27, 201.  Commissioner Robbins seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 4-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, and Robbins 
Abstaining: Lacy, Brookshire & Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
November 10, 2011.  Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Commissioner Levy moved to adjourn the meeting at approximately ??? p.m.  
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
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 AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  00  
 

  CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM                                             
 

FROM:  Bob Keenan, Senior Planner (Ext. 260)     
Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Director of Planning and Community Development 
(Ext. 244) 

 
THROUGH:  Jon Roberts, City Manager, (Ext. 228) 
 
DATE:  December 20, 2011 
 
ITEM:   #TXT-11-15: Permitted Use Table and Definitions and Use Criteria.  

Text Amendments to the Community Development Code (CDC)  
 
NEXT STEP:           If City Council approves the first reading, the second reading will 

be heard on January 3, 2012. 
 

                                                                                                                       
                     _x   ORDINANCE 
                            RESOLUTION 
                         _ MOTION 
                            DIRECTION 
                            INFORMATION 
                                                                                                                              

 
                                                            
PROJECT NAME: #TXT-11-15: Permitted Use Table and Definitions and Use Criteria.  

Text Amendments to the Community Development Code (CDC)  
  
PETITION:   Text Amendments to Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to allow 

more uses by Right and Uses with Criteria and to add brewery and 
brewpub uses to the permitted use table.  Text Amendments to 
Section 26-402, Definitions and Use Criteria, that updates child care 
definitions to be consistent with the Colorado Revised Statutes, 
creates new definitions for brewery and brewpub, and to add new 
use criteria to specific uses.   

 
APPLICANT: City of Steamboat Springs 
   124 10th Street 
   Steamboat Springs, CO 80487 
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PC ACTION:  Planning Commission voted to approve on December 8, 2011; Vote: 7-
0;  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Text amendments are proposed for Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to allow more 
uses by Right and Uses with Criteria then what is currently allowed and changes to 
Section 26-402, Definitions and Use Criteria that correspond to the Permitted Use Table 
changes to update definitions and include new use criteria.  As part of this amendment, 
staff also recommends adding two new uses, brewery and brewpub, to our permitted use 
table and definitions section.  
 
Uses with Criteria to Use by Right- Staff recommends moving certain uses from a Use with 
Criteria (administrative review and permit required) to a Use by Right (administrative 
review with no permit required) with same criteria for approval.  Staff has reviewed the 
Permitted Use Table to identify uses that require the Use with Criteria application and 
approval and have identified the following uses where this type of application has not 
been beneficial to the applicant or the community: 

• Agriculture  
• Duplex 
• Single-family Dwelling Unit 
• Tavern 
• Taxidermy  

 
Conditional Uses to Use with Criteria or Use by Right – Staff recommends moving certain 
Conditional Uses (Public Hearing through Planning Commission and City Council) to either 
a Use with Criteria or a Use by Right with criteria.  This proposed change will allow the 
uses listed below to be processed administratively rather than through the public hearing 
process. Staff has added new criteria to these conditional uses in an effort to offset any 
potential negative impacts they may have.   Staff believes this change is necessary to give 
an applicant and the community more certainty on whether use may be allowed.  The 
uses that are proposed to be changed are as follows: 
 
 Conditional Uses to Use with Criteria 

• Hostel 
• Inn 
• Lodge 

 
Conditional Uses to Use by Right 

• Automobile Car Wash w/ criteria 
• Automobile Filling Station w/criteria 
• Automobile Rental w/criteria 
• Media Production w/criteria 
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• Museum 
• Nursing Home 
• Office – Medical Dental w/criteria 
• Outdoor Equipment Sales and Rental w/criteria 
• Restaurant Drive-thru w/criteria 
• Timeshare (includes updated definition) 

 
New Uses – While we are making changes to the Permitted Use Table and Definitions, 
Planning Staff recommends adding “brewpub” and “brewery” uses as we currently do not 
have uses within the use chart that would accommodate these uses.  Staff has researched 
a number of municipalities statewide and believes that the proposed definitions are a good 
match for our community.     
 
Please see the attached ordinance for the proposed text amendments.  Please see 
attached Planning Commission Staff Report for more detailed information and the Planning 
Commission Memo for examples of changes. 
 
Planning Commission Discussion: 

The Planning Commission discussion generally pertained to the specific changes being 
made.  A discussion regarding whether to eliminate “timeshare” from the definition and 
use chart as some commissioners thought this type of use was no longer needed given 
the variety of products now available for timeshare.  However, it was agreed that the 
definition shall stay in place because it is not an allowed use if it is not listed in the use 
chart.  The remaining discussion was general questions and answers.   

The planning commission had requested visual aids to be included in the code to help 
visualize what is being required for automobile car wash, automobile filing station, and 
automobile rental, and restaurant drive-thru.  Due to the limited time between the 
Planning Commission hearing and the date of this report; staff will need until second 
reading to develop these visuals.   

Please see attached meeting minutes for more information.  

Public Comment: 

Bill Petrillo spoke about self-storage facilities and that they are a conditional use and 
thought they should be an allowed use by right in the Industrial zone district.   

Please see attached meeting minutes for more information.  

Recommended Motion: 

On December 8th, with a vote of 7-0, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the draft ordinance amending the Use Chart and Definition sections of the Community 
Development Code. 
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List of attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Ordinance  
Attachment 2 – Staff Memo to Planning Commission 
Attachment 3 – PC Staff Report TXT-11-15 
Attachment 4 - Draft Planning Commission Minutes from December 8th Meeting 
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12/08/11  

Planning Commission Public Hearing 

Examples of Definition and Use Changes 

Background on Proposed Changes: 

Planning Staff has developed these proposed changes based upon the direction that we had 
received from the Planning Commission and City Council to allow for more administrative 
review (when appropriate), reduce permit fees, increase efficiency, and create more 
predictability within the process.   

Use with Criteria (CR) to a Use by Right (R) with same criteria: 

Tavern. An establishment where the principal use is the sale and consumption of liquor, beer, or 
wine, or any combination thereof. Food sales shall be permitted. 

 
  (1) Use criteria. 
 
  a. Review shall be prior to development or building permit, as applicable. 
  b. Same as "Restaurant" use criteria.  
 

Reason for Change:  No benefit to applicant or community to have them pay $50 fee, fill-out 
application, and wait for approval only to put them on notice for the very minimal criteria 
involved with a tavern use.   

Conditional Use to a Use with Criteria: 

Automobile filling station. Where petroleum products are dispensed for retail sales to 
automobiles and may include a canopy, and/or accessory retail.  
 

(1)  Use criteria. 
 

a. Shall not be located adjacent to property zoned RE, RN, RO, MF, and MH. 
(For the purposes of this definition, a public right-of-way shall not separate 
property. Example: If a property proposing this use is located across a street 
from a RE zoned property, this criteria would be applicable.) 

b. The gas pump canopy cannot be placed closer to the street frontage than the 
principal structure. 

 

Reason for Change:  Currently, there are no criteria or conditions to indicate under what 
parameters this type of use might be acceptable.  Because of this, both the community and the 
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applicant will not know whether this type of use will be allowed on a particular lot until an 
applicant applies for Development Plan and goes through the public hearing process.  Staff 
suggests that for particular uses such as Automobile Filing Station that there is an opportunity 
to create standards that address potential negative impacts and include them as an allowed use 
but with criteria.     

*It is important to note that even if a use is listed as a use by right (allowed without public 
hearing) it does not necessarily mean that there will be no public review of the proposed 
development including site planning and architecture.  Only in limited cases where a building 
already exists that can accommodate the proposed allowed use will there be no public hearing.   

**It is also important to note that the code requires a Change of Use application for uses by 
right and uses with criteria that significantly differ from the previous use of the lot or building.  
This means that the applicant will be required to provide surrounding property notifications 
and compliance with CDC standards.   
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AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  ##  44  
PPLLAANNNNIINNGG  CCOOMMMMIISSSSIIOONN  CCOOMMMMUUNNIICCAATTIIOONN  FFOORRMM 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                        
FROM:  Bob Keenan, Senior Planner (Ext. 260) 
 
THROUGH:  Tyler Gibbs, AIA, Director of Planning & Community Development (Ext. 

244)  
     
DATE:   December 8, 2011  
 
ITEM:   #TXT-11-15: Permitted Use Table and Definitions and Use Criteria.  Text 

Amendments to the Community Development Code (CDC)  
 
NEXT STEP:  Planning Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to the City 

Council for First Reading of this Ordinance on December 20, 2011. 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                       
                        X ORDINANCE 
                            RESOLUTION 
                        X MOTION 
                        _  DIRECTION 
                            INFORMATION 
 ______________________________________________________________________________   
 
PROJECT NAME: #TXT-11-15: Permitted Use Table and Definitions and Use Criteria 

amendments.   
 
PETITION:    Text Amendments to Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to allow more 

uses by Right and Uses with Criteria and to add brewery and brewpub uses 
to the permitted use table.  Text Amendments to Section 26-402, Definitions 
and Use Criteria, that updates child care definitions to be consistent with the 
Colorado Revised Statutes, creates new definitions for brewery and 
brewpub, and to add new use criteria to specific uses.   

 
APPLICANT:   City of Steamboat Springs, Department of Planning and Community 

Development, c/o Bob Keenan, Senior Planner, Centennial Hall, 124 10th 
Street, PO Box 775088, Steamboat Springs, CO  80477, 970-879-2060. 
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I. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (CDC) – STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

CDC - Section 26-61(D): Criteria for approval. Approval of the amendment shall be granted only if it 
appears by clear and convincing evidence presented during the public hearing before planning commission 
or city council that the following conditions exist: 
Subsection CONSISTENT NOTES 

Yes No NA 
1) Conformity with the community 

plan.      

2) Error or goal/objective.     
3) Public health, safety, & welfare     
Staff Finding: Staff finds that the proposed Community Development Code Text Amendments, 
#TXT-11-15, to section 26-92, Permitted Use Table and section 26-402, Definitions and Use 
Criteria, are consistent with the criteria for approval per CDC Sec. 26-61(D). 
 

 
II. BACKGROUND  
 
At the direction of the Planning Commission and the City Council, city staff has developed a 
proposed ordinance to amend the Community Development Code with the goal to allow greater 
predictability where a particular use is allowed and greater administrative review of particular uses 
which will result in less cost and paperwork associated with approving new uses.   
 
A public work session on these proposed changes took place at the October 27th Public Hearing of 
the Planning Commission and a follow-up discussion occurred at the November 14th Worksession 
of the Planning Commission.  At these meeting Planning Staff took comments from the 
commissioners and public and have since formulated a draft ordinance for these proposed changes. 
  
The proposed changes are described in greater detail below.  
 
III. DESCRIPTION 
 
Text amendments are proposed for Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to allow more uses by 
Right and Uses with Criteria then what is currently allowed and changes to Section 26-402, 
Definitions and Use Criteria that correspond to the Permitted Use Table changes to update 
definitions and include new use criteria.  As part of this amendment staff is also recommends 
adding two new uses, brewery and brewpub, to our permitted use table and definitions section.  
 
Uses with Criteria to Use by Right- Staff recommends moving certain uses from a Use with Criteria 
(administrative review and permit required) to a Use by Right (administrative review with no 
permit required) with same criteria for approval.  Staff has reviewed the Permitted Use Table to 
identify uses that require the Use with Criteria application and approval and have identified the 
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following uses where this type of application has not been beneficial to the applicant or the 
community: 

• Agriculture  
• Duplex 
• Single-family Dwelling Unit 
• Tavern 
• Taxidermy  

 
Conditional Uses to Use with Criteria or Use by Right – Staff recommends moving certain 
Conditional Uses (Public Hearing through Planning Commission and City Council) to either a Use 
with Criteria or a Use by Right with criteria.  This proposed change will allow the uses listed below 
to be processed administratively rather than through the public hearing process. Staff has added 
new criteria to these conditional uses in an effort to offset any potential negative impacts they may 
have.   Staff believes this change is necessary to give an applicant and the community more 
certainty on whether use may be allowed.  The uses that are proposed to be changed are as follows: 
 
 Conditional Uses to Use with Criteria 

• Hostel 
• Inn 
• Lodge 

 
Conditional Uses to Use by Right 

• Automobile Car Wash w/ criteria 
• Automobile Filling Station w/criteria 
• Automobile Rental w/criteria 
• Media Production w/criteria 
• Museum 
• Nursing Home 
• Office – Medical Dental w/criteria 
• Outdoor Equipment Sales and Rental w/criteria 
• Restaurant Drive-thru w/criteria 
• Timeshare (includes updated definition) 

 
New Uses – While we are making changes to the Permitted Use Table and Definitions, Planning 
Staff recommends adding “brewpub” and “brewery” uses as we currently do not have uses within 
the use chart that would accommodate these uses.  Staff has researched a number of municipalities 
statewide and believe that the proposed definitions are a good match for our community.     
 
Please see the attached ordinance for the proposed text amendments.  Please see attached 10/27/11 
Planning Commission Work Session Packet for an explanation for each change being made.   
 
IV. CRITERIA FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL 

CDC Sec. 26-61. CDC text amendments.  
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(d) Criteria for approval. In considering any application for amendment to the CDC, the 
following criteria shall govern unless otherwise expressly required by the CDC. Approval 
of the amendment shall be granted only if it appears by clear and convincing evidence 
presented during the public hearing before planning commission or city council that the 
following conditions exist: 
 
 (1) Conformance with the community plan. The amendment to the CDC will 

substantially conform with and further the community plan's preferred direction 
and policies. 

 
 Staff Analysis: Consistent: The proposed CDC Text Amendment is consistent 

with the following Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan goals: 
 
• Policy CD-1.4: Encourage high quality site planning and building design.  
• Policy CD-4.1: Major highways and arterials shall maintain a high quality of 

design.   
• Goal ED-2: Steamboat Springs will support the maintenance and expansion of 

local businesses. 
• Policy ED-2.1: Support opportunities to expand and increase the number of 

local businesses in Steamboat Springs. 
• Goal ED-3: Steamboat Springs will maintain its role as a regional economic 

center. 
 

 (2) Error or goal/objective. The amendment to the CDC will correct an error, or will 
further a public goal or objective. 

 
 Staff Analysis: Consistent: The proposed CDC Text Amendment will further the 

Community’s goals and objectives as outlined above.  This change is not being 
made to address an “error” in the code.   

 
 (3) Public safety. The amendment to the CDC is necessary to ensure public health, 

safety and welfare. 
 

 Staff Analysis:  Consistent: The proposed CDC Text Amendments is necessary to 
ensure the public health, safety and welfare by furthering the goals and policies of 
the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan.    

 
V. STAFF FINDING & CONDITIONS 
Staff finds that the proposed Community Development Code Text Amendment, #TXT-11-15, for 
changes to Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, and Section 26-402, Definitions and Use 
Criteria, as specified in the attached ordinance, are consistent with the criteria for approval per 
CDC Sec. 26-61(D). 
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VI. ATTACHEMENTS 
 
1.  10/27/11 Worksession Packet  
2.  10/27/11 Planning Commission Worksession Minutes 
3.  Draft Ordinance (detailed text amendments) 
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
DECEMBER 8, 2011 

 
The special meeting of the Steamboat Springs Planning Commission was called to order at 
approximately 5:   p.m. on Thursday, December 8, 2011, in the Citizens’ Meeting Room, 
Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado. 
 
Planning Commission members in attendance were 
Chairman Jason Lacy, Troy Brookshire, Brian Hanlen, Rich Levy, Kathi Meyer, Jennifer 
Robbins and Norbert Turek.  
Absent: None             
One alternate position is vacant. 
 
Staff members present were City Planner Seth Lorson, Senior Planner Bob Keenan and 
Staff Assistant Carolyn Sandstrom. 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
None. 
 
ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
 
Nominations were requested for Chairman, Steamboat Springs Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Meyer nominated Jason Lacy to continue as Chairman of the Commission.  
That motion was seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
 
Vote in favor or retaining Jason Lacy as Chairman. Unanimous 7-0 non opposed 
 
Commissioner Robbins nominated Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Hanlen.   
Vote was unanimous to retain Kathi Meyer as Vice Chairman. 7-0 
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Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Block 8 Lots 11 & 12 (Tread of Pioneers) 
#DPF-11-02 (PUD)  Demolish the existing historically significant collections 
house and construct a new collections building and additional display space 

 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:10 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Meyer stepped down from this discussion and agenda item stating there 
was not a direct conflict but may have an inadvertent conflict that she did not wish to bring 
forward and excused herself from the meeting. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Seth Lorson –  
The proposed project is a 3,215 square foot addition consisting of a new collections 
building and a 500 sq ft display space.  
 

The proposal has 4 variances and hence is being processed as a PUD.  The variances 
include a .62 floor area ratio, the standard is .50, 4 ft. front set back, which varies from the 
standard 10 ft. and 5 ft. side set back which varies from the 10 ft. standards.  And 
proposing zero additional parking spaces are proposed with 4 existing and another 1.8 will 
be required for this addition. 
 
The proposed design is consistent with the existing commercial neighborhood design 
standards, as you know this project has been heard at Historic Preservation Commission, 
at which time they recommended demolition of this historically eligible building. The 
minutes are in your packets. The pre-application was also heard by Planning Commission 
and City Council at which time there was no vote. 
 
Staff finds that it is consistent with applicable development standards and consistent with 
criteria for review and approval for the proposed variances. The applicant is here to 
respond to any specific questions as well staff is here to respond to any questions on the 
report and the CDC. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Eric Smith- 
Essentially the building that is before you tonight is the same application for intensive 
purposes. I am to make a presentation or answer questions from the board, basically this is 
the same application you have looked at before. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
There are no changes at all? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Very minor changes; a couple little tweaks to the elevation, but basically what you are 
seeing tonight is what you saw at the Pre-App. 
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Commissioner Levy- 
As this is a pretty big public interest, I would think maybe some short presentation might be 
appropriate for those who were not here for the Pre-App. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you be prepared to do that Eric? 
 
Eric Smith- 
I am happy to do that; (using a PowerPoint presentation) The perspective you see, and I 
will reference the one on the right if it is easier for you to see, the existing Zimmerman 
House with the existing Utterback House is located next to it, what we are proposing is to 
simply reconstruct the collections house behind the Zimmerman House and do a 
connecting link that will expand the basic exhibit space for the museum and we are going 
to incorporate the current free standing building that encloses the snow cat into a 
connecting link that will connect the museum to the collection house. 
 
(Next Slide) This is a site plan showing the existing layout on the property with the 
Utterback, Zimmerman and the existing Collections House, a couple things that are 
interesting to note is that the existing collections house sits basically a foot off of the alley, 
its approximately ten foot off of 8th street. (pointing to the slide) This is where that existing 
snow cat sits, which comes up to about five feet from the property line on 8th street, the 
existing Zimmerman House is a little less than a five foot setback from 8th street with the 
front porch there, and this diagonal line you see is the electrical service that comes into the 
existing Zimmerman House, there is a lot of electrical switch gear and so forth on the back 
corner of the building. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the proposed new collections house building and the connecting link we 
are proposing to add to the existing Zimmerman House which provides for expansion of the 
existing exhibit space in the museum, and then we are building in the snow cat display 
storage in front, proposing to change the sidewalk that currently does not physically goes 
to the front of that. We think that display is something that pedestrians should be 
encouraged to go up to, and look at that exhibit so we are proposing to expand that 
sidewalk neck to the front of that snow cat display area so we have a visual connection. 
 
One thing that is important to note is that this electrical line stays so we don’t have to 
spend the money to relocate all the electrical service to the Zimmerman House which then 
feeds the entire property. The proposed collection building reconstruction stays clear of 
that electrical line which saves a substantial amount of money. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the floor plan showing the main floor of the Utterback House, the main 
floor of the Zimmerman House that currently ends right here (pointing to an area on the 
slide) so we are doing an expansion on the back of the Zimmerman House which will 
essentially work as an expansion to the exhibit space in the museum itself and then the 
collection house in the back will basically be a work room, it will have a lift or freight 
elevator actually to be able to move these things from floor to floor, the basement has a 
large rectangular storage area connected by an exit stair and then the loft up above 
essentially is a large rectangle as well to accommodate these large moving storage 
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systems to maximize the display space we have within the building and then a back porch 
in the back to accommodate all our loading and unloading in a covered area.  
 
(Next Slide) This is an elevation super imposed the proposed collection house that shows 
basically the relocation of this free standing snow cat building up against the building to 
provide a physical connection there. This is the alley elevation of the house, you’ll note the 
front and back elevations essentially maintain the same twelve twelve pitch roof that is 
characteristic with the pitched roves in the neighborhood, with the dormers on each side to 
breakdown the mass of that building. Have a front porch on the front section and a back 
porch on the back section that will accommodate our loading and covered storage for the 
trash cans. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the rear elevation from the parking lot, you can see the Utterback 
House and Zimmerman House in the background and this is the flat roof connection that 
will occur, this is where the existing property ends. So this is that flat connection and the 
collections house behind it facing the alley. Might add that the setback now is back five foot 
from the alley to be able to provide some sort snow storage off the alley and to make sure 
we are setting ourselves back from that alley exposure. 
 
(Next Slide) This is just a photograph looking at the front of the Zimmerman House; you 
can see the existing collection house in the background and essentially the new collections 
house will be in the same location.  
 
(Next Slide) This is from the Utterback House and another shot from and angle from the 
front. 
 
(Next Slide) This is the front of the existing collection house, you can see the corner of the 
snow cat storage case, this is the alley view showing the backside of this house where 
windows have been cut out, there have actually been a lot of modifications at this house 
over the years. This is the trash storage area looking again from the alley back towards the 
back corner of the building.  
 
(Next Slide) This is the side of the collection house that faces into the Zimmerman House, 
again siding is metal, the old siding has been destroyed and the windows are gone and 
have been boarded up in this location. 
 
And that is it, I am happy to answer any questions. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
None 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Jane Hill- 
I am a long time board member for the Tread of Pioneers Museum; this has been 
something we have labored over and I think the issue has come out in the paper today. I 
think our decision is what’s inside that collection house tells the very story of the heart and 
soul of Steamboat Springs and those artifacts. And the house itself has had not significant 
person ever lived in it, the history house as far as personality it is really not there, the 
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condition of the house is poor, we have to do a very specialized basement because we are 
in water flow area from the river, we would have to lift that house, place it somewhere else 
while we did that work, and then bring it back. I am not sure where we would keep the 
house, be it in the parking lot across the street which I am sure the City would not be too 
happy about having the house sitting there. There are just so many problems with this old 
house, we have after giving it much thought and we have been in this process for three 
years, we have decided that it is better to provide a place for the things that belong to 
Steamboat Springs and tell our story then to preserve a house that really doesn’t teach 
people much and doesn’t have much of a story. 
 
I have been on this side of Historic Preservation for many years now, having chaired the 
little red school house out on the highway, serving on Historic Routt County it has been an 
argument for me emotionally but my conclusion is we’ve made the right decision to replace 
the house with a structure that serves our purpose and gives us the square footage we 
need because the old house does not give us the square footage we need, and so that is 
our decision and I hope you will support it. 
 
Towney Anderson- 
I think you all got a copy of the letter that I was a coauthor and I really wanted to be here 
tonight. Our purpose in sending the letter was to encourage a conversation that we 
shoulder as stewards of our heritage. We hoped that conversation would happen outside 
the formal review process but that didn’t happen. I do not think the irony is lost on any of us 
that we are demolishing a historic resource in order to preserve historic resources. We had 
hoped the light of it last October would have e-listed conversation of our roles in a 
community ethic more supportive and protective of our heritage. The fact that we have 
received no response speaks volumes of the distance we still have to go to achieve a place 
where the great decisions that confront is not whether we preserve our historic resources 
but how we preserve them. We do not know whether the “to preserve or not” discussion 
even happened. The fact that this particular application was submitted by our foremost 
heritage organization Tread of the Pioneers and the largest beneficiary by the museum and 
heritage tax is clearly troubling. If those of us committed to serving these beneficiary of 
museum and heritage tax organizations don’t have a preservation ethic to whom do we 
turn to set the example? This is not about whether to preserve the building at the expense 
of having a better collections house it’s about integrating the collections house into a better 
collections facility. If I were disturbed by the conditions of the buildings I would have had to 
find another means of livelihood since I was about twenty-one years old.  Preservation is 
about attitude and how you approach what you plan to do. It does not insure that every 
historic resource is saved at all costs nor does it prohibit plans for development, it simply 
means we approach our ambitions for expansion and development with a question that is 
asked first, can this historic resource be a part of our plans. And we approach it this way as 
we want this resource to be a part of our future. And we do not make that directive to the 
professionals who are there to serve us it becomes a very easy decision to demolish. In the 
interest of long term community health we should be asking ourselves why can’t we adopt 
this approach. We brought this up now because if we do not when is it going to happen. I 
hope that you our planning commission will take the lead in this approach and perhaps a 
better long term approach will come from this lost of a historic resource. 
 
Kathy Kline- 
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I have been a resident of Routt County for over thirty years, and I come before you tonight 
as a preservation advocate, I was one of the signers and contributors to the letter. I also 
come as a neighbor of the museum and I love having the museum as a neighbor it is one 
of the 1st requests my nieces have when they come to visit. I also come to you as a loyal 
museum supporter over many years as well. And if it were not for your posting process, 
myself, neighbors and other museum board members would not even be aware of this 
process or project. The reason and the intent we wrote the letter to the museum board was 
to have a discussion, not to alienate or judge, it was to say can we help in this process. I 
know that the museum has been working on this for three years, and I think we are lucky in 
that respect and that we have all these things and we need to be able to store them safely 
and have room for them and provide for more room in the future. And we are lucky in 2011 
to have technology and process and other avenues we can pursue, so if we could only 
have conversations of the intent and the reason we put it in the public packet is because 
we did not get any conversation or response. And I know your job here tonight in light of 
what Seth has said, there is only so much you can do here tonight and perhaps its too late, 
to start the discussion or reconvene the discussion, because I think Historic Preservation 
has been identified as a community priority. It is in the visioning process and a chapter in 
the community plan, my hope and my intent with this letter was to enable this discussion so 
that it eventually becomes policy or possibly code so we can have some directive and tools 
to nurture this policy. I believe it is mutually beneficial to save the old house, as the library 
did with their expansion. So I am looking for help on how can we have this discussion. I do 
find the irony in the fact that the Utterback House and the Zimmerman House were moved 
there and the only original structure to that site is going to be gone. There are just a lot of 
things to consider in a decision like this, and I appreciate your consideration. 
 
Bill Petrillo- 
I would like to see you put a flag pole on this project if you approve it, I believe they should 
have an American Flag and a flag pole. And a state flag. 
 
John Marshall- 
President of the Board, Tread of the Pioneers Museum. Just a couple of things, first of all 
the article in the newspaper today kind of had history verses history and it really is not 
Historical Preservation and the Tread of the Pioneers going at it, we have the same 
mission, we have the same vision, we have a long history and have worked together for 
many many years, and we will work together for many years going forward.  
 
My major concerns with the building, when we went to the Historic Preservation 
Commission in August and we received a 3-1 vote, there are safety issues in this building, 
there are health issues, we really don’t want to put anyone at risk, I don’t want to put 
anyone in that building, we have had people get sick in that building. We have tried to give 
the building away, some people have come through it and had some interest, but they 
have all rejected the process and they have had builders look at it that have rejected the 
building. I’ve only been on the board for six years, but I have been connected with the 
museum for forty. The museum has looked at this project for many years, the building 
probably cannot be moved, it has asbestos it has lead paint it has no fire escapes it has no 
fire prevention, the basement is useless, we would as Jane stated have to move the house 
build a new basement and move the house back, tear off the back of the building and Eric 
can give you all the other specifics. So to us it has just not been a reasonable alternative, 
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we would love to reserve some but we can’t, and as much as we respect Historic 
Preservation and work with them, we just don’t think it is a reasonable alternative.  
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seeing no additional public comment, we will close public comment and come back to 
commissioners for additional questions. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Levy- 
I have a question for staff. 
It was brought up during public comment the community area plan and the historic 
preservation section in the plan and specifically HP1 is to find ways to prevent the loss of 
historic and cultural sites. I was just wondering, we don’t have any mechanism to prevent 
demolition, accept the need for a development permit. How far does this go with the PUD 
where we have to way advantages verses disadvantages and some of the criteria for the 
PUD which also require it to meet other standards in the code? How far back can we go to 
say they are not meeting the code because they are demoing a building which we cannot 
prevent under normal circumstances, but because it’s a PUD does that reach this far back? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Thank you Rich, as we were quoted in the newspaper, we feel this proposal is a net benefit 
to Historic Preservation in Steamboat Springs. We relied heavily upon the Historic 
Preservation Commissions approval to demolish the structure. It was reviewed by Historic 
Preservation staff and then reviewed at the public hearing level before the Historic 
Preservation Commission, their recommendation coupled with the new proposal meeting 
the needs of the Tread of Pioneers Museum as well as meeting the design standards in 
working with the pattern of the existing neighborhood all came into the consideration when 
we said that the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. And that there is superior 
development here. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Thank you, that’s all. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I have a question on condition number three, I am concerned about the current language of 
that, it seems really vague and I would propose tonight that we either strike number three 
altogether or put the language that you proposed needs to be there. But I don’t think it 
should stay in its current form. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Yes, I had a question about that too, has there been any discussion about the possibility of 
this being moved? Is that how this came up? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
There absolutely has, there actually was talk it and you heard that in public comment. I 
don’t know if that’s moving forward, at this point the general discussion was around a large 
evergreen tree that’s in front of that building, from what I understand, and we had a lot of 
discussion about during development review and felt it was important to maintain that tree. 
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Also, it was brought to my attention that if we move the building that they would have to cut 
the tree down. So that is kind of what the reference of this was that there may have been 
other issues with the moving of that building, so I wanted to leave it open ended so we 
could reopen that conversation because it does change what’s being proposed from a 
demolition to moving the building. Of course and I open to new ideas for that condition. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I thought it was just said in public comment that they couldn’t move the building. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Let me maybe clarify, having been through a number of building relocations where we have 
taken buildings and moved them, what has to happen to physically move the building is it 
has to be jacked up off its foundation, they put big steel beams under it, roll the building if 
you will on these beams onto a flat bed so that they can move the structure. They don’t 
pick it up so to speak and move it sideways or move it diagonally because of the way the 
structure has to be held up. So to pick this house up, it would have to be picked up and 
moved to the street as we cannot move it to the alley as there is not enough space to line 
the truck up and slide it onto the truck, there is not enough space to slide it out the back 
either and make the turn movement. So it would be the type that this thing would have to 
move forward to the street, and there were discussions when we went through the HPC 
hearing about gee it would be nice to preserve this asset if we could have it relocated, and 
there have been people who have come in and looked at it with that possibility in mind and 
from the museum stand point we’d be happy to have this thing relocated. The challenge is 
we are dealing with a little bit of a catch 22, to satisfy a potential objective that if the house 
gets moved, we can’t do it with that tree in the way. So, the reality is to physically move it 
that tree would probably have to go along with any vegetation in the front. The reality from 
the people I’ve talked to and my experience, there is not much value in physically moving 
the structure because once you move it you have to put a new foundation under it, there’s 
no significant architectural features that would make somebody want to preserve this 
house because they are preserving the interesting trim details or interior details. There’s an 
old coble upstairs that doesn’t meet code, the windows are gone for all intents and 
purposes, the old siding is gone, the floor system doesn’t meet code and would have to be 
replaces, the rood system doesn’t meet code and would have to be replaced. All of the 
walls in order to put a second story on would have to be replaced, so for somebody to 
move it they would have to put in a new foundation, a new floor, a new roof, new walls, 
new windows, new siding. Once they spend the money to move this there is no value that 
they have so it is highly unlikely that this would be moved, unlike the Zimmerman House 
and Utterback House that have a lot more interesting architectural detail and structural 
integrity. There’s not that much left of this to move, so we think that likelihood is low, but it 
would require removal of that tree to do it. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Seth, correct me if I’m wrong, but if the scope of the project changes, they would have to 
come back to us anyways. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
That is why I specified about the building being moved, because what happens is we have 
to relook at the landscape plan and so it could be a small change to what we are reviewing 
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right now and I would propose that we could do that administratively. It would probably be 
within substantial performance of approval. I would want to make sure if they were doing 
that and changing the landscape plan, we would want to take a look at it. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I don’t think we would have a problem with that at all, the only concern that we would have 
is that if one of the goals is to find a new location for this house, we wouldn’t want to do 
something procedurally that is somebody came in, in the eleventh hour and said I’ll take it 
I’ll move it and I can do it in this time frame, that we would get delayed having to go 
through a planning process, we do not want to do it in a manner that is not in Tread of 
Pioneers Museum’s best interest by facilitating it getting moved by lengthening the 
process. So if we could do it on a staff level that really would not create a problem.  
 
Seth Lorson- 
And that is what I am referencing, amendment to the approval, amendment to the plan that 
we are referencing today, it would be the landscape plan. But it would be an administrative 
amendment. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would you want to clarify in here that it would be administrative? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Yes that would be fine. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I do not really like how it is worded where it state that if the scope of this project changes, I 
think it should just be if the existing collections building is to be moved instead of 
demolished, an administrative amendment to this approval would be required. Because the 
scope of the project isn’t really changing, your still building a new building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
And do we need to facilitate that amendment solely to the landscape plan? Currently it is 
so open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I believe with Jennifer’s wording of if the building is moved that what ever happens if the 
building is moved there a need for administrative amendment. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I have worked on this to state; If the existing collections building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to this approval is require. 
 
Eric Smith- 
I think Brian’s suggestion is good in the sense that administrative review is required to 
amend landscaping. Because the only thing that would be impacted by relocation of that 
building would be landscaping, I assume that is staffs concern. Not the new building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
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I believe it really needs to be specific to the landscaping. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
But if we make it that specific we limit ourselves to just the review of the landscaping. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
That’s right if the sidewalk is destroyed or something of that nature. 
 
Eric Smith- 
Well, impacts of the move, I guess is what your saying. 
 
Seth Lorson- 
Basically the reason I feel there should be no fear about this being open ended is that our 
analysis this project right now says that it is consistent with criteria for review and approval 
as well as the standard of the CDC. If something were to become non consistent with this 
move that is what we would be reviewing. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Are commissioners fine with the language we have proposed to change on condition 
three? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Clarify for me, did we say that we are simply going to review impacts from the move of the 
building or is it still left open ended? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
I would like to leave it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
By leaving it open ended it does allow review for any impacts caused by removal of the 
building. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
My concern is that if this is something that does not get started in six months and is 
something that gets started at the longer term, potentially it is not Seth doing the review, 
then we have someone whom has never seen this project before and that planner needs to 
start from scratch and then it begs a more thorough review that Tread of Pioneers isn’t 
anticipating and all of the sudden this whole thing gets opened back up. So when 
variances are involved, and to Rich’s point earlier vague descriptions to advantages 
outweighing disadvantages and under new staff member eyes it has potential to go where 
we are not anticipating, and that is why I am pushing for specifying what we are reviewing 
and not having it open ended. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
What if we added administrative review in conjunction to the existing collections building 
being moved? 
 
Seth Lorson- 
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What if it read like this Brian, If the existing Collections Building is to be moved an 
administrative amendment to approval to address impacts of the move is required. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Perfect! 
 
All commissioners agreed. 
 
Commissioner ??? 
Eric what is the architectural type of the existing building? Does it have a name?  
 
Eric Smith- 
Not really, there is really no defined style, it was done in two phases, the built the main 
structure then added the shed portion to the side at some point, maybe early on in the 
structure.  
 
The group discussed the structure of the existing building and commented that it has been 
called cowboy rustic, but due to its condition even modification made to the building the 
building itself is not sturdy enough to maintain those modifications. 
 
Eric Smith- 
To clarify a couple of public comments this has not been a surprise there have been 
numerous board meetings, and public hearings so this is not something that has been 
sprung on anyone at the eleventh hour. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
A quick question for the applicant, is the standard vesting period acceptable? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Yes the three year period is acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Eric on your narrative that is provided in the packet, page 3-25, under the last sentence on 
your “intent” segment you stated that the entire addition complies with our commercial 
neighborhood zone district standards, that is will also comply with the Colorado Historical 
Society Standards, and the Secretary of the Interiors standards. Can you talk to us on what 
that entails? 
 
Eric Smith- 
Good question, if you would flip back to the 8th street elevation, what the Secretary of 
Interiors deals with in these expansions is when you do an extension to an historic 
structure what they do not want you to do is an addition that mimics or copies all of the 
detail to where some one walking up to the building after the fact could not tell the 
difference between the historic structure and the integrity of that structure, and what 
components your adding to it. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Thank you. 
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RECOMMEND MOTION 

 

MOTION 
Commissioner Hanlen motioned to approve DPF-11-02 with the amended condition 
number three. 
Commissioner Robbins seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
None 
 
VOTE 
Vote:  7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately 5:50 p.m. 
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Text Amendment to CDC – Use Chart Definitions #TXT-11-15 A public hearing on 
proposed changes to the Permitted Use Table and Definitions sections of the 
Community Development Code.These proposed changes are a result of a 
Permitted Use Table audit with the goal to allow greater predictability where a 
particular use is allowed and  greater administrative review of particular uses 
which will result in less cost and paperwork associated with approving new uses.  
More specifically, text amendments are proposed for Section 26-92 (Permitted 
Use Table) and Section 26-402 (Definitions and Use Criteria). 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately 5:55 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Meyer rejoined the meeting. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan – 
Brief introduction and presentation on this item, Bob handed out extra copies to the 
public. Before you is the Text Amendments to Section 26-92, Permitted Use Table, to 
allow more uses by Right and Uses with Criteria and to add brewery and brewpub uses to 
the permitted use table.  Text Amendments to Section 26-402, Definitions and Use 
Criteria, that updates child care definitions to be consistent with the Colorado Revised 
Statutes, creates new definitions for brewery and brewpub, and to add new use criteria to 
specific uses.   
 
Basically this amendment is a result of meetings with Planning Commission and City 
Council and given direction on ways we can do more administrative review throughout 
the Community Development Code and this is just one area that was identified as 
potential area to address. Basically with the idea of allowing more administrative review, 
to reduce permit fees increase efficiency and to create more predictability within the 
process. To give an example of this type of change to the use with criteria, and why we 
are proposing it, as you can see with Tavern use, there are basically two criteria with 
this use, one is review will be prior to development or building permit as applicable, well, 
this is the same as the restaurant use with criteria. So as of right now, an applicant 
wanting to have a tavern use would have to post a $50.00 application fee, submit an 
application, and only to be reviewed by this criteria here. Staff did not find that this was 
a very appropriate use of the applicant’s time and money, and created no real benefit to 
the community or the applicant. Second one is an example of a conditional use moving 
to a use with criteria, it is processed through a development plan which is processed 
through a public hearing, application fees are $1500.00 and the end the applicant would 
have to go through the full process to find out whether this use would be allowed. An 
example is automobile filling station, currently there are no criteria for this use, and staff 
is proposing adding criteria for this use to give certain criteria to give certainty to the 
community and the applicant on where and when this type of use would be allowed. 
Staff finds that if we can identify what these negative impacts associated with a use 
such as this is, then we can address the issue of why wouldn’t this be an allowed use 
with criteria for these zone districts. We feel this gives both the community and the 
applicant some sense of certainty of when and where this use is going to be allowed.  
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The last thing we wanted to note that even if a use is listed as a use by right, that is 
being allowed without public hearing or by administrative approval it does not necessary 
mean that there will be no public review of the proposed development including site 
planning and architecture, only in limited cases where a building exists, that can 
accommodate the proposed allowed use, will there be no public hearing. Meaning, for 
example we can take the automobile filling station, if some one wants to come to 
Steamboat and put in a new automobile filling station in the CC and CS Zone Districts, 
if they find an existing spot with an existing building and existing canopy, the they can 
just move right in, maybe they will have to do a use with criteria application and have to 
notify surrounding area property owners. But it is very unlikely that they will find and 
existing location like that, that has not already been a gas station, so the point it they 
are going to have to come in and seek approval through the final development plan 
process and the development plan process for the site plan and architectural plan. 
Where is gives the applicant and the community and idea of where the use is going to 
be allowed, there will still be a public hearing to discuss how it meets the site planning, 
architecture, and other requirements of the community development code.  
 
The second point is, the code requires a change of use application for uses by right and 
uses with criteria that significantly differ from the previous use, of the lot or the building. 
And with this change of use, the applicant would do surrounding property owners 
notification, and example of this that involves tavern was what was going to be the 
Powder Room Club, a night club use at that location was a use with criteria, basically 
an administrative allowed use, however the previous use was office. So that was a 
significant change of use, so we had the applicant go through a change of use process 
and notify the surrounding property owners. So the point is that even though it is an 
administrative process, there will me a public review process of the development unless 
it already exists.  
 
Moving on, at our Worksession there was one change suggestion to the timeshare 
definition which is on page 4-59, and we will strike the words multiple owners. We will 
update this for the city council hearings. 

 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Following up on the timeshare definition, it seems like the definition that has been added 
made it more complicated then where we left off before. What I mean by that is that a lot of 
single family homes can be owned in the structure that you described here. Based on the 
way we are describing it, I believe it is becoming more problematic than it is intended. I am 
back to the original recommendation of striking timeshare altogether. I feel you are trying to 
become too specific, and the more specific we become the more problematic it becomes. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I would beg to differ that me made it more specific; we opened it up to more of a variety of 
types of ways a timeshare can happen. From being specific to a form of ownership to 
opening it up to club membership, vacation license to general partnership interests and 
other forms. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
By default you have done the reverse, by stating that something that is beneficial 
ownership in a trust is now a timeshare.  
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Also, left out were things like Limited Liability Company, or corporation ownership that 
would allow the ability to have multiple owners. So you’ve narrowed it to list certain things, 
and you’ve excluded certain things, so if you were owner of a timeshare as an LLC you 
wouldn’t fall into this timeshare definition. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
What I am trying to say, is there is a lot of single family homes that are owned by trusts but 
wouldn’t be by definition a timeshare or considered a timeshare. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Those types of ownerships don’t specify a specific time of use of that property. 
 
Commission Turek- 
Going back to two workshops ago, we are trying to regulate use not ownership and we are 
trying to regulate use by defining ownership and you just can’t get there. I agree with Brian 
& Jennifer on this. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Perhaps we can revise this so it’s more general. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
What I propose is that we strike timeshare all together. And that the neighborhoods where 
we are concerned about what will be considered a hot bed, become covered by the 
vacation home rental properties. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Those are specific to single family residents. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
That’s my point, and everywhere else in the city that isn’t covered by the VHR Ordinance, 
would be open to timeshare. Even though we have struck the definition. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So how can we do that when we strike the definition? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Doing it by default, protecting the neighborhoods we want to protect, through the VHR 
Ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So only protect single family. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
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VHR also applies to duplexes which I guess are single family homes. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Timeshare is not an allowed use in most of those zone districts that have single family 
homes. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I am saying that by striking timeshare all together, we are already covered without making 
this more complicated then it needs to be based off the way the VHR Ordinance is already 
set. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Staff point of view I believe we are not prepared to strike the definition, so I would like to 
give it more thought before we move forward on striking that definition. We could leave it 
as it was and come back to it at another time… 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Now’s the time 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Well, we should table it then. 
 
Commissioner Lacy asked if any other commissioners had any thoughts on this issue. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
A real estate lawyer or some one that can specifically go to this is my fist thought, I can’t 
argue the pros and cons from a legal standpoint.  
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Alternatively, if you did not want to strike the definition entirely, there is a way to reword it, 
so it starts with formal property ownership under which a property provides for right of 
possession specified time of possession for a residential unit. You’re just taking out all of 
the middle. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Or you could leave in the middle and could also say, include but not limited to the following 
and you could say those things and not exclude any of the other entities that are out there. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just feel that listing things is kind of useless in a way. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I also agree with Brian that if you include something that is a form of family ownership or 
corporate ownership that’s not a timeshare, then you are creating a problem for some one 
who for whatever reason has a family trust situation that decides to put it into an LLC. 
 
Commissioner Robbins & Lacy- 
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No we are not going to name any of those things. We just mentioned that you could if 
somebody really wanted to, but I like the example where we strike all the examples. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I like Brian’s idea of striking timeshare all together; I think timeshare is an antiquated term 
and there are a hundred ways to slice the banana. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
When you have entities, having a single ownership in the deed, where an LLC or Trust 
owns it you could have two parties in that trust or LLC or there could be fifty, whether it be 
a family or business partnership. So I think it is problematic to go back and police that, and 
that is where I am trying to be cautionary about how we approach. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I agree that we should just strike it, but if there is some reason that Bob finds that we need 
to keep it, then I proposing an alternative amendment to how its worded. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
But club ownership is not included in the timeshare definition you’re suggesting and club 
ownership is another way that fifty different families could occupy a residence. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Should we table? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Lets talk about the remainder of the issues on the item. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
We have not specified that there are any problems with the definition, we have argued that 
there could be a problem, so I do not think we should throw everything out that we have 
done. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
We’re not throwing it out, and there have been problems with it in the past with what I call 
the heavy handed position with what falls under the timeshare. And just because we don’t 
have any examples because there haven’t been any examples because they did not make 
it through the process and I think it needs to be addressed. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
One thing that comes to mind is the resort residential zone district where you can’t get a 
VHR permit because you have a shared driveway or more rooms or square footage then is 
allowed with the VHR, by striking the timeshare definition you would not be able to do any 
form of nightly rental. And that would be a departure of what currently exists right now. 
 
Commissioner Meyer- 
I am with Brian, I think ultimately we need to strike it, I think we are spending way too much 
time kind of defining the animal when we don’t think there is a problem. Rather then try to 
table the whole thing, I would be okay with the best possible definition, Jen gave a great 
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one, and then ultimately come back and report to us whether or not it can be taken out all 
together. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Does that sound good to all the other commissioners? 
 
The entire commissioner agreed with Commissioner Meyer’s suggestion. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Any public comment on this particular item? 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Bill Petrillo- 
I don’t have a timeshare of anything, but I have here for thirty years and I got annexed into 
the city, way back when I was in the county Rusty Baker would run his old bulls on my 
property. Way back in about 1983 I believe. So I have been around for awhile, and I read 
this about the code; the code is kind of like the health care these days for me. I’m a small 
business inside the city, so I have seen a lot of changes and I put up my mini storage 
building, well, first I was annexed into the City with Ron Stock and Harvey Rose, and 
signed an annexation agreement with the city to have industrial on one side of the bike 
path where my mini storage is and I had the property which is now down by the river which 
is also zoned industrial but under the annexation agreement it’s the river walk project and 
under the annexation agreement I wanted to keep that open space and I had it agricultural 
recreational and my subdivision but that got changed when somebody thought it should be 
industrial down by the river. I did not quite agree with that, but when the James Brown Soul 
Center of the Universe Bridge went it, I was industrial and I out in my first mini storage 
building and it was a use by right in the industrial zone district which is pretty up front. Its 
just right there and with Use by Right, you meet this certain criteria and know what you up 
against. I went through some criticism for just putting up one building, rather then a whole 
project, at that time I did not know my location, I am kind of hidden, I don’t border any 
major roads, I didn’t know what size mini storage units would be detrimental to may area 
use or what people would want, so I put one building in and hoped to have the ability to put 
more buildings in, in the future. This is back in 1994-1995, and it was a use by right. Now 
its changed with the new code to a special use, so when I came into see Bob about putting 
in additional buildings, and with the one building it took me three years to put it in, so this is 
from a small business mans perspective.  So I am wanting to put in more buildings and I 
want to put in eight and I wanted to do it is phases and sections, and the code says I can 
phase but I can’t phase. So you know I can’t phase the way I need to phase, because the 
first one took me three years, to fill up, and if I put in six buildings all at once, its going to 
take a lot longer to fill them, I would probably go bankrupt. So when I talked to Bob I told 
him I would like to do one at a time, one per year and my project go in phases and keep 
perspective on how its going, but with the new code under special use permit, I don’t I can 
actually do it in eight years, they won’t let me do it. So its kind of put me in a burden, so if 
your gonna look at it, and I’m in and industrial zone district and it’s a special use for mini 
storage, it would be easier to have a concrete batch plant like my neighbors, I got two 
neighbors that have concrete batch plants and I don’t know if that’s a special use, but the 
mini storage, I do not know why it’s a special use, it’s a good neighbor to everybody, and 
the city just passed an ordinance about outdoor storage. So mini storage is actually all 
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indoor, so I thought I would just mention it to you so the industrial zone district is a problem 
to me with the use by right, as one small business owner, every time we change the code 
and change it to limit, uses by right I think is good to have and some kind of criteria when I 
come and go for a permit is just fantastic. Special Use I have been through that process 
several times and if I can put my ideas in the way I want to it will be a good project and look 
good, but if I can’t meet a certain guideline it makes it tough for me, I am not a corporation 
we are just a simply mom and pop business.  I just thought I would mention that so you 
would have a view of one small business owner in town. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Any other public comment on this issue, no, then we will come back to the commissioners 
for further questions. Rich 
 
Commissioner Levy 
I would like to address the Child Care definition to state that if there is a conflict between 
this definition and CRS, the definition of CRS shall prevail. If we’re going to make them 
look it up then we should make them look it up, you know we can’t keep changing it, but we 
can’t we can have any ambiguity about what is the size of a small child care and what it 
isn’t. Should it be our jobs to update it when the CRS changes or should it just say it’s the 
size that the CRS recommends or what the state statue is. It seems to be just another 
place somebody has to go look, so here’s the code and starting the day after this is 
adopted anyone that is doing their due diligent, is going to have to go check CRS anyway. 
So why not just say this size is going to be regulated by CRS. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
So you’re recommending just removing our definition. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Probably, both of then just don’t seem to make sense to me; right after we adopt this CRS 
could change their rules. Making our exact definition mute, I mean if CRS changes their 
definitions of small, medium and large, do we have to change our definitions about it? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I believe this is more of a case where, somebody came in and opened a day care, and 
came back a few years later and changed it from five to seven kids, they could possibly be 
doing something that CRS rules allows outside of ours then we would have to go through a 
code amendment before we could give them their use and that could take a couple of 
months. I mean it is just kind of a safe guard. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I kind of like the way it is because there could be a lag between when CRS is updated and 
when we update our code. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I am not really sure this would be something that is on the radar. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
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But it has to be, once an application comes in, who’s going to make sure that small hasn’t 
changed from five to four? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Would that be part of the regular review process that staff would then look at CRS to 
confirm that was still the case/ 
 
Bob Keenan- 
That’s correct yes. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
As long as the responsibility is on staff and not the applicant I think that is fine. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Well I think the applicant has to be responsible too look up the state laws as well anyway. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I think we should capitalize that anyway, I mean State Department of Human Services, is 
that the actual department name? If that’s the actual department name, capitalize it and 
they have to that anyway, so they ought to be able to look up the current CRS code, 
because they have to run their daycare according to state laws. I think this is more 
informational then a strict definition Rich. 
 
Commissioner ??? 
I have no problem with it being stated twice. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Is everyone okay with keeping it? 
 
The commissioners unanimously agreed. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Other issues? 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just have a general question or comment, in the thing you handed out today, on the 
tavern use with criteria B you have a capital R for restaurant but throughout the code we do 
not capitalize terms that define terms, and I think that we should, we at least for me, when 
you use a term as a definition you usually capitalize that term so you know you have to go 
look it up and find out what it means, but we don’t actually do that in our CDC and I think 
that it is something that we should be doing. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
That is very helpful to cue people that it is something they need to go look up in the 
definition section to see what that means. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 

�����



Planning Commission Minutes 

December 8, 2011 DRAFT 

 21

I mean that is something that we should start doing, and as we are updating these 
amendments now, perhaps we should start that process. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
So whenever something is referenced in a legal document, and it is capitalized, it 
represents something that should have a definition. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
What she is saying is that in our code, when something is references in a defined code it is 
not capitalized. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
Bob is asking if that is what we mean and yes Bob that is what we mean. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Other issues with this text amendment, Troy? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
I have a question about the section under agriculture. The letter D, about dust smell and 
noise, shall be mitigated to the maximum extent practical. Page 4-6. Again, I feel like this is 
one of Brian’s issues, I do not know what mitigated to the maximum extent practical 
means. I think the gist is that your trying to control those items, but I don’t get what your 
suppose to do. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Has that ever come up Bob as an issue? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Not this specific one but with other ambiguous language such as that, yes it has been an 
issue but we are not proposing any changed to this. 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
But then it becomes if Bob is doing the review there is one set of mitigation and then if 
Tyler’s doing it there’s a different. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
…. Compliance that is merely beneficial to the public, that would not unreasonably burden 
… 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So that phrase is defined elsewhere?  
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
The last kind of question I have at this point is going back to this use by right, it seems to 
me, if whatever zone district your in, if you have a use by right, I don’t know that you need it 
to go to the public hearing. I guess there are a lot of things that get reviewed depending 
upon the application. I guess I am just asking philosophically, if there is anything that you 
can do in the city, as a use by right that you are not put through the public process? 
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Bob Keenan- 
Yes all the list is in the permitted use table, which are allowed uses by right. Only when a 
new use by right is significantly different then perhaps the use of a shop which you would 
send out public notice of a change of use. There really is not grounds for the public to want 
to deny that use. Its more of just a heads up, that this is what’s going in, the new use in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
You reminded me that you used that example about the Powder Room, which brought it to 
a public hearing. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Because our administrative decision because we as staff decided it was an appropriate 
change of use and the surrounding property owners in that case protested that staff did not 
apply the rules correctly and wanted to go to public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Is an appeal the director’s decision? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
But if there was no neighbor that was anti the change of use, that is the way you do not 
have to go to public hearing, but if there is neighborhood opposition you potentially end up 
at a public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
If they file an appeal? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Yes, a timely appeal. 
 
Commissioner ???- 
Even if the director denies it the applicant could appeal, so that gets back to so what is the 
heck is a use by right? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
If someone disagrees with the decision whichever way it is, what they are saying is, the 
person that made that decision is wrong in their application of reading their criteria. They 
are saying that in either one or more of the criteria either in approving or disapproving has 
failed in applying those criteria to that application. Is that what your looking at? 
 
Commissioner Brookshire- 
That is very helpful, but I am still struggling within the concept of whole big ball of uses 
that’s allowed within a certain zone district. I mean if the use is allowed, I guess it’s the 
criteria that regulate it. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
That’s the key. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
When we were talking about providing examples, for the filling station and the canopy as 
well as for the drive thru restaurant do’s and don’t, nothing made it into our packets, are we 
not providing anything? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
You mean the use with criteria? 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
No, diagrammatic examples of both. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No we did not add any visual to go along with those. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
I would like to reintegrate that request; I think that especially for the drive thru restaurants it 
is important that we provide what we are wanting as well as what we don’t want to see. 
Tyler provided two to me later that night and I was just anticipating they would be part of 
our packet. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
And you would want those to ultimately be in the final ordinance for City Council, and you 
would note that they are for demonstrative purposes only? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, Correct 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
And same for the example of the canopy for a filling station, just showing what we have in 
mind. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
One more, I though you guys were moving full speed ahead on the definition for a brew 
pub or brewery, wasn’t that suppose to be part of this. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
It is, it’ in the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I am having a hard time determining the definitions between brew pub and tap room/tasting 
room, mainly because at the end of tasting room you have food may also be served. And 
that makes it more in my mind more of a brew pub if they are serving food. And though it 
doesn’t have the same criteria as brew pub, it says a portion of the facility; it doesn’t really 
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define what portion. Then when you add food can be served, someone could have a tap 
room. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Tap room is only associated with a brewery you can’t have samples in a tap room because 
would be considered a restaurant or bar. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I feel the definition should be clear, it just says a portion of a facility; maybe it should say of 
a brewery. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, we can change that. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
Well, it does say it is on the same premises as a brewery.  
 
Commissioner Turek- 
What do you think could go wrong with the definition, what do you think could happen? 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
Someone could put a restaurant at the brewery, in the tap room of the brewery and not 
have to meet the same criteria as the brew pub. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
The brewery is to address like more of the large manufacturing operation, in an industrial 
zone, with a limited amount of retail or service. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Are you required to serve food if you’re serving alcohol, even if it’s just pretzels? 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
I don’t believe so. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
At what point is a restaurant an accessory use of a brew pub? I could see that being an 
argument. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Currently we have accessory uses that are that is no more then 35 percent of the floor 
area. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
How does the brew pub correlate with the zone districts where we allow restaurants? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
It is just a cap that is not to exceed. 
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Commissioner Hanlen- 
And my question is they different zone districts? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No they are not. 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
Bob Keenan- 
One other definition of a timeshare definition is make a condition of approval, as we 
discussed, we would like to take the time to take a look to see if there are any issues and 
of course if there are not any issues we will take it out. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
And would you just report back to us after City Council and let us know how that goes? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, and then if I could address public comment, we did not suggest changing self storage 
facility, from condition use to a use with criteria, however in retrospect, I do not see any 
issues in going that route. It’s only allowed in the CS and in the I zone districts, it only make 
sense especially in the Industrial Zone Districts, I think Bill brought up some good points, 
so I just wanted to address that public comment. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
So just to clarify, at some point that was use by right and now its conditional use? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Yes, I think under the old code. That would be prior to 2001, and I think it was changed 
because they were popping up all over the place, I believe that was in the mid to late 90’s. 
 
Commissioner Meyer- 
There were years when mini storage facilities were all we were approving, and we were 
afraid that we would end of with an industrial zone with nothing but mini storage. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
I would be wary of changing it, as it could happen again. With people downsizing their 
homes and needed someplace to store their stuff; there are other uses that can only be 
done in the industrial zone and we could still have the threat of loosing our industrial zone 
to mini warehouses. So if we changed it to use by right, we might have to come back and 
change it or deny that use by right for a proliferation of self storage facilities. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
And if we change it to a use by right, we would not have the ability to deny down the road if 
they met the criteria. 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 
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MOTION 
Commissioner Levy moved to approve the TXT-11-15 with the changes made at this 
hearing, timeshare and possibly eliminating it if staff finds no issues by definition and 
illustrative changes for drive thru and canopy. 
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins- 
I just have an additional comment, I don’t know if you were going to take action on the 
capitalization or if you were going to do it all at once. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
I think it makes sense to just do it all at once. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
I am an editor, and I have to tell you if you attempt to capitalize every term that is defined in 
the CDC probably every third word would be capitalized. Terms like Criteria and Petroleum 
Products have been defined; I think that from a readability point of view, you can’t 
capitalize every defined term. In a document like this, it would read like German. I think a 
light hand has to be used in a situation like this one. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
But you have to be consistent; you can just capitalize some and not others. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
But if you read through these definitions and think about every term that is also defined in 
the CDC you are talking about something that literally reads like German, every proper 
noun is capitalized. 
 
Commissioner Robbins- 
But you don’t think that would be a huge benefit to the public that reads the CDC? We just 
had two of those issues tonight. 
 
Commissioner Turek- 
It’s a big thick code, you have to take time to learn it you can’t just capitalize it and think 
that makes it easier. At first I thought it was a great idea, but as I started to read through 
and saw how many words had definitions and would have to be capitalized, I don’t think it 
would read much better. 
 
Commissioner Lacy- 
We will follow up on it and discuss it further as a commission, when staff brings it back 
 
 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
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Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately  ?p.m. 
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Gondola Square Condos (Hungry Dog Cart) #DP-11-05 A Conditional Use 
approval through a Development Plan to allow Outdoor Sales (Hungry Dog Food 
Cart) at Gondola Square Condos (Steamboat Ski Area-Gondola Square). 
 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item started at approximately ?p.m. 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Bob Keenan – 
This is an application for outdoor sales at Gondola Square Condos, for a food cart for 
Hungry Dog. Planning staff is recommending approval. The applicant is still here and he 
and I are available for any questions. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Brad Somers- 
Hello, my name is Brad Somers and I am the owner of Hungry Dog the downtown hot dog 
stand at 7th and Lincoln, we are proposing a mobile hot dog cart in Gondola Square 
Condominiums it is on Christy Sports property, bordering OSP. It would be a mobile food 
cart that would be brought in and out on a daily basis. With a no trace policy. There would 
be a few tables and chairs left out but other then that a strict no trace policy is in place. We 
would be operation mainly through the winter months, possibly a few times through the 
summer.  I think it would be great for the community our customers and those visiting at 
the base of the ski area. 
 
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Robbins- 
So, your leaving tables and chairs there, how does that effect the snow removal in the 
area? 
 
Brad Somers- 
That is a bit of an issue, there is currently no snow melt in that area on that piece of 
cement. I will be responsible for that, as of now there is no snow removal there, but I would 
be clearing the area in neat manner approved by the people in the area. 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Bob, why is this not being approved administratively, how come we have to see it? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
Inaudible 
 
Commissioner Hanlen- 
Is that going to be addressed in our clean up? 
 
Bob Keenan- 
It was addressed in Monday’s Worksession and will be addressed in a future policy 
Worksession. 
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Commissioner Meyer- 
Could you please for the record explain that the DP has a two year term, but that two year 
is the time in which the applicant commences usage, so you just want to explain at what 
point would it go away, if the cart would go away, this is a little unusual in that usually run 
with the land and this is not the case. 
 
Bob Keenan- 
No it still is the case; this permit runs with the land. If for some reason they were unable to 
open up business, over the course of the next two years, then the approval would expire, 
or as he runs it seasonally, if he for some reason skipped a season that would terminate 
the approval. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
Attachment 1-shows lot lines and specifically shows the cart on One Steamboat Places 
property so can some one address that, are we sure it is not on that property.  
 
Bob Keenan- 
We weren’t able to obtain a survey of the property the lot lines on the map you have are 
not guaranteed to be correct, but I have mentioned this to the applicant several times and 
he has made sure that it is actually on Gondola Square Condos property. His application is 
for Gondola Square. If his use is not in Gondola Square then he is in violation of his permit, 
so I think the safe guard we have. 
 
Commissioner Levy- 
You stated you have permission from all the surrounding area property owners, does that 
include One Steamboat Place? 
 
Brad Somers- 
Yes it does, the General Manger of Christy Sports contacted everyone before we started 
this process and they all approved it. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL STAFF COMMENTS 
None 
 
FINAL COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None 
 
RECOMMEND MOTION 

 
MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins motioned to approve the DP-11-05 
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
DISCUSSION ON MOTION 
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None 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
 
Discussion on this agenda item ended at approximately  ???p.m. 
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APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 27, 2011 AND NOVEMBER 10, 2011 MEETING MINUTES 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Levy moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
October 27, 201.  Commissioner Robbins seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 4-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, and Robbins 
Abstaining: Lacy, Brookshire & Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Robbins moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 
November 10, 2011.  Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Commissioner Levy moved to adjourn the meeting at approximately ??? p.m.  
Commissioner Meyer seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE 
Vote: 7-0 
Voting for approval of motion to approve: Lacy, Brookshire, Hanlen, Levy, Meyer, Robbins 
and Turek 
Absent:  
One alternate position vacant 
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CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

ORDINANCE NO.  _____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 26 OF THE 
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS REVISED MUNICIPAL CODE FOR 
TEXT AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 26-92, PERMITTED USE 
TABLE, TO ALLOW MORE USES BY RIGHT AND USES WITH 
CRITERIA AND TO ADD BREWERY AND BREWPUB USES TO 
THE PERMITTED USE TABLE.  TEXT AMENDMENTS TO 
SECTION 26-402, DEFINITIONS AND USE CRITERIA, THAT 
UPDATES CHILD CARE DEFINITIONS TO BE CONSISTENT 
WITH THE COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, CREATES NEW 
DEFINITIONS FOR BREWERY AND BREWPUB, AND TO ADD 
NEW USE CRITERIA TO SPECIFIC USES.   
 
WHEREAS, the City Council adopted the revised Community 

Development Code as Ordinance #1802 on July 23, 2001; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Steamboat Springs committed to a regular, 

ongoing review of the Community Development Code so that the provisions 
contained therein are relevant and applicable to the community at any given 
point in time; and 

  
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that this ordinance furthers 

the goals and policies found in the Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that allowing more 

administrative review of particular uses is in the best interest of the community 
as it provides for greater predictability for applicants and the public while 
reducing approval periods and application fees; and 

 
WHEREAS, by allowing more administrative review of particular uses the 

City Council finds it necessary to update the definition section of the Community 
Development Code to add new uses, update definitions, and to add new criteria 
to uses to help offset any potential negative impacts from such uses.   

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

 
 Section 1. These amendments are as follows (new language in bold 
deleted language in strikethrough):   
 
A. CDC Sec. 26-92 Table of Permitted Principal Uses.   
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Note: The following table does not replace the existing 26-92 Table of 
Permitted Principal Uses but does replace those particular uses listed within 
the table and adds two more new uses.   
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 Traditional Zoning Districts TND Zoning (Transects)  
Use 
Classification 
and Specific 
Principal 
Uses* 

OR RE RN RO RR MH MF G-
1 

G-
2 

CO CY CN CC CS I T2-
NE 

T3- 
NG1 

T3-
NG2 

T4-
NC 

T5-
TC 

SD 

RESIDENTIAL USES 
Duplex   CR 

R 
CR 
R 

C  C C   C CR 
R 

   CR 
R 

CR 
R 

CR 
R 

C   

Single-family 
dwelling unit 

 R R R C CR 
R 

C    C R    R R R    

COMMERCIAL USES 
Automobile 
car wash 

            C 
R 

C 
R 

C    C C C 

Automobile 
filling station 

         C   C 
R 

R C 
R 

   C C  

Automobile 
rental 

       C C    C C 
R 

C     C  

Brewery              CR R       
Brewpub        CR CR CR CR CR CR CR C    R R  
Hostel    C C 

CR 
  C 

CR 
C C C 

R 
C 
CR 

      C R  

Inn    C C 
CR 

  C 
CR 

 R 
CR 

R R 
CR 

      R R  

Lodge    C CR   C 
CR 

C 
CR 

R 
CR 

R C 
CR 

C C     R R  

Office - 
medical and 
dental 

       C C C 
R 

C 
R 

C 
R 

R R     R R  

Outdoor 
equipment 
sales and 
rental 

             C 
R 

C 
R 

      

Restaurant, 
drive-in 
thru 

            C 
R 

C 
R 

     C   

Media 
production 

         CR CR C 
R 

C 
R 

C 
R 

R    C  C  C  

Tavern        C CR 
R 

R R C CR 
R 

C     CR CR  

Taxidermy              CR 
R 

CR 
R 

      

Timeshare     R  R R R C 
R 

  C 
R 

C 
R 

 R R R R R  

PUBLIC, INSTITUTIONAL AND CIVIC USES 
Museum C     C    C  C  C 

R 
C 
R 

C 
R 

C 
R 

     R R  

Nursing 
home 

       C    C C C 
R 

  C C C C C C 

AGRICULTURAL USES 
Agriculture CR 

R 
R              R      �����



B. CDC Sec. 26-402 Definitions and use criteria. 
 

Automobile car wash. A structure containing facilities for automated or self 
service washing of automobiles.  
 

(1) Use criteria. 
 

a. Shall not be located adjacent to property zoned RE, RN, RO, 
MF, and MH. (For the purposes of this definition, a public 
right-of-way shall not separate property. Example: If a 
property proposing this use is located across a street from 
a RE zoned property, this criteria would be applicable.) 

b. Garage/wash bay doors shall not open toward lot frontage. 
Highway 40 and Elk River Road shall be considered the 
frontage for lots with more than one street frontage.  

 
Automobile filling station. Where petroleum products are dispensed for retail 
sales to automobiles and may include a canopy, and/or accessory retail.  
 

(1)   Use criteria. 
 

a. Shall not be located adjacent to property zoned RE, RN, RO, 
MF, and MH. (For the purposes of this definition, a public 
right-of-way shall not separate property. Example: If a 
property proposing this use is located across a street from 
a RE zoned property, this criteria would be applicable.) 

b. The gas pump canopy cannot be placed closer to the street 
frontage than the principal structure. 

 
Automobile rental. Any parcel of land or building where automobiles are kept for 
lease, and where automobiles may be dropped off or picked up.  
 

(1)   Use criteria. 
 

a. Shall not be located adjacent to property zoned RE, RN, RO, 
MF, and MH. (For the purposes of this definition, a public 
right-of-way shall not separate property. Example: If a 
property proposing this use is located across a street from 
a RE zoned property, this criteria would be applicable.) 

b. The canopy, a permanent unenclosed roof structure 
erected for the purpose of sheltering vehicles, cannot be 
placed closer to the street frontage than the principal 
structure. 
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c. Garage/wash bay doors shall not open toward lot frontage. 
Highway 40 and Elk River Road shall be considered the 
frontage for lots with more than one street frontage. 

d. In the G1 and G2 zone districts, rental cars shall be stored 
in a parking structure. 

 
Brewpub. A restaurant where fermented malt, vinous, and or spirituous 
beverages are manufactured on the premises. Manufacturing facilities 
(brewery) shall not exceed 50% of the overall floor area. No more than 
50% of the fermented malt beverages manufactured on the premises 
shall be distributed or sold to off-premises customers. 
 

(1)  Use criteria. 
 

a. No drive-thru windows are permitted. 
b. Brewpub shall comply with section 26-146 

Performance, operational and environmental 
standards. 

c. Brewpubs located on Oak Street shall only be 
permitted on the Lincoln Avenue alley side of Oak 
Street. 

 
Brewery. A manufacturer and distributer that the primary use is a 
manufacturing facility where fermented malt, vinous, and/or spirituous 
beverages are manufactured on the premises.  
 

(1)  Use criteria. 
 
a. A Brewery may include a taproom or tasting room 

that is less than thirty percent (30%) of the total 
floor area of the facility or one thousand square feet 
(1,000 S.F.), whichever is greater.  

b. A Brewery in the CS zone district shall include a 
taproom.  

c. A Brewery shall comply with section 26-146 
Performance, operational and environmental 
standards. 

 
Child care center, large. A facility that provides less than twenty-four-hour care 
for thirteen (13) sixteen (16) or more children and is operated in accordance 
with the rules and regulations of the Sstate Ddepartment of Ssocial Sservices.  
If there is a conflict between this definition and the Colorado Revised 
Statutes (CRS) definition the CRS shall prevail.   
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  (1)   Use criteria. 
 
  a. Review shall be prior to development or building permit, as 

applicable. 
 
  b. Fencing or other approved enclosure as determined by the director 

shall enclose outdoor play areas to protect children and adjacent 
uses and properties. 

 
  c. Pedestrian connections shall be required from all parking areas, 

loading areas, and access streets to all public entrances to the child 
care center. Pedestrian facilities shall be designed and located to 
ensure safety of all users of the facility. 

 
  d. Loading and unloading areas shall be located to prevent conflicts 

with traffic as determined the director. 
 
  e. Snow storage space shall be provided in accordance with section 

26-144. 
 
  f. The child care center shall comply with all applicable local and state 

health, fire, and building codes and licensing regulations, if any.  
 
Child care center, small. A facility that provides less than twenty-four-hour care 
for care for five (5) through fifteen (15) children a minimum of seven (7) 
and a maximum of twelve (12) children and is operated in accordance with the 
rules and regulations of the state department of human services. If there is a 
conflict between this definition and the Colorado Revised Statutes 
(CRS) definition the CRS shall prevail.   

 
  (1)  Use criteria. 
 
  a. Review shall be prior to development or building permit, as 

applicable. 
  b. Fencing shall enclose outdoor play areas to protect children and 

adjacent uses and properties. 
  c. Pedestrian connections shall be required from all parking areas, 

loading areas, and access streets to all public entrances to the child 
care center. Pedestrian facilities shall be designed and located to 
ensure safety of all users of the facility. 

  d. Loading and unloading areas shall be located to prevent conflicts 
with traffic as determined the director. Loading and unloading 
areas shall not be located within the public right-of-way. 

  e. Snow storage space shall be provided in accordance with section 
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26-144. 
  f. The hours of operation shall be limited to 6:30 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

  
Day care home. A type of family care home in which children are received for 
less than twenty-four-hour care. The number of children permitted shall be in 
accordance with state regulations for day care homes, but less than a small child 
care center. A type of family care home that provides less than 24-hour 
care for two (2) through five (5) children on a regular basis in a place 
of residence   Children in care are from different family households and 
are not related to the head of household.  A day care home must be 
operated in accordance with the rules and regulations of the state 
department of human services. If there is a conflict between this 
definition and the Colorado Revised Statutes (CRS) definition the CRS 
shall prevail.   
 
Hostel. A facility for residence of under twenty-nine (29) days that provides 
simple dormitory or sleeping rooms and common rooms for cooking, meeting, 
recreational, and educational use; that is chartered or approved by the 
International Hostel Federation or its national or regional affiliates, or similar 
organizations; and that is supervised by resident house-parents or managers.  

 
(1)  Use criteria. 
 

a. In the CN zone district Hostels are prohibited on the north 
side (RO side) of Oak Street. 

b. Outdoor gathering spaces shall not be directly adjacent to 
the RE, RO, MH, and RN zone districts  

 
Media production. Facilities for motion picture, television, video, sound, 
computer, and other communications media production.  
 

(1)  Use criteria. 
 

a. Media production uses shall not be located along a 
pedestrian level street or other public access frontage in 
the CO zone district.  

 
Office, dental or medical. A building or part of a building, for use by medical or 
dental care practitioners and related activities.  
       

(1)   Use criteria. 
 

a. Not allowed on the ground floor level in the CY and CO 
zone districts 
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Outdoor equipment sales/rental. The sale or rental of motorized vehicles, such as 
commercial vehicles/trucks, rental moving vehicles/trucks, construction 
equipment, farm equipment, recreational vehicles, motorized boats, and 
manufactured homes. This does not include outdoor recreation equipment. 
Outdoor equipment sales shall not be located immediately adjacent to property 
zoned OR, RE, RN, RO, MF, and MH. (City-owned OR lands and open space that 
has been designated in a commercial or industrial subdivision shall not be 
included in this classification and for the purposes of this definition, a public 
right-of-way shall not separate property. Example: If a property proposing this 
use is located across a street from a RE zoned property, this criteria would be 
applicable.). Outdoor equipment sales shall be adequately screened from 
residential uses and public right-of-ways.  

 
(1)      Use criteria. 

 
a. Outdoor equipment sales/rental shall not have frontage 

that is either directly adjacent to or only separated by 
an open space parcel or tract from US Highway 40 and 
Elk River Road.   

b. Outdoor equipment sales/rental shall not be located 
adjacent to property zoned RO, RE, RN, RO, MF, and MH 
(City-owned OR lands and open space that has been 
designated in a commercial or industrial subdivision 
shall not be included in this classification and for the 
purposes of this definition, a public right-of-way shall 
not separate property. Example: If a property proposing 
this use is located across a street from a RE zoned 
property, this criteria would be applicable.).  

 
Restaurant, drive-thru. An establishment that by design of physical features or 
by service or packaging procedures, encourages or permits customers to order 
and receive food or beverages while remaining in a motor vehicle for 
consumption on or off the site and which includes a menu board and audio or 
video speakers.   
 

(1)     Use criteria. 
 
a. Shall not be located adjacent to property zoned RE, RN, 

RO, MF, and MH. (For the purposes of this definition, a 
public right-of-way shall not separate property. 
Example: If a property proposing this use is located 
across a street from a RE zoned property, this criteria 
would be applicable.) 
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b. The drive-thru lane shall not be located between the 
principal structure and the primary street frontage. 
Highway 40/Lincoln Avenue shall be considered the 
primary frontage for lots adjacent to Highway 
40/Lincoln Avenue that have more than one street 
frontage.   

c. The drive-thru lane shall be screened from the public 
ROW. 

d. A drive-thru restaurant shall provide pedestrian access 
and service, either indoors or outdoors, as not to be 
exclusive to automobile use. 

 
Taproom/tasting room. A portion of a facility associated with and on 
the same premises as a brewery, at which guests may sample the 
manufacturer’s products and consume other nonalcoholic beverages, 
food may also be served. 
 
Tavern. An establishment where the principal use is the sale and consumption of 
liquor, beer, or wine, or any combination thereof. Food sales shall be permitted. 

 
(1)           Use criteria. 

 
  a. Review shall be prior to development or building permit, as 

applicable. 
  b. Same as "Restaurant" use criteria.  
 
Taxidermy. The business of preparing, stuffing and mounting the skins of 
animals. 

 
(1)           Use criteria. 

 
  a. Review shall be prior to development or building permit, as 

applicable. 
  b. Shall not be located immediately adjacent to property zoned 

OR, RE, RN, RO, MF, and MH. (City-owned OR lands and 
open space that has been designated in a commercial or 
industrial subdivision shall not be included in this 
classification and for the purposes of this definition, a public 
right-of-way shall not separate property. Example: If a 
property proposing this use is located across a street from a 
RE zoned property, this criteria would be applicable.). 

  c. All activities associated with a taxidermy shall take place 
completely within an enclosed structure.  
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Timeshare. A form of property ownership under which a property is held by 
multiple owners each with the that provides for a right of possession of a 
residential unit for a specified time interval.  
 
 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 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 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 ______________, 2011. 
 
 

      
 _____________________________ 

     Bart Kounovsky, President 
     Steamboat Springs City Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk    
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FINALLY READ, PASSED AND APPROVED this_____day of 
______________ , 2012. 
 
 
            
     _____________________________ 
     Bart Kounovsky, President 
     Steamboat Springs City Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Julie Franklin, CMC 
City Clerk    
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AGENDA ITEM # 15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT UPDATE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There is no written report. 
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AGENDA ITEM # 17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL UPDATES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is a discussion item only. 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2012-01 

 TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2012  
 

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, or on our website at 
http://steamboatsprings.net/city_council/council_meetings. The e-packet is 
typically available by 1pm on the Friday before the meeting. 
 
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:  
 

�
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

1. Presentation of the “Outstanding Facility Award” for the 
Tennis Center. (Bill Kruger, 846-4294) 

 
2. Fire/Ambulance Discussion. 
 
3. Update from Kathy Connell, District 6 Commissioner, 

Colorado Transportation Commission. (10 minutes) 
 

4. Presentation of the Steamboat Ski and Resort Corporation 
10 Year Master Plan. (30 minutes) 

 
 
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.   
 
5. RESOLUTION: Street name change. 
 
6. RESOLUTION: Appointing members to the YVHA and HPC 

alternate. (Franklin) 
 
 
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.   
 
7. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: Airport hangar lease 

agreement. (Small) 
 

 
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. PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 
 
 

LEGISLATION 
 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 

�
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
G. 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. 
 
8. PROJECT: 
 PETITION:  
 LOCATION: 
 APPLICANT: 
 PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: 

 
 
H. 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. SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE: CDC Amendment Use 

Chart Definition. (Keenan) 
 
 
I. REPORTS 

 
10. Economic Development Update. 
 
11. City Council  

 
12. Reports 

a. Agenda Review (Franklin): 
1.) City Council agenda for January 17, 2012.  
2.) City Council agenda for February 7, 2012. 

 
13. Staff Reports 

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

 
 
J. OLD BUSINESS 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

 
13. Minutes (Franklin) 

a. Regular Meeting 2011-19, December 6, 2011. 
b. Regular Meeting 2011-20, December 20, 2011. 

 
 
K. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 
        CITY CLERK 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2012-02 
 TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2012 

 

4:30 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, or on our website at 
http://steamboatsprings.net/city_council/council_meetings. The e-packet is 
typically available by 1pm on the Friday before the meeting. 
 
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. Golf Committee interviews. (4:30-5:00) 
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*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
 2. TPAB Final Report. (Dysart/Solomon) (45 minutes)  
 
 3. Strategic Planning. (Hinsvark) 
 
 
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.   
 
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:  

 
 

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. PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT 
 
 
G. 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. 
 
6. PROJECT: 
 PETITION:  
 LOCATION: 
 APPLICANT: 
 PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE: 

LEGISLATION 
 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 

PLANNING 
PROJECTS 

�
������



*****TENTATIVE AGENDA FOR TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2012***** 
This agenda is tentative and the information is subject to change until the agenda is finalized. 
 
 
 
H. 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. 

 
7.     PROJECT:  

PETITION:  
 LOCATION: 
 APPLICANT: 
 PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE:  

 
 
I. REPORTS 

 
8. Economic Development Update. 
 
9. City Council  

 
10. Reports 

a. Agenda Review (Franklin): 
1.) City Council agenda for February 7, 2012.  
2.) City Council agenda for February 21, 2012. 

 
11. Staff Reports 

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

 
 
J. ADJOURNMENT     BY: JULIE FRANKLIN, CMC 
        CITY CLERK 
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AGENDA ITEM # 19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STAFF REPORTS: 
 

City Attorney’s Update/Report 
Manager’s Report: Ongoing Projects 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is a discussion item only. 
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	AGENDA
	ROLL CALL (5:05 PM)
	PROCLAMATIONS:
	1. PROCLAMATION: Delayed recognition of America Recycles Day.
	[11_15_11_AmericaRecycles_Dec20_CCForm.doc]
	[11_15_11_AmericaRecycles_Nov15.doc]
	[20801496_YVSC_Octrecycl-1.pdf]
	[20808138_YVR_thank-2.pdf]


	COMMUNITY REPORTS/CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TOPIC:
	2. Community Support Allocations. (15 minutes)
	[CommunitySupportRecommendations.pdf]

	3. International Fire Code/Residential Fire Sprinklers. 
	[CC_Communication_ResidentialSprinklerCode.doc]


	CONSENT CALENDAR: MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES FIRST READINGS
	4. MOTION: A motion approving the appointment of Randall W.Klauzer as a Steamboat Springs Municipal Judge for two days on December 31, 2011 and January 1, 2012.
	[12_20_11_JudgeForADay.doc]

	5. MOTION: A motion to approve the amended Memorandum of Understanding for the Yampa River System Legacy Partnership. (DelliQuadri)
	[CC_Communication_YampaRiverSystemLegacyPartnership_11_15_11RevisedMOU.doc]
	[Legacy_MOU2011_Amendment_Final.pdf]

	6. RESOLUTION: A resolution adopting the modification to the Bear River Parcel Master Plan to include a skills Bike Park.
	[CC_CommuniictionForm_BearRiverParcelMasterPlan_BikePark.DOC]
	[BearRiverParcelMasterPlan_BikePark_PacketInfo.pdf]
	[Resolution_BearRiverParcelMasterPlan_BikePark..doc]

	7. RESOLUTION: A resolution appointing Trustees to the East Routt Library District Board.
	[BudWernerMemorial_ApptTrustees.pdf]
	[Resolution_LibraryDistrictBoard.doc]

	8. RESOLUTION: A resolution supporting the application of Mainstreet Steamboat Springs for the Great American Main Street award.
	[CC_communication_Mainstreetaward.doc]
	[Resolution_mainstreetaward.doc]

	9. RESOLUTION: A resolution adopting a Vantagecare Retirement Health Savings Plan for the City of Steamboat Springs Management Team hereafter titled; the City of Steamboat Springs Management TeamRetirement Health Savings Plan.
	[CC_CommunicationForm_RHSPlanAdoption.doc]
	[Resolution_ManagementTeamRHS.doc]

	10. RESOLUTION:A resolution establishing the committed and assigned fund balances of the City of Steamboat Springs in accordance with Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement Number 54 and authorizing the City Manager or his designee to designate the assigned portion of all governmental fund balances for the city financial statements for 2011 and subsequent years.
	[CC_CommunicationForm_GASB_54.doc]
	[FundBalanceSummary_GASB.doc]
	[Resolution_GASB.doc]

	11. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE: An ordinance approving a hangar lease to Civil Air Patrol – Steamboat Springs composite squadron at the Steamboat Springs Airport and authorizing City Council President to sign lease documents; repealing all conflicting ordinances; providing for severability; and providing an effective date.
	[CC_Communication_B9HangarLease.doc]
	[B9_HangerLeaseAgreement.doc]
	[B9_hangar ordinance.doc]


	PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE SECOND READINGS
	PUBLIC COMMENT: Public Comment will be provided at 7 p.m., or at the end of the meeting, (whichever comes first).
	CONSENT CALENDAR - PLANNING COMMISSION REFERRALS:
	12. PROJECT: Original Town of Steamboat Springs, Block 8, Lots 11 & 12 (Tread of Pioneers)
	[CC_Communication_TreadofPioneers_DPF_11_02PUD.doc]
	[TreadofPioneers_Attachment_1A_PlanSet.pdf]
	[TreadofPioneers_Attachment_1B_Color.pdf]
	[TreadofPioneers_Attachment_1C_Narrative.pdf]
	[TreadofPioneers_Attachment_2_ PCMinutes_Draft_December_09_1022.doc]
	[TreadofPioneers_Attachment1_PCReport_DPF_11_02_12_8_11.doc]

	13. PROJECT: Knoll Subdivision Lot 2 (Knoll Music Tent)
	[CC_communication_DP0804_KnollLot2.doc]
	[Memo_PCReport_EventParameters_Att_1b.doc]
	[PC_Minutes_November_10_2011_Att_2.doc]
	[FullPacket_KnollSubdLot1_DP0804_PlanningComm.pdf]

	14. PROJECT: Gondola Square Condos (Hungry Dog Cart)
	[CC_CommunicationForm_HungryDogFoodCart.doc]
	[HungryDog_Attach_StaffReportPC_DP_11_05.doc]
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